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ADDENDUM 
 
TO:  Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: South Coast District Staff 
 
SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEM Th22a, COASTAL COMMISSION LOCAL 

COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT APPLICATION DPT-MAJ-1-08-
(City of Dana Point) FOR THE COMMISSION MEETING OF October 8, 
2009. 

 
Commission staff recommends modifications and additions to the Suggested 
Modifications (Section II)(Exhibit 17) and Findings (Section III) of the staff report for 
clarification purposes.  Language to be added is shown in underline and language to be 
deleted is in strikeout, as shown below 
 
A. Changes to Suggested Modifications (Exhibit 17)
 
 
1.   In Exhibit 17, top of page 15 (i.e. Page I-1.6) Chapter 1 (Introduction), 

modify narrative for Planning Area 2 as follows: 
 
…Planning Area 2 currently has a total capacity of accommodating up to 900 cars in the 
various parking areas, including dedicated designated boater parking and up to 130 
vehicles with trailers… 
 
Reason for this change: The term ‘dedicated’ suggests that a certain area of land is 
legally set aside (e.g. through a deed restriction or land dedication) for one exclusive 
use.  Commission staff did not intend for such ‘dedication’ to occur with regard to 
parking areas.  The term ‘designated’ achieves the goal of requiring that parking areas 
or spaces be identified for various uses without requiring land to be legally dedicated. 
 
2.   In Exhibit 17, in the third paragraph on page 20 (i.e. Page I-1.11), Chapter 1 

(Introduction), Section 1.1 Description of Dana Point Harbor Revitalization 
Plan, modify narrative as follows: 

 
…Outside the Commercial Core area, the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan 
provides for the future improvement of many of the existing Harbor facilities as funding 
sources are identified and jurisdictional approvals are obtained.  Major components to 
enhance other Visitor Serving and Marine Commercial amenities are the replacement of 
the outdated Marina Inn complex with an upgraded hotel; the future renovation and/or 
expansion of the boater facilities on the Island, including expansion of the Dana Point 
and Dana West Yacht Clubs, restaurant renovations and modifications to the Harbor 
Patrol Offices to provide additional meeting rooms or staff office space; expansion of the 
OC Sailing and Events Center; and an upgraded boat shipyard.  Other work anticipated 
to be performed includes the reconfiguration and/or reconstruction of the docks and 
needed repairs to portions of the seawall throughout the Marinas. Although specific 
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ideas haven’t been developed at this time, some harbor users have identified a need to 
upgrade and expand facilities at Baby Beach to meet the growing needs of hand 
launched vessels and to expand the level of access for non-boating day use visitors.  
Policies in this plan encourage maintenance and improvement of such uses in the 
harbor.
 
Reason for this addition: To acknowledge that the Baby Beach area may need 
upgrades in the future and clarify that the LCP encourages and allows for such 
upgrades. 
 
3.   In Exhibit 17, third sentence of the last paragraph on page 20 (i.e. Page I-

1.11), Chapter 1 (Introduction), Section 1.1 Description of Dana Point 
Harbor Revitalization Plan, modify narrative as follows: 

 
…The long-term improvements (referred to as Phase II) are anticipated to include 
revitalization of the Marinas, renovations to existing structures, street and infrastructure 
improvements, the reconfiguration of the area presently used for non-shipyard related 
activities to provide space for mast-up boat storage. as well as the construction of a 
potential lighthouse facility near the end of Puerto Place…. 
 
Reason for change: The reference to ‘mast-up’ boat storage is too limiting as it does not 
recognize all the types of boats that must use surface boat storage because they cannot 
utilize a dry stack storage option (e.g. oversize boats).  The construction of a lighthouse 
at the location identified would have adverse impacts on sensitive bird species located 
in this area of the harbor.  Thus, the County no longer intends to pursue construction of 
a lighthouse in the location identified. 
 
4.   In Exhibit 17, page 28 (i.e. Page I-2.4), Chapter 2 (Land Use Plan) modify 

uses in the Marine Commercial (MC) designation as follows: 
 
 … 

o Restaurants, and other food and beverage sales; 
o Travel and commercial recreation services and uses; 
o Public and commercial Recreation facilities; 
o Law enforcement and Harbor Patrol facilities; 
o Boater Service facilities, including restrooms, laundry and storage; 
o … 

 
Reason for change: To clarify that both public and commercial recreational facilities are 

allowed uses. 
 
5.   In Exhibit 17, page 29 (i.e. Page I-2.5), Chapter 2 (Land Use Plan), modify 

uses in the Marine Service Commercial (MSC) designation as follows: 
 … 

o Marine retail sales; 
o Boat and personal water craft sales and rentals; 
o Boater Service facilities, including restrooms, laundry and storage; 
o Commercial and recreational fishing; 
o Sport fishing and/or charter boat concessions; 
o Information kiosks; 
o Take-out or walk-up restaurant, vending machine food and beverage centers; 
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o Travel and commercial recreation services and uses; 
o Seasonal water taxi service facilities; 
o Parking areas; 
o Marine-related administrative, professional and business offices; 
o Public works structures necessary for the permitted development; 
o Communication transmission facilities; and 
o  Public Restrooms…. 

 
Reason for change: Water craft sales already occur in the MSC area.  This change 

allows for the continuance of that existing use.  The change regarding 
communication facilities is simply to make this language consistent with language 
used elsewhere in the LCP. 

 
6.   In Exhibit 17, page 32 (i.e. Page I-2.8), Chapter 2 (Land Use Plan) modify 

narrative in the third paragraph for the Day Use Commercial (DUC) 
designation as follows: 

 
…The new Day Use Commercial area would replace and/or rehabilitate approximately 
26,600 sq. ft. of existing retail uses and 51,300 sq. ft. of existing restaurant uses. The 
Revitalization Plan would allow for the relocation of the yacht brokerages within existing 
Boater Service Buildings 1 and 2.  The Plan would also allow for a marine retail store to 
be located in the Commercial Core area of the Harbor (in the Day Use Commercial area 
only and not in the Marine Service Commercial area).  Commercial and restaurant uses 
would be integrated into a two level podium structure, accommodating parking spaces 
and waterfront retail uses on the bottom level and additional restaurant facilities and 
additional parking on the second level.  
 
Adjacent to the Commercial Core, within the Day-Use Commercial land use 
designation, a new two-level parking deck would be allowed.  The recently renovated 
Dana Point Harbor Entry Monument Sign and landscaping improvements at the 
intersection of Dana Point Harbor Drive and Street of the Golden Lantern will remain in 
place… 
 
Reason for change: Clarification and removal of unnecessary details. 
 
7.   In Exhibit 17, page 33 (i.e. Page I-2.9), Chapter 2 (Land Use Plan) add the 

following uses to the Recreation (R) designation as follows: 
 

 
o Facilities for the hand-launching of small non-motorized watercraft; 

 
Reason for change: To recognize and allow for an existing use. 
 
8.   In Exhibit 17, page 36 (i.e. Page I-2.12), Chapter 2 (Land Use Plan) modify 

4th sentence of paragraph following the list of allowable uses in the 
Educational/Institutional (E) designation as follows: 

 
… Recreational uses within the vicinity of the Ocean Institute include the Old Cove 
Marine and Native Plant Preserves.  To facilitate access to the Ocean Institute, a 
seasonal water taxi stop may be located adjacent to the Ocean Institute’s Tall Ship 
Harbor facilities.  The Ocean Institute was recently completely renovated…. 
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Reason for change: Clarification 
 
9.   In Exhibit 17, page 46 (i.e. Page I-4.2), Chapter 4 (Coastal 

Dependent/Related Development) in Section 4.1.1 Coastal 
Dependent/Related Development – Policies, modify policy 4.1.1-1 as 
follows: 

 
4.1.1-1 Coastal-dependent development, as defined in Chapter 9.75 of the City of Dana 

Point Zoning Code, shall have priority over other developments on or near the 
shoreline.  Except as provided for in Conservation and Open Space Element 
Policy 3.6, coastal-dependent developments shall not be sited in a wetland.  
Coastal-related developments should be accommodated within the closest 
feasible proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support. (Coastal Act 
Section 30255) 

 
Reason for change: Clarification 
 
10.   In Exhibit 17, page 49 (i.e. Page I-4.5) Chapter 4 (Coastal Dependent/Related 

Development) in Section 4.2.2 Berthing and Storage - Policies, modify 
policy as follows: 

 
4.2.2-6  Protect and enhance berthing opportunities in Dana Point Harbor.  The goal for 

any dock replacement should be no net loss of slips harborwide.  However, if 
conformance with current engineering and Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) design requirements, and/or the provision of larger slips to meet 
demands, requires a reduction in the quantity of slips in existing berthing areas, 
those slips should be replaced, if feasible, in new berthing areas elsewhere in 
the harbor (e.g. within a portion of the ‘safe harbor’ area near the east 
breakwater).  Under no circumstances shall the net loss of slips exceed 155 
slips and the The average slip length shall not exceed 32 feet.  If new berthing 
areas are not available or are limited in size, the net loss of slips harborwide 
shall be minimized and shall not exceed 155 slips. 

 
Reason for change: To clarify that a net loss of slips should only occur when new 

berthing areas are not available or are very limited in size.  In addition, even 
though there is an allowance for a loss of up to 155 slips, any losses should be 
minimized to the maximum extent feasible. 

 
11.  In Exhibit 17, page 49-50 (i.e. Page I-4.5 to I-4.6) in Chapter 4 (Coastal 

Dependent/Related Development) Section 4.2.2 Berthing and Storage - 
Policies, modify policy as follows: 

 
4.2.2-10 Ensure that the redevelopment of Dana Point Harbor maintains and enhances 
the following coastal-dependent and coastal related uses: 
 

• Redesign and expand the existing 5.7 acre boat launch facility to maximize 
the number of vehicle with trailer parking spaces meeting minimum 
Department of Boating and Waterway guidelines (10’ X 40’).  Some Llarger 
and smaller vehicle with trailer parking spaces shall also be provided in 
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adequate amount to meet demand as determined through the coastal 
development permit process environmental review process (minimum 292 
spaces); 
 

• Retain the existing number of dry boat storage spaces until a replacement 
dry stack storage facility is constructed and open for use.  Maintain space for 
at least 493 boats to be stored on dry land in Planning Area 1; 400 of these 
spaces may be provided in a dry stack storage facility.  Maintain a minimum 
of 93 mast up surface boat storage spaces, that can accommodate vessels 
that can not be stored in a dry stack storage building, within the Harbor at all 
times,;  additional spaces shall be provided where feasible; 
 

• Removal of any existing slips prior to construction and full operation of the 
boat storage facility shall only occur pursuant to an approved CDP for 
marina redevelopment that addresses impacts associated with any loss of 
slips; and 
 

• Maintain designated boater parking at a minimum ratio of 0.60 parking 
spaces per boat slip or side tie. 

 
Reasons for changes: First bullet – To clarify the size of the existing boat launch ramp 
parking area, and to require that a redesigned parking area include spaces that are 
larger and smaller than 10’x40’ in addition to maximizing the number of 10’x40’ spaces.   
Second bullet – The first sentence is being deleted and replaced by a new sentence to 
make clear the need to protect a certain amount of dry boat storage in Planning Area 1.  
It is important to include some protection of this existing use in this policy because the 
provision of a dry stack storage facility has been changed from mandatory to permissive 
in Policy 4.4.1-3.  Space for 493 boats could be provided in surface storage or a mixture 
of surface storage and dry stack storage.  Note that if no dry stack is provided, or a 
facility with less than 400 boats is provided in dry stack, then additional surface area will 
be needed to provide space to store this quantity of boats.  The phrase “mast-up” is 
replaced with more descriptive language. 
Fourth bullet – Adding “side tie” clarifies that parking spaces need to account for side tie 
boat slips as well. 
 
12.   In Exhibit 17, page 51 (i.e. Page I-4.7) Chapter 4 (Coastal Dependent/Related 

Development) Section 4.4 Marine Commercial (MC) and Marine Services 
Commercial (MSC), modify fifth paragraph of narrative, as follows: 

 
…The provision of surface boat storage and parking for the boat launch (i.e. vehicle with 
boat trailer) is a priority in the Marine Services Commercial area.  Approximately 93 
surface boat storage spaces will be provided.  Additional dry boat storage will be 
provided in surface storage and/or in a dry stack boat storage facility.  The boat launch 
facility will be redesigned and expanded such that spaces are maximized and so that all 
vehicle with trailer parking spaces will meet the minimum Department of Boating and 
Waterways guidelines of 10’ X 40’ to the greatest extent feasible while taking into 
consideration the demand for larger and smaller spaces.  However, in order to 
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accommodate heavy duty tow vehicles and larger ocean-going vessels, larger vehicle 
with trailer parking spaces are also needed.  The number of larger spaces needed will 
be determined through the environmental review process An adequate quantity of larger 
and smaller vehicle with trailer spaces shall be provided for the type of tow vehicles and 
vessels that use the launch ramp facility, as determined through the coastal 
development permit process. 
 
Reasons for change: Same as previous. 
 
13.   In Exhibit 17, page 52 (i.e. Page I-4.8) Chapter 4 (Coastal Dependent/Related 

Development) Section 4.4.1 Marine Commercial (MC) and Marine Services 
Commercial (MSC) – Policies, modify policy, as follows: 

 
4.4.1-3 To provide enhancements to boater facilities and services in the Marine 

Services Commercial area (Planning Area 1) construct one (1) dry stack boat 
storage facility building may be constructed with a capacity to store up to 400 
boats generally ranging in size from 20 to 40 feet.  The existing functionality 
and mode of use of surface boat storage by boaters should be provided within 
any dry stack boat storage facility to the maximum extent possible.  Other 
services may include ancillary marine-related administrative, professional and 
business offices, marine retail store, a boater lounge area, a hoist, boat 
maintenance area, and potentially other boat maintenance and support space 
facilities. The existing public launch ramp and associated vehicle and trailer 
parking facilities shall be enhanced and maintained.  The existing vehicle with 
trailer parking spaces shall be reconfigured such that all spaces are maximized 
and meet the minimum California Department of Boating and Waterways 
guidelines of 10 x 40 feet to the greatest extent feasible while taking into 
consideration the demand for larger and smaller spaces. An adequate amount 
of larger and smaller vehicle with trailer parking spaces shall also be provided 
for the type of tow vehicles and vessels that use the launch ramp facility, as 
determined through the environmental review process for the coastal 
development permit process. 

 
Reason for change: Clarifying that the construction of a dry stack building is permissive 

rather than mandatory.  The need for such a facility has yet to be determined.  In 
addition, if such a facility is built, the existing functionality of the surface boat 
storage it will replace will need to be replicated in the dry stack storage to the 
maximum extent possible.  For instance, surface boat storage users currently 
enjoy access to their boat without appointment.  Surface boat storage users have 
expressed concern about loss of that flexibility in a dry stack storage facility.  The 
County has provided assurances that it can replicate and even improve upon 
boat storage users current modes of use of the surface boat storage in a dry 
stack facility. 
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14.   In Exhibit 17, page 71 (i.e. Page I-6.13) Chapter 6 (Public Access and 
Recreation) Section 6.2.5 Parking, modify policy, as follows: 

 
6.2.5-6 Dedicated Designated boater parking areas shall be located as close as 

possible to the land/dock connection point of the docks they serve.  Typically, the 
boater parking spaces should be within 300-feet of the land/dock connection 
point of the docks they serve, but in unusual cases where adherence to this 
standard isn’t infeasible, the parking spaces shall be within a maximum of 600-
feet of the land/dock connection point of the docks they serve.  Mitigation 
measures should be provided to assist boaters with transport of passengers, 
equipment and provisions from parked vehicles to boats in cases where the 
distance between parking spaces and the docks exceeds 300-feet and/or where 
there are other factors present which make such transport difficult. 

 
15.   In Exhibit 17, page 72 (i.e. Page I-6.14) Chapter 6 (Public Access and 

Recreation) Section 6.2.5 Parking, modify policies, as follows: 
 
6.2.5-8 The parking ratios will be contained in the off-street parking standards section 

of the Implementation Plan once certified by the California Coastal 
Commission.  Any Cchanges to these standards shall requirements require a 
Local Coastal Program Amendment. 

 
6.2.5-11 Dedicated Designated boater drop-off areas and parking shall be provided 

in the Commercial Core. 
 
6.2.5-13 Prior to the approval of any Coastal Development Permit or Grading 

Permit for Revitalization Plan improvements, OC Dana Point Harbor shall 
prepare a construction-phase Parking Management Plan (PMP) that ensures 
public access will be retained to the extent it can be safely provided and to 
reduce construction congestion / conflicts. 

 

6.2.5-14 OC Dana Point Harbor shall prepare a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to 
include a provision for use of off-site locations for parking for during peak 
Harbor use periods as necessary. 

 
16.   In Exhibit 17, page 78 (i.e. Page I-6.20) Chapter 6 (Public Access and 

Recreation)  Section 6.3.1 Recreational Opportunities, modify second 
sentence of first full paragraph of narrative, as follows: 

 
…Planning Area 4 (Marine Commercial) – Planning Area 4 includes the Dana West 
Yacht Club and the Dana Point Yacht Club.  The Dana West Yacht Club is a full-service 
club that provides junior sailing programs, racing programs and billfish tournaments.  
The Dana Point Yacht Club also provides junior sailing programs, racing programs and 
permanent and visitor slips available on a reservation or first-come-first-serve basis.  
Along the southern boundary of the Island is a one-half-mile 4.25 acre picnic park area 
that includes picnic areas with benches, restroom facilities and barbecues on wide 
grassy areas (although located in Planning Area 4, this area is designated Recreation 
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(R). Planning Area 4 also includes the Aventura Sailing Association, which provides 
boat rentals, sailing instruction, cruises, whale-watching charters and racing programs…  
 
17.   In Exhibit 17, page 79 (i.e. Page I-6.21) Chapter 6 (Public Access and 

Recreation)  Chapter 6, Section 6.3.1 Recreational Opportunities, modify 
third paragraph of narrative as follows: 

 
Planning Areas 9 and 10 (West and East Marina’s) – Planning Area 9 (West Marina) 
and PA 10 (East Marina) consist of 2,409 boat slips.  Additionally, Planning Area 9 
includes 42 visitor slips, 15 commercial fishing slips, 9 Harbor Patrol slips,13 OC Sailing 
and Events Center slips and 11 slips for the Dana Point Yacht Club. 
 
18.   In Exhibit 17, page 89 (i.e. Page I-7.7) Chapter 7 (Coastal Resource 

Protection) Section 7.1.2 Land Resources, modify second full paragraph of 
narrative as follows: 

 
Additionally, requirements for the preparation and approval of erosion control plans prior 
to the commencement of any grading operations that specifies practices to prevent off-
site siltation, construct or upgrade drainage facilities and minimize slope erosion will be 
implemented in conformance with Part II – Chapter 3, General Provision and 
Regulations and Special Provisions. 
 
19.   In Exhibit 17, page 103 (i.e. I-7.21) modify subsection (g) of policy 7.3.2-3 of 

Chapter 7 (Coastal Resource Protection), Section 7.3.2 Water Quality 
Waterside Area - Policies, as follows: 

 
g) If federal or state regulatory agencies, through new or better 

scientific information, determine that less environmentally less 
damaging materials or methods are available for new piles or 
piling replacement, the least environmentally damaging materials 
and/or methods should be required for such projects, as feasible. 
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B. Changes to Staff Report/Findings 
 
1. Global Change:  
 
Wherever the figure “50,000” square feet appears with regard to total added restaurant 
space in the LCP area, change to “35,000” square feet.  This change is due to a prior 
math error.  Thus, total existing restaurant space in the LCP area is 61,300 sq.ft. and 
would expand to an allowable 96,150 sq. ft. with this LCP amendment. 
 
2. On page 38, middle of page after second paragraph, modify the findings as 
follows: 
 
Alternative 3.5O would result in a net loss of 209 slips in the harbor (including a loss of 
323 slips under 30 feet).  The County was able to achieve this design and include some 
increase in the quantity of larger slips in that design by expanding slips into the main 
channel (a.k.a. channel narrowing), and by providing some doublewide slips, and power 
and sailboat width slips.  The County has asked for an allowance in the LUP for the net 
loss of up to 225 slips to give them some design flexibility.  
 
As stated, while the current proposal is an improvement over the proposal that was 
before the Commission in June, 209 slips is still a sizable loss as is it would still allow a 
significant net loss of slips (209) and a loss of 323 slips under 30 feet., particularly given 
Coastal Act Section 30224 which encourages protection of existing berthing area in 
harbors and expansion thereof.  While many alternatives have been considered by the 
County, none of those alternatives have looked at expansion into other areas of the 
harbor along with the already-considered expansion of slips into the main channel.  
Additional alternatives need to be considered that draw upon all of the techniques 
previously used to reduce the quantity of slips lost and draw upon use of additional 
berthing area in the harbor.  Consistent with Section 30224 of the Coastal Act, 
Suggested modification 4.2.2-6 (page 1-4.5) requires that the goal of the Harbor 
improvement plan be no net loss of slips.   
 
The County indicated that one of its 26 design alternatives considered was the 
reconstruction of the marina with the same number and size ratio of slip sizes within the 
existing marina footprint (i.e. no channel narrowing or expansion into unused areas of 
the harbor).  According to the County, that design resulted in the loss of 155 slips 
overall, which was necessary to accommodate new design standards including ADA 
and current engineering design standards.  Under the suggested modification, if slips 
are removed in order to meet ADA or current engineering requirements or to meet the 
demand for larger slips, slips would need to be replaced within new berthing areas 
within the harbor, perhaps within the “safe harbor” area, if feasible.  If this proves to be 
infeasible, the net loss of slips must still be minimized but shall not exceed 155 slips. 
 
The Commission agrees with the analysis of understands the reasons for the loss of 
slips; but is concerned with the actual number of slips being removed without a 
commitment to the goal of no net loss of slips, if feasible.  Policy 4.2.2-6 is written in a 
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manner to encourage the County to consider other options, including a no net loss 
alternative.  However, the policy also recognizes that even after considering other 
options it may still not be feasible to avoid a loss of slips in the harbor.  The outcome is 
uncertain at this point pending the result of an even more robust consideration of 
alternatives (than has been undertaken so far). 
 
If it is not feasible to retain the existing number of slips in the Harbor, providing dry boat 
storage opportunities within the Harbor must be considered before a reduction in the 
number of existing slips can be allowed.  Thus, a policy (Policy 4.2.2-10) has been 
added that allows the removal of any existing slips only pursuant to an approved CDP 
for marina redevelopment that addresses impacts associated with the loss of slips. and 
full operation of the boat storage facility (Policy 4.2.2-10).  At that time the Commission 
will also consider whether the construction and full operation of the planned 400 space 
dry stack boat storage facility has occurred and its impact on small boating 
opportunities.  Policies have also been added to deal with the loss of small slips.  Policy 
4.2.2-6 also requires the average slip length not to exceed 32 feet from its current 30 
feet. 
 
These policies are found on Page I-4.5 of the revised LUP (Exhibit 17, page 49 of the 
staff report) and state: 
 
Policy 4.2.2-6  
 
Protect and enhance berthing opportunities in Dana Point Harbor.  The goal for any 
dock replacement should be no net loss of slips harborwide.  However, if conformance 
with current engineering and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) design 
requirements, and/or the provision of larger slips to meet demands, requires a reduction 
in the quantity of slips in existing berthing areas, those slips should be replaced, if 
feasible, in new berthing areas elsewhere in the harbor (e.g. within a portion of the ‘safe 
harbor’ area near the east breakwater).  Under no circumstances shall the net loss of 
slips exceed 155 slips and the The average slip length shall not exceed 32 feet.  If new 
berthing areas are not available or are limited in size, the net loss of slips harborwide 
shall be minimized and shall not exceed 155 slips. 
 
 
Policy 4.2.2-10 
 
Ensure that the redevelopment of Dana Point Harbor maintains and enhances the 
following coastal-dependent and coastal related uses: 
 
 

• Redesign and expand the existing 5.7 acre boat launch facility to maximize 
the number of vehicle with trailer parking spaces meeting minimum 
Department of Boating and Waterway guidelines (10’ X 40’).  Some Llarger 
and smaller vehicle with trailer parking spaces shall also be provided in 
adequate amount to meet demand as determined through the coastal 
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development permit process environmental review process (minimum 292 
spaces); 
 

• Retain the existing number of dry boat storage spaces until a replacement 
dry stack storage facility is constructed and open for use.  Maintain space for 
at least 493 boats to be stored on dry land in Planning Area 1; 400 of these 
spaces may be provided in a dry stack storage facility.  Maintain a minimum 
of 93 mast up surface boat storage spaces, that can accommodate vessels 
that can not be stored in a dry stack storage building, within the Harbor at all 
times,  additional spaces shall be provided where feasible; 

 
• Removal of any existing slips prior to construction and full operation of the 

boat storage facility shall only occur pursuant to an approved CDP for 
marina redevelopment that addresses impacts associated with any loss of 
slips; and 
 

• Maintain designated boater parking at a minimum ratio of 0.60 parking 
spaces per boat slip or side tie. 

 
3. On page 40, add the following before the first full paragraph and revise as 
follows: 
 
According to the County, there are presently approximately 516 spaces for surface dry 
boat storage in Planning Area 1 (not including some additional area that is occupied by 
stored boats in the boat launch parking area and in the existing shipyard leasehold).  In 
addition there are 334 spaces in a 5.7 acre area to park vehicles with boat trailers which 
are used once the boater has launched their boat at the adjacent boat launch ramp.  A 
significant loss of dry boat storage spaces, coupled with a significant loss of in-water 
small boat slips, as well as any significant loss of vehicle with trailer parking spaces 
which support use of the boat launch ramp, would discourage recreational boating 
opportunities serving the general public which is a high priority use under the Coastal 
Act.  Therefore, Policy 4.2.2-10 as recommended by the suggested modifications is 
intended to protect area to store at least 493 boats in existing surface dry boat storage 
spaces since a significant loss of this capacity these spaces would be inconsistent with 
the Coastal Act requirement to encourage recreational boating and would also 
adversely impact public access.  If only 493 boat storage spaces were provided this 
would result in a loss of about 23 dry boat storage spaces, but that number does not 
constitute a significant loss.  Currently, the area considered as Planning Area 1 contains 
a large number of dry boat storage spaces as well as vehicle with trailer parking spaces 
for the adjacent public launch ramp.  A significant loss of these dry boat storage spaces, 
as well as the Furthermore, the policy requires the protection and expansion of the 5.7 
acre parking area for vehicles with trailers parking spaces which support use of the boat 
launch ramp would discourage recreational boating opportunities serving the general 
public which is also a high priority use under the Coastal Act.   
 
As previously proposed there would have been a loss of 80% of the existing small in-
water slips and the dry boat stack storage facility with a capacity of up to 400 boats was 
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required.  Under the current proposal the smaller slips would be reduced by 23% or 
approximately 300 slips.  However, the Commission’s policy requires a goal of no net 
loss of slips by creating additional berthing areas, if feasible.  If additional berthing areas 
prove to be infeasible, a maximum net loss of 155 slips would be allowed.   
 
The need for a dry stack storage facility should be evaluated at the time of the coastal 
development permit(s) for new development taking into consideration the potential loss 
of small slips and surface boat parking associated with harbor redevelopment.  The LUP 
will contain policies that require the capacity to store at least 493 boats on dry land be 
preserved.  Other policies which call for the retention of the maximum number of in-
water slips should also reduce the demand for dry stack storage as an alternative. Any 
dry stack storage facility should accommodate the needs of boat owners, to the 
maximum extent feasible, such as the ability to access their boats without 
appointments.  
 
The Commission finds that while there may be a potential net loss of up to 155 slips if 
no net loss of slips is found to be infeasible, and a loss of up to approximately 300 slips 
under 30 feet in length, this loss could be found acceptable with provision of a planned 
boat storage building capable of storing 400 boats and additional surface boat storage 
area capable of storing at least 93 mast-up boats based on the  
 
The information provided by the County/City, documents that the existing Embarcadero 
surface boat storage area has historically contained a total of 65 boats in surface 
storage that cannot be accommodated in the future dry stack storage facility.  This 
figure includes the number of boats that are sailboats as well as those that are 
otherwise not suitable (too long and/or too tall) for the future dry stack facility and allows 
for 28 additional spaces (30% future growth) for a total of 93 needed surfaces spaces in 
addition to the 400 additional spaces to be provided as surface storage and/or in a dry 
stack facility. 
 
Also, vehicle and trailer parking for the use of the public boat launch and surface boat 
storage within the remainder of the MSC Planning Area shall be maximized.  Policy 
4.2.2-10 also requires that the existing public boat launch parking lot be redesigned and 
expanded so that the vehicle with trailer parking spaces can be increased in number 
(minimum 292) and in size to meet the minimum Department of Boating and Waterways 
(DBAW) size (10’ X 40’).  However, additional larger vehicle with trailer parking spaces 
shall also be provided within the public boat launch facility to accommodate the larger 
heavy-duty tow vehicles and ocean-going vessels that are lacking in the current layout.  
Those parking space dimensions range from 12’ X 40’ up to 12’ X 65’ if the tow vehicle 
is an RV.  Recent Commission staff conversations with DBAW boating facility staff 
indicates that the majority of the spaces should be provided at 10’ X 40’ but that the 
number of larger spaces should be determined by site specific demand5.  County staff 
surveyed the use of the public boat launch facility during the 2009 Labor Day weekend 
and found that 40% of the launchings were jet skis.  It is unclear whether this use is 

                                            
5 Conversation with Bill Curry, Supervising civil engineer (retired), Department of Boating and Waterways, 
Boating Facilities Division, 9/22/09. 
 



Addendum to DPT-MAJ-1-08- 
[City of Dana Point] 

Page: 13 
 

typical or is specific to holiday weekends.  Therefore, Policy 4.2.2-10 requires that the 
public boat launch facility be expanded but that both larger and smaller vehicle with 
trailer parking spaces be provided in addition to the standard DBAW spaces.  The 
number of larger and smaller spaces to be provided will be determined based on non-
peak demand during the coastal development permit process. 
 
C. Additions and changes to Exhibits (Attachment #1) 
 

-Copy of Exhibit 12 (Nossaman letter) previously excluded from printed and 
electronic editions sent to Commissioners 

 
D. Letters and Emails Received (Attachment #2) 
 
E. OC Dana Point Harbor Briefing Book to Commissioners 

(Attachment #3) 
 
F. Ex-Parte Communication Disclosures (Attachment #4) 
 
G. Chart showing historical vacancy rates in the harbor (provided 

to staff by the County)(Attachment #5) 
 
H. Memorandum from Dr. Jonna Engel dated June 8, 2009 

regarding Dana Point Harbor Heronry (Attachment #6) 
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Post Office Box 461, Dana Point, California 92629 

10/1/09 

 

TO: California Coastal Commission and Staff (See Distribution List) 

RE: Updated Comments By The Dana Point Boaters Association Regarding Proposed LCPA 
DPT‐MAJ‐08, aka Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan Land Use Component 

 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

The Dana Point Boaters Association would  like  to update  its  submission dated September 15, 

2009 regarding the Dana Point LCPA DPT‐MAJ‐08, based on information recently obtained.   

In our prior submission we stated that in Planning area one (MSC 1) there appears to be a loss of 

boater  launch and dry storage square  footage of about 8.5% compared with what  is currently 

available. We previously stated that this loss would be problematic and a likely CDP issue.  After 

discussions with Coastal Staff on 9/29/09 we now understand that any changes to the area des‐

ignated as MSC 1 are an LCPA issue that requires the Commissioners attention prior to passage 

of the LCPA as written.  We are therefore formally requesting the Commissioners to amend the 

area known as MSC 1 to restore the same square footage as currently exists, thereby to protect 

dry  storage  and boat  launching  capabilities within  the harbor.    The proposed parking  garage 

takes away too significant a portion of this land, and there is no remediation that makes up for 

the loss of such land within the harbor to store and launch boats.  The dry stack storage facility 

that may or may not be constructed  is not mitigation  for  the  loss of  landside storage, as  it a) 

does not accommodate the needs of some boats including boats below or beyond a certain size 

range, power boats with certain configurations and all sailboats, b) does not provide the same 

type of access that dry storage users presently enjoy – it only provides boat access by appoint‐

ment  (assuming an appointment  is available), and  c)  removes  significant portions of  the  land 

used for these purposes today. 

The Coastal Staff has done a commendable job of protecting boaters against in water slip loss by 

recommending a zero slip loss policy.  Landside boat storage issues are similarly protected under 

the Coastal Act, and deserve the same  level of protection.   Therefore the allowance of the re‐

duction  in the  land allocated to such storage and  launching would be directly contrary to both 

the Coastal Act and the Staff recommendations regarding slip  loss and the need to protect the 

highest coastal uses. 
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Related to the loss of 8.5% of the launch and dry storage area are the policies in the section 4 of 

the LUP  that protect such dry storage and  launch  facilities.  In particular section 4.2.2‐10  from 

the LUP  (Exhibit 17) continues  to attempt  to provide boater protections  that are  inconsistent 

with the proposed reduction in launch and storage space within the LCPA:  

4.2.2‐10   Ensure that the redevelopment of Dana Point Harbor maintains and enhances the fol‐
lowing coastal‐dependent and coastal related uses:  

•   Redesign and expand  the existing boat  launch  facility  to maximize  the number of 
vehicle with  trailer parking spaces meeting minimum Department of Boating and 
Waterway  guidelines  (10’  X  40’).  Larger  vehicle with  trailer  parking  spaces  shall 
also be provided in adequate amount to meet demand as determined through envi‐
ronmental review process (minimum 292 spaces);  

•   Retain  the existing number of dry boat  storage  spaces until a  replacement dry 
stack storage facility is constructed and open for use. Maintain a minimum of 93 
mast  up  surface  boat  storage  spaces within  the  Harbor  at  all  times,  additional 
spaces shall be provided where feasible;  

This language not only ignores our previous suggestions to memorialize the total number of ex‐

isting launch and dry storage spaces within this and other sections of the LUP (today the number 

of mast up spaces is many times greater than 93 – how can the retention objective highlighted 

above be achieved  if  it  is not measurable?) and  to  increase  the minimum number of mast up 

storage spaces, but it is incongruent with the notion of an 8.5% reduction in the space presently 

allocated within the Harbor for such uses.   We agree that maintenance of at  least the existing 

numbers is a requirement, consistent with the newly revised in‐water slip policy, but are having 

difficulty reconciling the logic in the LUP as to how this can be possible.  

We respectfully request the Commission to make the appropriate amendments to the LCPA and 

LUP to protect all boaters’ interests and rights within the Harbor. 

Sincerely, 

 
Rodger Beard 
President 
Dana Point Boaters Association 

A nonprofit, all volunteer California Corporation representing over 500 dues paying recreational 
boaters of Dana Point Harbor 

www.DanaPointBoaters.org 
RodgerBeard@DanaPointBoaters.org  
(949) 485‐5656 (main) 
(949) 500‐3747 (mobile) 
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Distribution List: 

Bonnie Neely, Commissioner, Chair 
William A Burke, Commissioner, Vice Chair 
Mary K. Shallenberger, Commissioner 
Larry Clark, Commissioner 
Steven Blank, Commissioner 
Sara Wan, Commissioner 
Steven Kram, Commissioner 
Patrick Kruer, Commissioner 
Khatchik Achadjian, Commissioner 
Ross Mirkarimi, Commissioner 
Esther Sanchez, Commissioner 
Mark W. Stone, Commissioner 
Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director 
Teresa Henry, District Manager 
Karl Schwing, Supervisor, Regulation and Planning 
Fernie Sy, Coastal Program Analyst 
Michael Chrisman, Non Voting 
Dale E. Bonner, Non Voting 
Paul Thayer. Non Voting 
Jim Wickett, Alternate 
April Vargas, Alternate 
Dan Secord, Alternate 
Meg Caldwell, JD, Alternate 
Adi Liberman, Alternate 
Sharon Wright, Alternate 
Sarah Glade Gurney, Alternate 
Brooks Firestone, Alternate 
Dr. Suja Lowenthal, Alternate 
 

DPT-MAJ-1-08 Addendum Attachment #2



Labor Day w/e (4 Days) Labor Day w/e (4 Days) Labor Day w/e (4 Days)

Friday‐Monday Friday‐Monday Friday‐Monday

Friday 9/4/09 Saturday 9/5/09 Sunday 9/6/09 Monday 9/7/09 9/4/07 to 9/7/09 8/29/08 to 9/1/08 8/31/07 to 9/3/07

Gate Count 178 228 216 184 806 929 746

Vehicle With Trailer

Single Axle 15 57 49 51 172 32% <‐% of total tow vehicles

Double Axle 27 59 53 43 182 34% <‐% of total tow vehicles

Triple Axle 3 6 6 2 17 371 70% 3% <‐% of total tow vehicles

Single Ski 10 26 16 24 76 14% <‐% of total tow vehicles

Multiple Ski 17 20 21 27 85 161 30% 16% <‐% of total tow vehicles

Sailboat 0 0 0 1 1 246 46%

Total 72 168 145 148 533 <<‐ Assumption: this is total launches

** ** ** ** **

Parking *** *** *** *** ***

Car/Truck 140 178 198 148 664

Car/Truck With Kayak 1 4 1 8 14

**Difference from gate count to actual is due to entries when no gate attendant on duty.   Boat tow vehicles Jet Ski tow vehicles

***Below is the breakdown of Car/Truck Parking.   (Boats Launched) Jet Skis Launched

Parking Friday 9/4/09 Saturday 9/5/09 Sunday 9/6/09 Monday 9/7/09 9/4/07 to 9/7/09

Day Parking 0 8 14 12 34

Launch Guests 0 4 8 6 18

Catalina Express 0 0 0 0 0 <<‐ moved elsewhere for Labor Day weekend

EMB Tenants 82 105 107 89 383 401 60% <‐% of total use was boater parking

EMB Employees 23 16 16 14 69

CBWC Employees 7 7 7 7 28

Merchant Employees 28 38 46 20 132 263 40% <‐% of total use was non boaters

Total 140 178 198 148 664

Day Parking: general commerical

Launch Guests: guests of boaters (EMB tenants)

EMB Tenants: Dry storage baoters (boaters in dry storage and trailered in for day)

EMB Employees: non boaters with Emarcadero staff key cards

CBWC Employees: Other concessionaires, primarily jet ski rentals

Merchant employees: employeew not parking in dedicated slip renter boat parking

<<‐ % of total launches that were jet skis

Embarcadero Marina

September 4‐7 Entry Counts

Merchant Employees alone comprise 20% of total parkers

Boater parkers

Non Boater parkers

Merchant employees

Color Code Keys:

Largest volume was NOT this year.

But this year Catalina Express customers 

parked elsewhere.

But actual percentage is probably higher 

since % calculation assumes 2  jet skis 

per multi jet ski trailer.
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Puerto Place

OC DPH – EXISTING LAUNCH RAMP AND SURFACE STORAGE

Dana Point Harbor Drive
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Puerto Place

OC DPH – PROPOSED LAUNCH RAMP AND SURFACE STORAGE

Dana Point Harbor Drive

DPT-MAJ-1-08 Addendum Attachment #2



DPT-MAJ-1-08 Addendum Attachment #2



DPT-MAJ-1-08 Addendum Attachment #2



Revitalization PlanRevitalization Plan
Local Coastal Program AmendmentLocal Coastal Program Amendment

September 2009September 2009

City of Dana Point LCPA 01-08 / Coastal Commission Reference No. DPT-MAJ-01-08, Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan and District Regulations
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276 Acres
Established 1970

Golden Lantern

Dana Point Harbor Drive

Located in the City of Dana Point
Operated by the County of Orange, OC Dana Point Harbor Department

2

LCPA 01-08
Boundary
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LCPA – Suggested Modifications
1. Protection of two existing park areas. 

2. Remove the free standing Marine Retail Store in the Marine 
Services Commercial (MSC) Area.

3. Coastal Commission  position on private yacht clubs.

4. No net loss of slips / not to exceed 155 / 32’ average slip size      

5. Boater parking ratio.

6. Visitor serving uses are incidental to coastal-dependent uses.

7. Assessment of non-vehicular transit (Seasonal water taxi, 
shuttle & Tri-City Trolley).

8. Tree trimming policy to protect Herons, Egrets & Raptors.

9. Preservation of existing lower cost accommodations.

10. All Launch Ramp parking must be 10’ x 40’.
3
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Areas of Possible Controversy 
with Some Members of the Public
1. Boat Slips

a. No Net Loss of Slips / Not to Exceed 155 Loss
2. Parking Ratio for Boat Slips & Commercial 

Core Parking
3. Commercial Core Development vs. Launch 

Ramp Parking, Surface Boat Storage & 
Shipyard

a. All Launch Ramp Spaces 10’ x 40’
b. Remove Stand Alone Marine Retail Store in MSC

4. Visual Resources
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No Net Loss of Slips / Not to Exceed 155

Staff Proposed Policy 4.2.2-6
• Protect and enhance berthing opportunities in Dana 
Point Harbor. The goal for any dock replacement 
should be no net loss of slips. However, if 
conformance with current engineering and ADA 
design requirements, and/or the provision of larger 
slips to meet demands, requires a reduction in the 
quantity of slips in existing berthing areas, those slips 
should be replaced, if feasible, in new berthing areas 
elsewhere in the harbor (e.g. within a portion of the 
‘safe harbor’ area near the east breakwater). Under no 
circumstances shall the net loss of slips exceed 155 
slips and the average slip length shall not exceed 32 
feet. 

5

DPT-MAJ-1-08 Addendum Attachment #3



No Net Loss of Slips / Not to Exceed 155

Applicant Proposed Policy 4.2.2-6
• Protect and enhance berthing opportunities in Dana 
Point Harbor. The goal for any dock replacement 
should be to minimize the net loss of slips. If 
conformance with current engineering and ADA 
design requirements, and/or the provision of larger 
slips to meet demands, requires a reduction in the 
quantity of slips, slips should be replaced, if feasible, 
in new berthing areas elsewhere in the harbor. The net 
loss of slips may range between 155 and 225 slips and 
the average slip length shall not exceed 32 feet. 

6
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No Net Loss of Slips / Not to Exceed 155

1. June 2009 Staff Report supported a loss not to exceed 
477 with an average slip size of 34’.

2. Staff requested that we continue to work with boaters 
and try to return to them with a consensus plan for the 
Marina Renovation.

3. Since the June hearing, three additional Boater Focus 
Group (BFG) Meetings were held, analyzing 20 different 
design layouts. Four design alternatives were selected 
by the BFG, which were then voted on by more than 600 
Dana Point Boaters.

4. The boater selected plan included a loss of 209 slips with 
an average slip size not exceeding 32’.

7
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All Launch Ramp Spaces 10’ x 40’

Staff Proposed Policy 4.4.1-3
• ………………………………The existing vehicle with 
trailer parking spaces shall be reconfigured  such that 
all spaces meet the minimum California Department of 
Boating and Waterways guidelines of 10 x 40 feet.

Applicant Proposed Policy 4.4.1-3
• ………………………………The existing vehicle with 
trailer parking spaces shall be reconfigured  such that 
spaces meet the minimum California Department of 
Boating and Waterways guidelines of 10 x 40 feet, to 
the greatest extent feasible.

8
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All Launch Ramp Spaces 10’ x 40’

1. Less than 10 % of the spaces in the existing 
launch ramp lot today meet the 10’ x 40’ DBW
Guideline.

2. More than 95% of the spaces in the proposed 
launch ramp lot schematic design meet the      
10’ x 40’ DBW Guideline.

3. Design flexibility may require some spaces at 
the end of a row of parking to be shorter than 40’
in length in order to allow for sufficient turning 
movements.

9
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Priority Use – 292 Vehicle-with-Trailer Parking Spaces @ Launch Ramp

LAUNCH
RAMP
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RAGE (4
00

)

DANA POINT HARBOR DRIVE

With removal of the proposed Marine Retail
store, this 1.5 acre area can be used for additional 
Launch Ramp parking or Surface Boat Storage.

10
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*     Acreages are approximate

Current & Proposed Shipyard Operation - 1.6 Acres*

Parking Lot
.4 Acres*

Current & Proposed 
Shipyard Operation

- 1.2 acres shipyard, jet 
ski / kayak sales / rentals

- 0.4 acres parking

- Total = 1.6 Acres

Policy 4.2.2-9
A Shipyard shall be
maintained at no 
less than 1.6 acres 
in size.

Shipyard
& Jet Ski / 

Kayak Sales 
& Rentals
1.2 Acres*

Boat Storage Area

This 1 acre boat storage 
area will remain boat 
storage but under the 
operation of OC Dana 
Point Harbor. 

The fence line shown in 
red will be removed and 
relocated to the area 
shown in green. Allowing 
the shipyard operation to 
remain on the same 1.6 
acre site.

11
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Golden Lantern

Dana Point Harbor Drive

Located in the City of Dana Point
Operated by the County of Orange, OC Dana Point Harbor Department

1

Existing Boater Parking – Peak Occupancy - Summer 2006

121 Spaces -
Summ. Peak

109 (90%)

552 Spaces – Summer Peak 252 (46%)

392 Spaces – Summer Peak 215 (55%)

376 Spaces – Summer Peak 211 (56%)

No Change in Distance

490 Spaces – Summer Peak 371 (76%)
(371 includes 106 Catalina Express passengers parked in the lot.
371–106 = 265 or 54% Peak Occupancy by slip renters and BSB users.)

12
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Proposed Relocation of Boater Parking

Relocated Boater Parking
(On the lower level of the parking deck.
Serves the 79 slips outlined in red)

Existing Boater Parking
(not changing)

Existing Boater Parking
(moving 150’ – 200’)
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87
Marina and Visitor Serving Uses & Improved Public Views of Bluffs

14
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Improved Vehicular Access & Improved Public Views
15
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Upper Level Drop Off Area & Parking Deck, with improved public access,
looking toward the Dry Stack Boat Storage Building.Proposed Pedestrian Promenade – Pedestrian Access

16
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98
Proposed Festival PlazaProposed Festival Plaza / Public Assembly Area & New Public Views of Coastline

17
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Revitalization PlanRevitalization Plan
Local CoastalLocal Coastal Program AmendmentProgram Amendment

September 2009September 2009
Brad Gross, Director (949)923-2236

www.DPHplan.com
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 9/11/09

DANA POINT HARBOR VACANCIES - May 2000 to August 2009
Slip Size 20 21 22 24 25 26 28 30 31 34 35 36 40 45 50 53 55 60 TOTAL

Existing Slip Count 36 7 107 100 801 233 123 388 1 2 266 4 129 107 44 13 33 15 2409

2000
Empty Slips - May 2000 44 44
Empty Slips - June 2000 22 22
Empty Slips - July 2000 32 32
Empty Slips - Aug 2000 33 33
Empty Slips - Sep 2000 23 23
Empty Slips - Oct 2000 72 72
Empty Slips - Nov 2000 68 68
Empty Slips - Dec 2000 98     98
2001
Empty Slips - Jan 2001    105     105
Empty Slips - Feb 2001    100      100
Empty Slips - Mar 2001 75 75
Empty Slips - Apr 2001 33 33
Empty Slips - May 2001 30 30
Empty Slips - June 2001 29 29
Empty Slips - July 2001 10 10
Empty Slips - Aug 2001 20 20
Empty Slips - Sep 2001 29 29
Empty Slips - Oct 2001 37 37
Empty Slips - Nov 2001 41 41
Empty Slips - Dec 2001 74     74
2002  0
Empty Slips - Jan 2002    50     50
Empty Slips - Feb 2002    56      56
Empty Slips - Mar 2002 65 65
Empty Slips - Apr 2002 30 30
Empty Slips - May 2002 32 32
Empty Slips - June 2002 14 14
Empty Slips - July 2002 20 20
Empty Slips - Aug 2002 10 10
Empty Slips - Sep 2002 12 12
Empty Slips - Oct 2002 26 26
Empty Slips - Nov 2002 40 40
Empty Slips - Dec 2002 64     64
2003  0
Empty Slips - Jan 2003    74     74
Empty Slips - Feb 2003    71      71
Empty Slips - Mar 2003 55 55
Empty Slips - Apr 2003 37 37
Empty Slips - May 2003 15 15
Empty Slips - June 2003 20 20
Empty Slips - July 2003 10 10
Empty Slips - Aug 2003 0 0
Empty Slips - Sep 2003 0 0
Empty Slips - Oct 2003 10 10
Empty Slips - Nov 2003 13 13
Empty Slips - Dec 2003 6     6
2004  
Empty Slips - Jan 2004    20     20
Empty Slips - Feb 2004    12      12
Empty Slips - Mar 2004 14 14
Empty Slips - Apr 2004 13 13
Empty Slips - May 2004 10 10
Empty Slips - June 2004 0 0
Empty Slips - July 2004 10 10
Empty Slips - Aug 2004 10 10
Empty Slips - Sep 2004 10 10
Empty Slips - Oct 2004 20 20
Empty Slips - Nov 2004 10 10
Empty Slips - Dec 2004 10     10

30' & under 31' to 39' 40' to 49' 50' & over
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DANA POINT HARBOR VACANCIES - May 2000 to August 2009
Slip Size 20 21 22 24 25 26 28 30 31 34 35 36 40 45 50 53 55 60 TOTAL

Existing Slip Count 36 7 107 100 801 233 123 388 1 2 266 4 129 107 44 13 33 15 2409

2005
Empty Slips - Jan 2005    10     10
Empty Slips - Feb 2005    10      10
Empty Slips - Mar 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - Apr 2005 20 20
Empty Slips - May 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - June 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - July 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - Aug 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - Sep 2005 0 0
Empty Slips - Oct 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - Nov 2005 10 10
Empty Slips - Dec 2005 20     20
2006
Empty Slips - Jan 2006    20     20
Empty Slips - Feb 2006    20      20
Empty Slips - Mar 2006 20 20
Empty Slips - Apr 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - May 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - June 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - July 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - Aug 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - Sep 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - Oct 2006 29 29
Empty Slips - Nov 2006 10 10
Empty Slips - Dec 2006 20     20
2007
Empty Slips - Jan 2007    10     10
Empty Slips - Feb 2007    10      10
Empty Slips - Mar 2007 20 20
Empty Slips - Apr 2007 20 20
Empty Slips - May 2007 20 20
Empty Slips - June 2007 10 10
Empty Slips - July 2007 10 10
Empty Slips - Aug 2007 10 10
Empty Slips - Sep 2007 10 10
Empty Slips - Oct 2007 10 10
Empty Slips - Nov 2007 10 10
Empty Slips - Dec 2007 22     22
2008
Empty Slips - Jan 2008    39     39
Empty Slips - Feb 2008    43      43
Empty Slips - Mar 2008 49 49
Empty Slips - Apr 2008 0 0
Empty Slips - May 2008 0 0
Empty Slips - June 2008 29 29
Empty Slips - July 2008 20 20
Empty Slips - Aug 200 20 20
Empty Slips - Sep 2008 20 20
Empty Slips - Oct 2008 20 20
Empty Slips - Nov 2008 30 30
Empty Slips - Dec 2008   18 12 22 9     2 63
2009
Empty Slips - Jan 2009   20 10 34 10   74
Empty Slips - Feb 2009 6 23 12 47 6    94
Empty Slips - Mar 2009 6 22 12 48 4   3 95
Empty Slips - Apr 2009 5 1 22 13 52 3 2  2 100
Empty Slips - May 2009 4 1  21 53 4 6  1  90
Empty Slips - June 2009 5 20 12 41 8 1   1 1 89
Empty Slips - July 2009 5 19 12 29 8 1   2 76
Empty Slips - Aug 2009 4  18 8 25 9   2 2 1 69

30' & under 31' to 39' 40' to 49' 50' & over
 

DPT-MAJ-1-08 Addendum Attachment #5
DP Harbor Vacancies



DPH Boat Slip Vacancy History
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 
VENTURA,  CA  93001   
(805)  585-1800 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
FROM: Jonna D. Engel, Ph.D. 
  Ecologist 
 
TO: Fernie Sy 
 Coastal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Dana Point Harbor Heronry  

DATE:  June 8, 2009 

 
Herons and egrets (wading birds) experienced severe population declines at the turn of 
the 20th century when they were hunted for their beautiful plumage, which was highly 
prized for woman’s hats.  Several laws outlawing hunting, including the 1918 Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, were passed and heron and egret populations recovered.  While heron 
and egret populations are no longer threatened, the wetland ecosystems upon which 
they depend are in trouble.   The United States Geologic Survey conducted a study of 
wetland loss in the United States between the 1780’s and 1980’s.  California has lost 
the largest percentage of original wetland habitat (91%) of all the states1.  It is now 
estimated that California has less than 500,000 wetland acres remaining (from an 
estimated 5 million in 1780).  In southern California, many wetlands have been replaced 
by marinas and herons and egrets have adapted by relocating their roosting and nesting 
sites to stands of tall non-native pines, palms, ficus, and coral trees within highly 
developed areas2,3.  This relocation to non-native trees near marinas is because of the 
virtual absence of any native trees, the proximity of the non-native trees to foraging 
habitat, and the height of the non-native trees which affords protection from predation 
and disturbance. The herons and egrets are utilizing these trees for both roosting and 
nesting.  In many southern California locations, herons and egrets roost at colony sites 
all year4,5.  
 

                                                           
1 United States Geologic Survey: http://wwwlnpwrc.usgs.gov/resource/wetlands/wetloss/ summary.htm
2 Report on the Marina Del Rey Heronry.  2005.  Prepared for Mark D. Kelly, Senior Vice President, Lyon 

Capital Ventures, by Dr. Jeffery Froke.  
3 Letter to California Coastal Commission from Daniel Cooper, Cooper Ecological Monitoring Inc., dated 

Aug 18, 2006 
4 Butler, R. W. 1992.  Great Blue Heron.  In The Birds of North America, No. 25 (A. Poole, P. Stettenhelm, 

and F. Gill, Eds.).  Philadelphia: The Academy of Natural Sciences; Washington, DC: The 
American Ornithologists Union 

5 Parson, K. C. and T. L. Master.  2000.  Snowy Egret (Egretta thula). In The Birds of North America, No. 
489 (A. Poole and F. Gill, Eds.).  The Birds of North America, Inc., Philadelphia, PA 
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Herons and egrets establish roosting and nesting sites based on several important 
criteria, including proximity to foraging habitat and avoidance of predation and 
disturbance.  For Great Blue Herons, the mean distance flown from nests to principle 
feeding sites is 1.4 to 4 miles6.  An average Snowy Egret foraging trip is 1.7 miles from 
roosting and nesting sites to their main foraging area7.  Herons and egrets select nest 
sites difficult for mammalian predators to reach and in areas distant from disturbance.  
In urban areas this translates into a preference for tall trees.  In southern California, the 
average nest height for Great Egrets is 88 feet8.  Raccoons are one of the main heron 
and egret nest predators in Southern California9.  Tall trees are the main deterrent to 
raccoon predation.  Dense foliage that provides camouflage and protection is also 
important in southern California as a deterrent to predation from birds such as American 
crows, Corvus brachyrhynchus, who prey on eggs and chicks, and red-tailed hawks, 
Buteo jamaicensis10.  Herons and egrets are normally shy and retiring birds that are 
sensitive to human disturbance.  The fact that they have established roosting and 
nesting sites in areas of high human density and disturbance suggests that suitable 
roosting and nesting areas are scarce.    
 
Herons and egrets are integral components of fully functioning wetland ecosystems.  
They are top predators whose foraging activities affect the density and composition of 
prey populations.  Wetlands lacking such top predators may be subject to eutrophication 
events, disease outbreaks, and any number of other undesirable cycles11.  Southern 
California wetlands are experiencing pressure from a number of fronts including loss of 
native species, loss of area due to development, invasive species, and pollution.  
Herons and egrets are critical members of wetland ecosystems and their roosting and 
nesting colonies provide very important ecosystem functions.   
 
Tree stands suitable for wading bird roosting and nesting that are within close proximity 
to major wetland complexes are uncommon in southern California.   This situation led to 
an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) determination for tree stands serving 
as heronries in Marina del Rey.  The analysis of whether a heronry should be 
considered an ESHA should include a consideration of the regional rarity of suitable tree 
stands and the proximity of the trees in question to major wetland complexes.  Suitable 
tree stands are those that meet wading bird roosting and nesting requirements for 
height, foliage, proximity to water, and proximity to primary foraging grounds.   Major 
wetland complexes are those that are tens to hundreds of acres in size and consist of 

                                                           
6 Butler (1992) op. cit 
7 Parson & Master (2000) op. cit. 
8 McCrimmen, D. A. Jr., J. C. Ogden, and G. T. Bancroft.  2001.  Great  Egret (Ardea alba).  In The Birds 

of North America, No. 570 (A. Poole and F. Gill, Eds.).  The Birds of North America, Inc., 
Philadelphia, PA 

9 Parson & Master (2000) op. cit. 
10 Parson & Master (2000) op. cit. 
11 Keddy, P.A.  Wetland Ecology: Principles and Conservation.  2000. Cambridge Univ. Press, 
Cambridge, United Kingdom. 614 pp. 
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some combination of estuary/lagoon, channels, mudflats, salt marsh, brackish marsh, 
freshwater marsh, and uplands.   
 
It is my professional opinion that the Dana Point Harbor heronries do not rise to the 
level of ESHA because suitable wading bird tree stands are not regionally rare 
(numerous such trees stands exist in Lantern Bay Park, Doheny State Beach, and along 
San Juan Creek) and a major wetland complex is not within the average wading bird 
foraging distance from the tree stands that support herons and egrets in Dana Point 
Harbor.  Those trees are obviously important for the birds that use them, but the birds 
are not rare, and the birds and trees do not appear to provide an important ecosystem 
function for rare southern California coastal saltmarsh habitats.  
 

  3DPT-MAJ-1-08 Attachment #6



STATE OF CALIFORNIA – NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY                                                                                      Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor 
 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

 

TH 22a 

         September 23, 2009 
 
TO:  Commissioners and Interested Persons 
 
FROM: Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director, South Coast District, Orange County 
  Teresa Henry, South Coast District Manager 
  Karl Schwing, Orange County Area Supervisor 
  Fernie Sy, Coastal Program Analyst II 
 
SUBJECT: Major Amendment Request No. 1-08 to the City of Dana Point Certified 

Local Coastal Program (For Public Hearing and Commission Action at 
the October 2009 meeting in Oceanside) 

 
SUMMARY OF LCP AMENDMENT REQUEST NO. 1-08 
 
The City of Dana Point presently has two groups of documents that serve as its certified 
Local Coastal Program (LCP).  There is an older set of documents that were originally 
certified when Dana Point was unincorporated and which were adopted by the City when it 
incorporated that still apply to the central geographic area of the City.  The central 
geographic area is generally located between Monarch Beach to the north and Capistrano 
Beach to the south, including the Dana Point Harbor area that is the subject of the 
proposed LCP Amendment.  These older documents have generally been referred to as 
the Dana Point Specific Plan Local Coastal Program or '1986' LCP.  In addition, there is a 
more recent group of documents that includes three elements of the City's General Plan 
(the Land Use Element, Urban Design Element, and Conservation Open Space Element), 
the City's Zoning Code, the Monarch Beach Resort Specific Plan,  the Headlands 
Development Conservation Plan, and the Dana Point Town Center plan which apply to 
those areas of the City that are not covered by the 1986 LCP.  These more recent 
documents are referred to as the '1996' LCP1. 
 
In the proposed City of Dana Point Amendment request, the City proposes to amend the 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan to incorporate the proposed Dana Point Harbor 
Revitalization Plan (replacing those sections of the Dana Point Specific Plan relevant to 
the Dana Point Harbor (1986 LCP), that would establish new land use designations and 
boundaries throughout the harbor; expand allowable development by approximately 
153,000 square feet (all uses) including commercial development (+7,300 square feet 
retail/+50,000 square feet restaurant), enlarged hotel (136 rooms to 220 rooms) plus 
conference facilities, new marine retail (9,100 square feet), among other expanded uses; 
change parking requirements; reduce space allocated for surface boat storage; and 
change height limits to allow for 65 ft. high dry stack storage building for 400 boats and up 

                                                 
1 Although this is now a misnomer because the Headlands Development Conservation Plan and the Dana 
Point Town Center plan were adopted after 1996. 



Dana Point LCPA 1-08 
Page 2 of 63 

 

 
 

to 60 ft. high commercial buildings.  The area to which this new revitalization plan applies 
is entirely public tidelands2. 
 
The City's submittal of the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan also includes an 
Implementation Plan (IP) component.  However, that component will be reviewed by the 
Commission at a later date.  Therefore, only the Land Use Plan (LUP) of the Dana Point 
Harbor Revitalization Plan is before the Commission at the October 2009 hearing.  This 
staff report will analyze the LUP component only. 
 
The major issues raised by this amendment request are 1) the protection of two existing 
parks (a linear park located along the main channel on the island and a second existing 
park located at the southern end of Puerto Place) with the appropriate Recreation land use 
designation; 2) the proposed allowance of a 9,100 sq. ft. free standing Marine Retail 
Building and associated parking within the Marine Service Commercial land use area, an 
area that is currently used for higher priority dry boat storage and public boat launch 
vehicle parking; 3) the expansion of existing and potential construction of additional private 
(membership) yacht clubs on tidelands; 4) a net reduction in the number of boat slips 
(approximately 200), including a reduction of approximately 300 slips under 30 ft in length 
and the need to ensure that the loss of in-water slips is tied to the provision of dry boat 
storage within the Harbor; 5) the potential that the reduction in the boater parking ratio 
from 0.75 to 0.60 parking spaces per boat slip may adversely effect recreational boating 
use; 6) the need to ensure that the new visitor-serving commercial area (Commercial 
Core) uses are incidental to the coastal-dependent and coastal-related boating, boating 
support  and water oriented recreational uses; 7) assessment of the need to provide for 
non-vehicular transit (seasonal water taxi, shuttle service and Tri-City Trolley) to and within 
the Dana Point Harbor; 8) the need to establish a tree trimming policy to protect nesting 
herons and egrets within the Harbor; and 9) preservation of the existing lower cost 
overnight visitor accommodations (Marina Inn) and the prohibition of conversion of the 
facility to Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations (LUOVA) on public tidelands. 
 
ANTICIPATED AREAS OF CONTROVERSY BETWEEN THE PUBLIC, COUNTY/CITY 
AND COMMISSION 
 
County/City 
 
Commission and County/City staff had been working together to produce a Land Use Plan 
that was acceptable to all parties for the June Commission meeting.  There were a number 
of issues where the County/City staff and Commission staff disagreed, but basically found 
common ground through the modifications suggested by Commission staff and made in 
the addendum and at the June hearing prior to its postponement by the Commission.  
Changes have been made to several of the suggested modifications since the June 
hearing as indicated in the chart at the beginning of the staff recommended suggested 
modifications (Exhibit 17).  Although Commission and County/City staff have met several 

                                                 
2 Coastal permit jurisdiction over the filled portion of the tidelands was delegated to the City pursuant to 
Section 30613 of the Coastal Act.  The unfilled portions (i.e. the water) remain in the Commission’s original 
coastal development permit jurisdiction. 
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times since the June postponement, we were not able to meet again after finalizing the 
suggested modifications to determine areas of remaining disagreement, if any.  However, 
there still remain issues that members of the public disagree with concerning the 
County/City original submittal and as modified herein.  The following is a summary of the 
areas of controversy between the County/City and Commission staff and some segments 
of the public regarding the proposed Land Use Plan as modified by the suggested 
modifications as originally recommended by staff at the June Commission meeting and as 
subsequently further modified. 
 
Boat Slips 
 
The Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan allows for the reconstruction and net reduction 
in the number of slips in the east and west marinas.  As originally proposed, there would 
have been a net loss of approximately 480 of the 2,409 existing slips and a reduction of 
approximately 1,100 slips under 30 ft. in length.  Concerns have been raised by the some 
public members about the loss of smaller slips.  Following the Commission’s 
postponement of action on the LUP Amendment in June the County/City held additional 
public meetings on the marina alternatives and have chosen an alternative which reduces 
the slips under 30 ft. by 23% instead of the previous proposal of approximately 80%. A 
policy has been added to the LUP suggested modifications that makes the harbor 
improvements goal of no net loss of slips, if feasible (Policy 4.2.2-6, page I-4.5, Ex. 17) but 
would allow a maximum loss of 155 slips if no net loss is found to be infeasible.  Small slip 
loss is primarily controlled by requiring that the average slip length of the reconstructed 
harbor not exceed 32 ft.  The existing average slip length is 30 ft.  However, Policy 4.2.2-
10 (page I-4.5, Ex. 17) also requires that the existing boat slips be maintained until a 
coastal development permit is issued by the Commission that addresses impacts to 
boating due to any loss of slips, including small slips, and whether the dry stack boat 
storage facility, with a capacity to hold 400 boats, is constructed and is operational within 
the Harbor, in order to protect boating opportunities for the smaller boats.  Additionally, 
policies have been added that require that the proposed Marine Service Commercial 
(MSC) Area be used to increase the number and sizes of public boat launching parking 
spaces, the provision of a minimum of 93 mast-up surface boat storage spaces as well as 
the provision of additional surface boat storage area to help mitigate the loss of small in-
water slips and that a planned stand alone marine retail store be eliminated from the MSC 
area to accomplish this (Policy 4.2.2-10, page I-4.5, Ex. 17). 
 
Parking Ratio for Boat Slips and Commercial Core Parking 
 
The Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan would allow a 0.6 parking ratio per boat slip.  A 
parking ratio of 0.75 parking spaces per slip is currently being used in other LA and 
Orange County harbors.  Prior to 1980, Dana Point Harbor required 0.75 parking spaces 
for each slip up to 30 ft. in size; 1.2 spaces per slip 30 ft. to less than 45 ft. and 1.6 parking 
spaces per slip 45 ft and greater. The County/City justifies the proposed reduced boater 
parking rate based on Department of Boating and Waterway guidelines, a 1996 study that 
indicated that Dana Point’s parking ratios were higher than other marinas at that time, and 
a summer 2006 parking survey that found that there would be adequate boater parking, 
even during peak summer weekends (except for major holiday weekends), if the ratio were 
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lowered to 0.60 spaces per slip.  Concerns from the public have been raised that a 0.6 
parking ratio is being proposed to allow the development of the Commercial Core visitor-
serving commercial development, which they see as a lower priority use.  Commission 
staff supports the reduction in the boater parking ratio based on the information submitted 
by the County/City showing that the reduced parking ratio is adequate to meet the existing 
and future boater parking demand and the requirement that the Commercial Core 
development provide parking for its use. Further, the County/City is required to assess the 
need for implementation of non-automobile transit services (water taxi, shuttle and Tri-City 
Trolley) should parking become a problem.  Additionally, boaters are concerned with the 
County/City proposed policy that would allow boater parking up to 1,000 ft. from the docks 
they serve.  Policy 6.2.5-6, (page I-6.13, Ex. 17) reduces the maximum distance to 600 ft. 
and encourages boater parking spaces to be located within 300 ft. of the docks. 
 
Commercial Core Development versus Higher Priority Uses (i.e. Boat Slips, Boat Launch 
Parking, Surface Boat Storage, Shipyard) 
 
The Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan would allow a new Visitor Serving Commercial 
area (the Commercial Core) that includes intensification of the existing retail and 
restaurant development.  Concerns from the public have been raised that this new 
Commercial Core comes at the expense of dry boat storage and vehicle and trailer parking 
for use of the existing public boat launch facility, which are higher priority uses under the 
Coastal Act.  Policies have been added to the LUP that will ensure that sufficient land area 
and parking for higher priority uses (e.g. boat slips, boat launch, and dry boat storage) is 
provided prior to construction of the new commercial development (Policies 4.2.2-9 and 
4.2.2-10 (page I-4.5, Ex. 17) and  5.1.1-7 through 5.1.1-9 (page I-5.2, Ex. 17) .  Therefore, 
the higher priority uses are protected.  Currently there is a shipyard within the Harbor 
operating within a 2.6ac lease area.  However, the shipyard operator has historically used 
only 1.2 acres for shipyard operations with parking on another 0.4 acres.  The remaining 
acre has been historically used for dry boat storage.  The County/City wants to reduce the 
shipyard land use area to 1.6 ac and has presented information indicating that 1.6 acres is 
adequate for a viable shipyard, even with a reconfigured marina with the larger boats that 
were being proposed when the LUP amendment was before the Commission in June.  At 
the time of the June hearing the County/City proposed Harbor slip mix included an 
increase in the larger slips and a significant reduction in the smaller slips.  The 30-34 ft. 
slips were proposed to increase by 312 slips; the 35-39 ft. slips by 263; the 40-44’ slips by 
80; the 50-54’ and 55-59’ slips were both going to be decreased and the 60’ and over slips 
were going to be increased by 29 slips.  However, under currently proposed County/City 
chosen Alternative 3.50, the greatest increase in slips (66) would occur in slips 30-34’ in 
length.  Slips 35’ to 49’ are being increased by a total of only 55 and slips 50’ and over are 
all being decreased (Ex. 21). The current shipyard lessee wants to retain the shipyard 
lease area at 2.6 acres, stating that the entire area is needed to maneuver and properly 
service the larger boats that will be moored in the Harbor under the proposed 
reconfiguration.  The LUP as modified by Policy 4.2.2-9 (page I-4.5, Ex.17) would require 
the County/City to retain a shipyard on a minimum of 1.6 acres, but would allow for a larger 
facility since a shipyard is an allowable use in the MSC land use designation if the demand 
for a larger facility is demonstrated. 
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Visual Resources 
 
The public has raised concerns regarding the impacts upon visual resources by the 
buildings allowed by the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan.  Views of the Dana Point 
Harbor area from Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) are limited as a result of development on 
and along the coastal bluffs.  However, there are a variety of public vantage points from 
Doheny State Beach, the bluffs surrounding the harbor and from other public areas, such 
as Street of Golden Lantern and Dana Point Harbor Drive, which are both designated as 
scenic corridors by the City of Dana Point.  Anticipated development will have some 
impacts upon views from those areas, but those impacts will not be significant.  In order to 
assure that no significant view impacts occur, several policies have been provided in the 
LUP, such as ensuring development within designated and proposed scenic corridors is 
compatible with scenic enhancement and preservation and shall not significantly impact 
views through these corridors;  including a graphic that depicts the view corridors found 
within the harbor; protecting and enhancing public views through open space designations 
and innovative design techniques , and limiting the heights of anticipated buildings within 
the harbor.  These policies ensure that significant coastal public views through scenic 
corridors and from scenic viewpoints will be protected and enhanced. 
 
Staff is recommending denial of the LUP Amendment as submitted, and approval of the 
LUP Amendment with suggested modifications. 
 
EXHIBITS 
 
1) Location Map 
2) Dana Point City Council Resolution No. 06-09-13-06 
3) Dana Point City Council Ordinance No. 06-08 
4) Letter from the City of Dana Point dated November 7, 2007 
5) EIR Table 3-1 Existing and Proposed Land Use Summary 
6) Existing Conditions Site Map 
7) Planning Area Map 
8) Land Use Plan Map 
9) Current Anchor Marine Lease Boundary 2.6 Acres Map 
10) Dana Point Harbor Existing and Proposed Acreages Table 
11) Letter from California State Lands Commission dated January 13, 2009 
12) Letter from Nossaman, LLP dated May 8, 2009 
13) Letter from the City of Dana Point dated May 22, 2009 
14) LSA Map of Southern Portion of Planning Area 1 
15) Boaters for Dana Point Petition dated May 22, 2009 
16) Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan and District Regulations dated September 

2006 
17) Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan Land Use Plan Component dated May 2009 
18) Dana Point Harbor Parking Zones/Requirements Information (Existing and 

Proposed) 
19) Dana Point Harbor Parking Zones/Requirements Graphic Showing Both Existing 

and Proposed Parking 
20) Dana Point Harbor Alternative 3.50 Proposed Slip Layout Graphic 

http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/10/Th22a-10-2009-a1.pdf
http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/10/Th22a-10-2009-a2.pdf
http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/10/Th22a-10-2009-a3.pdf
http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/10/Th22a-10-2009-a4.pdf
mfrum
Text Box
Click on the links to go to the exhibits.
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21) Dana Point Harbor Alternative 3.50 Chart Comparing Existing and Proposed Slip 
Layout 

22) Dana Point Harbor Alternative 3.50 Chart Comparing Existing and Proposed Slip 
Layout by Specific Slip Length 

23) Dana Point Harbor View Corridors 
24) Dana Point Harbor Now Letter dated September 10, 2009 
25) Dana Point Harbor Now Letter dated September 14, 2009 
26) Dana West Yacht Club Letter dated July 23, 2009 
27) Dana West Yacht Club Letter dated July 23, 2009 
28) Dana Point Boaters Association (Steven Alan Fry) email dated September 10, 2009 
29) Dana Point Boaters Association letter dated September 10, 2009 
30) Boaters for Dana Point Suggested Modifications Comments 
31) Boaters for Dana Point: Possible Additional Wet Slips in Dana Point Harbor 

Information 
32) Boaters for Dana Point Petition 
33) Boaters for Dana Point email dated September 15, 2009 
34) Ex-Partes from Commissioners 
35) Letters Received from the Public 
36) Emails Received from the Public 
37) Dana Point Harbor Boater Parking Peak Occupancy Summer 2006 
38) Reference Note Regarding Previous Email and Correspondence in Conjunction with 

the Previous Scheduled Hearing that took place in June 2009 in Marina Del Rey. 
 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:  Channel Islands PWP Amendment 1-07; CDP No. 
5-08-187-[Long Beach]; California Coastal Commission Condominium-Hotel Workshop 
Staff Report dated August 2006; San Diego Unified Port District Port Master Plan 
Amendment No. 39 (Woodfin Suites Timeshare/Hotel); HNB-MAJ-2-06-[Huntington Beach-
Timeshares]; San Diego Unified Port District Port District A-6-PSD-8-04/101 (Lane Field); 
A-5-RPV-2-324-[Long Point]; NPB-MAJ-1-06A-[Newport Beach]; NPB-MAJ-1-04-[Newport 
Beach. 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing: 
 

Deny the Land Use Plan Amendment, as submitted, and approve it if modified as 
provided below. 

 
The motions to accomplish this recommendation are found on pages 7.  As 
proposed, the LUP Amendment portion of the LCP Amendment does not meet the 
requirements of and is not in conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  
Only if modified as recommended will the LUP Amendment meet the requirements of and 
be in conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
The standard of review for the proposed Amendment to the LCP-Land Use Plan is 

http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/10/Th22a-10-2009-a4.pdf
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consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in Local Coastal Program 
development.  It states: 

 
During the preparation, approval, certification, and amendment of any local coastal 
program, the public, as well as all affected governmental agencies, including special 
districts, shall be provided maximum opportunities to participate.  Prior to 
submission of a local coastal program for approval, local governments shall hold a 
public hearing or hearings on that portion of the program which has not been 
subjected to public hearings within four years of such submission. 
 

The City Planning Commission held a public hearing for the proposed LCP Amendment on 
June 7, 2006 and June 21, 2006, and the City Council held a public hearing for the 
proposed LCP Amendment on September 13, 2006, and September 27, 2006.  This LCP 
Amendment request is consistent with the submittal requirements of the Coastal Act and 
the regulations that govern such proposals (see, e.g., Sections 30501, 30510, and 30514 
of the Coastal Act, and Sections 13551, 13552 and 13553 of Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations). 
 
In a letter dated August 4, 2009, Commission staff invited the Department of Boating and 
Waterways to review the proposed LCPA.  The letter requested that if the Department of 
Boating and Waterways intends to provide comments, that it do so with 30 days of receipt 
of the letter.  No comments were received from that public agency. 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
Copies of the staff report are available on the Commission’s website at 
www.coastal.ca.gov and at the South Coast District office located in the ARCO Center 
Towers, 200 Oceangate, Suite 1000, Long Beach, 90802.  To obtain copies of the staff 
report by mail, or for additional information, contact Fernie Sy in the Long Beach office at 
(562) 590-5071.  The City of Dana Point contact for this LCP Amendment is Kyle 
Butterwick, Director of Community Development, who can be reached at (949) 248-3560. 
 
I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolutions and findings. 
 
A. Denial of the Land Use Plan Amendment as Submitted 

 
MOTION: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment No. 1-

08 to the City of Dana Point Local Coastal Program as submitted by 
the City of Dana Point. 

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY: 
 

Staff recommends a NO vote.  Failure of this motion will result in denial of the Amendment 
as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion passes 
only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 
 

RESOLUTION TO DENY: 
 
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment No. 1-08 as 
submitted by the City of Dana Point and adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds 
that the Amendment does not meet the requirements of or conform with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment would not 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures which could substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impact which the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
 
B. Approval of the LUP Amendment with Suggested Modifications 
 

MOTION: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment No. 1-
08 for the City Dana Point if it is modified as suggested by staff. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 
 

Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of the motion will result in the certification of the 
Land Use Plan Amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the following 
resolution and findings.  The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only 
upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners. 
 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 
 
The Commission hereby certifies the Land Use Plan Amendment No. 1-08 for the City of 
Dana Point if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on the 
grounds that the Land Use Plan Amendment with suggested modifications will meet the 
requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  
Certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment if modified as suggested 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 plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts which the Land 
Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
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II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
 
Certification of City of Dana Point LCP Amendment Request No. 1-08 is subject to the 
Suggested Modifications contained in Exhibit #17 (see separate attachment to the staff 
report).  After the Land Use Plan document was originally submitted in September 2006 
(Exhibit #16), the City subsequently submitted a “supplemental text” in November 2007 
that they stated provided a “more traditional” approach to presenting the Land Use Plan.  
Furthermore, the City stated that all of the information found within the “supplemental text” 
was consistent with that considered by the Dana Point City Council in their deliberations on 
the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization (Exhibit #4).  In addition, the City states that the goals 
and policies in the document have been directly taken from several different approval 
documents, all which have been previously certified by the Coastal Commission as 
components of the City’s certified LCP.  The County/City and Commission have worked 
together using this “supplemental text” with the goal of developing a Land Use Plan 
document that all parties could accept.  Exhibit #17 contains the Suggested Modifications 
that Commission staff has developed with assistance from the County/City utilizing what 
has been submitted by the City/County as a base document.  Upon receipt of the final 
document as revised by Commission staff, the City/County will indicate if there are 
remaining areas of disagreement. 
 
III. FINDINGS 
 
The following findings support the Commission's denial of the proposed LCP Amendment 
as submitted and approval if modified as suggested by staff.  The Commission hereby 
finds and declares as follows: 
 
A. PROJECT LOCATION AND AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION 
 

1. Project Location 
 
Dana Point Harbor is approximately 276.8 acres, owned and operated by the County of 
Orange and located entirely in the southern portion of the City of Dana Point (Exhibit #1 
and #6).  The Harbor is bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the south, Dana Point Headlands 
and the Old Cove Marine Life Preserve to the west, Doheny State Beach to the east and a 
variety of commercial, hotel, residential and public park uses to the north.  Vehicular 
access to the Harbor is provided by Dana Point Harbor Drive, Street of the Golden Lantern 
and secondary access via Cove Road.  Dana Point Harbor is a man-made County of 
Orange regional recreational facility built in a cove formed by the headlands of Dana Point 
to the north in Capistrano Bay.  The Harbor is constructed entirely on State tidelands that 
were granted to the County of Orange.  The subject Revitalization Plan applies only to 
filled and unfilled tidelands; there are no non-tidelands within the subject LCP area.  
Although the uplands are filled tidelands and would normally be under the Commission’s 
jurisdiction, the Commission has delegated to the City permit authority for the filled 
tidelands pursuant to Section 30613 of the Coastal Act.  The Commission retains original 
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coastal development permit jurisdiction over unfilled tidelands.  The Harbor construction 
was completed in the early 1970’s and with the exception of the Dana Wharf buildings, 
routine maintenance and some other minor improvements, the County has not remodeled 
or constructed any new facilities since that time.  Beginning in the late 1990’s, planning for 
the Harbor’s revitalization began. 
 

1. Land Use Plan (LUP) Amendment 
 
In the proposed City of Dana Point LCP Amendment request, the City proposes to amend 
the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan to incorporate the proposed Dana Point Harbor 
Revitalization Plan (replacing sections of the Dana Point Specific Plan relevant to the Dana 
Point Harbor (1986 LCP), that would establish new land use designations and boundaries 
throughout the harbor; expand allowable development by approximately 153,000 square 
feet (all uses) including commercial development (+7,300 square feet retail/+50,000 
square feet restaurant), enlarged hotel (136 rooms to 220 rooms) plus conference 
facilities, new marine retail (9,100 square feet), among other expanded uses; change 
parking requirements; reduce space allocated for surface boat storage; and change height 
limit to allow for 65 ft. tall dry stack storage building for 400 boats and up to 60 ft. tall 
commercial buildings (Exhibit #5).  Existing and proposed acreages by use category are 
listed in Exhibit #10.  Proposed LCP Amendment Request No. 1-08 was submitted for 
Commission certification by City Council Resolution No. 06-09-13-06, which has been 
included as Exhibit #2.  In addition, Ordinance No. 06-08 approving the change to the 
Dana Point Specific Plan and Zoning Code has been included as Exhibit #3. 
 
Because the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan would allow extensive renovations to 
the facilities located throughout the Harbor, particularly in the anticipated Commercial Core 
area (to be discussed later), the City states that the currently used regulations no longer 
satisfy the purpose for which they were intended.  The Dana Point Harbor Revitalization 
Plan (Land Use Plan-LUP) when included as part of the City General Plan and Zoning 
Code will constitute the LCP for the Dana Point Harbor area of the City of Dana Point.  
Upon approval, the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan (LUP) Amendment, including 
the land use configurations depicted within the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan, will 
replace, in its entirety, the previously certified Land Use Plan (1986 LCP) relative to the 
harbor, existing zoning ordinance and design guidelines with a comprehensive boundary 
and a current land use plan to regulate existing and future land uses throughout the 
Harbor. 
 
The City states that the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan will provide a unique blend 
of natural and man-made facilities that include visitor/recreation, commercial, community 
facilities and open space land uses.  A major emphasis of the plan is the 
replacement/remodeling of existing retail and restaurant establishments and the upgrading 
of boater service facilities to meet present day Building Code standards.  Ultimately, the 
City believes that the plan will provide a comprehensive approach to improving access to 
the coastal resources by creating additional opportunities for visitors and local residents 
including pedestrian scale buildings, boater and marina facilities, with improvements in 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation that will encourage the future use and enjoyment of 
the Harbors amenities. 
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The Dana Point Revitalization Plan will allow a new Commercial Core (the northerly portion 
of Planning Area 1-consisisting of "Marine Service Commercial” uses and Planning Area 2-
consisting of “Day Use Commercial” uses, that includes the replacement and/or 
remodeling of all existing retail and restaurant buildings (Exhibits #7-8). 
 
The LUP Amendment includes areas outside of the new Commercial Core that consist of 
the following uses: Planning Area 3-Visitor Serving Commercial; Planning Area 4-Marine 
Commercial; Planning Area 5-Recreation; Planning Area 6-Educational/Institutional; 
Planning Area 7-Conservation; Planning Areas 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12-Educational Basin,-
West and East Marinas, and Marine Services and Harbor Entrance (Exhibits #7-8).  
Planning Areas 1 through 7 are located on the landside of the harbor and Planning Areas 8 
through 12 are located on the waterside of the harbor.  The uses for these areas that were 
originally proposed by the City are detailed in Chapter 1, Exhibit #16.  The uses, as 
changed by the suggested modifications, can be found in Chapter 2, Exhibit #17. 
 
This LCP Amendment will only serve as a planning document and will not approve any 
specific project components.  Subsequent Coastal Development Permits (CDP’s) from the 
City will be necessary to approve any project components to carry out the County/City’s 
vision of the revitalization plan.  The submitted LCPA is a project driven LCPA, as 
significant planning has already taken place in anticipation of approval of the LCPA and 
then immediate processing of permits for development of the County/City’s anticipated 
project components. 
 
A project level EIR (Environmental Impact Report) has been completed for what is 
anticipated as Phase 1, which consists of the northerly portion of Planning Area 1-Marine 
Service Commercial uses and Planning Area 2-Day-Use Commercial uses, collectively 
called the Commercial Core area of the harbor.  A programmatic level EIR has been 
completed for what is anticipated as Phase 2 to take place within the remaining areas of 
the harbor (Planning Areas 3-12)  
 
Phase 1 will take approximately 5 to 20 years to complete and Phase 2 is anticipated to 
take place after funding sources have been obtained as well as jurisdictional approvals. 

 
B. LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT 

 
1. DENIAL of the LUP Amendment as Submitted 
 
The standard of review for Amendments to a certified Land Use Plan is consistency 
with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  The Commission may require 
conformity with Chapter 3 only to the extent necessary to achieve the basic state 
goals specified in Section 30001.5. 
 
The Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan document originally submitted by the 
City (dated September 2006) purports to contain the Land Use Plan Amendment for 
the Dana Point Harbor.  Chapter 1 of the document is identified as the Land Use 
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Plan Amendment and contains a narrative description of twelve (12) Planning 
Areas; a narrative description of 'design themes' including architecture and 
landscaping; a narrative description of infrastructure and utility improvements; and 
finally a narrative description of construction phasing.  While this chapter provides a 
narrative about these Planning Areas, this chapter fails to identify the allowable land 
use designations typically accompanied with an LUP. 
 
Chapter 2 is identified as Coastal Act Consistency and provides narrative 
description of various issue areas such as 'resource protection'; 'circulation and 
access'; 'public recreation'; 'marine environment'; among others.  Each of these 
sections identifies Coastal Act policies followed by a narrative analysis of 
consistency with the identified Coastal Act policies.  It's unclear if Chapter 2 is part 
of the Land Use Plan Amendment.  In addition, the narrative does not include 
policies or requirements to ensure that Coastal Act policies are carried out. 
 
Furthermore, except for Exhibit 1-1 in the Land Use Plan Amendment, there are no 
other exhibits identifying important resource areas, public access and recreation 
areas, among other exhibits that would be typical within a Land Use Plan.  There 
are also a number of Coastal Act issues that need to be addressed in an LUP that 
are not addressed such as the fill of coastal waters, hazards (e.g. flooding, tsunami, 
erosion, sea level rise, etc.), avoidance/minimization of protective devices, 
protection of marine resources (e.g. eelgrass), scenic resources including important 
landforms, and public view points, corridors, etc., just to identify a few.  Thus, the 
Commission has determined that this Land Use Plan Amendment document would 
not function as a policy document by which the City could review development 
proposals.  Thus, as detailed more fully below, the Commission must deny the 
proposed land use plan amendment as submitted as it does not contain sufficient 
policies or standards by which to carry out the requirements of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. 
 

a. Tidelands and Submerged Lands 
 
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing 
public recreational opportunities are preferred. 
 
The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be 
fixed at an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, 
motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or 
private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the 
identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of 
determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 
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Section 30220 of the Coastal Act states: 

 
Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that 
cannot readily be provided at inland areas shall be protected for such 
use. 

 
Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30224 of the Coastal Act states: 

 
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 30234 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating 
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded.  Existing 
commercial fishing and recreational boating harbor space shall not be 
reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists or 
adequate substitute space has been provided.  Proposed recreational 
boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and located in 
such a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial 
fishing industry. 

 
The protection of Tidelands and Submerged Lands is an important aspect of 
the Coastal Act.  Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that lower 
cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Section 30220 of the Coastal Act states, in part, 
that coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
readily be provided at inland areas shall be protected for such use.  Section 
30221 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that oceanfront land suitable for 
recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development 
unless present and foreseeable demand for public or commercial 
recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already 
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adequately provided for in the area.  Section 30224 of the Coastal Act states, 
in part, that increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be 
encouraged and that non-water-dependent land uses shall be limited.  
Section 30234 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that facilities that serve 
commercial fishing and recreational boating industries shall be protected 
and, where feasible, upgraded.  Tidelands and submerged lands are subject 
to a public trust that, among other things, limits their use to navigation, 
fishing, public access, water-oriented recreation, open space and 
environmental protection, and incidental commercial use, which are uses that 
are highly regarded in the Coastal Act.  Thus, these lands must be protected 
in order to protect the general public’s use of these areas to gain access to 
and enjoy the coast. 
 
Protection of Tidelands and Submerged Lands should be a primary goal 
associated with any LUP.  However, the proposed LUP Amendment does not 
provide policies to protect Tidelands and Submerged Lands.  Therefore, the 
submitted Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan is inconsistent with Sections 
30213, 30220, 30221, 30224 and 30234 of the Coastal Act because it fails to 
provide policies that would protect Tidelands and Submerged Lands.  
Therefore, the LUP Amendment must be denied as submitted. 
 
b. Coastal-Dependent/Related Development 
 
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing 
public recreational opportunities are preferred. 
 
The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be 
fixed at an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, 
motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or 
private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the 
identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of 
determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

 
Section 30220 of the Coastal Act states: 

 
Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that 
cannot readily be provided at inland areas shall be protected for such 
use. 

 
Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

 
Section 30224 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

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 30234 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating 
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded.  Existing 
commercial fishing and recreational boating harbor space shall not be 
reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists or 
adequate substitute space has been provided.  Proposed recreational 
boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and located in 
such a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial 
fishing industry. 

 
Section 30255 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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. 

 
The protection of Coastal-Dependent/Related Development is an important 
aspect of the Coastal Act.  Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states, in part, 
that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Section 30220 of the Coastal 
Act states, in part, that coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational 
activities that cannot readily be provided at inland areas shall be protected 
for such use.  Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that 
oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
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recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable demand 
for public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated 
on the property is already adequately provided for in the area.  Section 
30223 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that upland areas necessary to 
support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such uses, where 
feasible.  Section 30224 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that increased 
recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged and that non-
water-dependent land uses shall be limited.  Section 30234 of the Coastal 
Act states, in part, that facilities that serve commercial fishing and 
recreational boating industries shall be protected and, where feasible, 
upgraded.  Section 30255 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that coastal-
dependent development shall have priority over other developments on or 
near the shoreline.  Coastal-Dependent/Related Development has priority 
over other development near the shoreline as stated in the Coastal Act.  In 
addition, the Coastal Act states that lower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided and 
also recreational boating uses shall be encouraged and non-water 
dependent uses shall be limited.  The harbor provides a unique area where 
such Coastal-Dependent/Related Development should be located.  This in 
turn provides opportunities for the general public to enjoy the coast. 
 
Protection of Coastal-Dependent/Related Development should be a primary 
goal associated with any LUP.  However, the proposed LUP Amendment 
does not provide policies to protect Coastal-Dependent/Related 
Development.  Therefore, the submitted Dana Point Harbor Revitalization 
Plan is inconsistent with Sections 30213, 30220, 30221, 30223, 30224, 
30234, and 30255 of the Coastal Act because it fails to provide policies that 
would protect Coastal-Dependent/Related Development.  Therefore, the LUP 
Amendment must be denied as submitted. 
 
c. Visitor-Serving Commercial Development 
 
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing 
public recreational opportunities are preferred. 
 
The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be 
fixed at an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, 
motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or 
private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the 
identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of 
determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 
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Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for 
coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general 
industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

 
Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states: 

 
Visitor-Serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing 
developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or 
at selected points of attraction for visitors. 

 
The protection of Visitor-Serving Commercial Development is an important 
aspect of the Coastal Act.  Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states, in part, 
that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Section 30221 of the Coastal 
Act states, in part, that oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be 
protected for recreational use and development unless present and 
foreseeable demand for public or commercial recreational activities that 
could be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for 
in the area.  Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that 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 
30223 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that upland areas necessary to 
support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such uses, where 
feasible.  Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that Visitor-Serving 
facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall be 
located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction 
for visitors.  Visitor-Serving Commercial Development is strongly preferred 
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under the Coastal Act.  This type of use is preferred because it provides 
opportunities for the general public to enjoy the unique experience available 
only along the coast.  The Dana Point Harbor is a favorable location to 
provide amenities that will enhance the general publics’ access to the coast. 
 
Protection of Visitor-Serving Commercial Development should be a primary 
goal associated with any LUP.  The LUP submitted by the City contains land 
use designations with land uses that do encourage the provision of visitor-
serving development.  For example, there are "Day Use Commercial" and 
"Visitor Serving Commercial" land use designations that encourage retail, 
restaurant, and visitor accommodation uses.  However, except for those 
provisions, and various references in narrative to protecting and enhancing 
the visitor serving capacity of the harbor, the proposed LUP Amendment 
does not provide policies that are adequate to protect and enhance Visitor-
Serving Commercial Development.  Policies are necessary that identify the 
preferred location of visitor serving development in the harbor; and provide 
guidance as to physical design features that will enhance visitor serving 
function.  Therefore, the submitted Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan is 
inconsistent with Sections 30213, 30221, 30222, 30223 and 30250 of the 
Coastal Act because it fails to provide policies that would protect and 
enhance Visitor-Serving Commercial development in the coastal zone.  
Therefore, the LUP Amendment must be denied as submitted. 
 
d. Lower-Cost Overnight Accommodations 
 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing 
public recreational opportunities are preferred. 
 
The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be 
fixed at an amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, 
motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or 
private lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the 
identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of 
determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 
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Section 30221 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for 
coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general 
industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

 
Section 30255 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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. 

 
Pursuant to the public access policies of the Coastal Act, and particularly 
Section 30213, the Commission has the responsibility to ensure that a range 
of affordable facilities be provided in new development along the coastline of 
the state.  The expectation of the Commission, based upon several 
precedents, is that developers of sites suitable for overnight accommodations 
will provide facilities which serve people with a range of incomes (HNB-MAJ-
2-06-[Huntington Beach-Timeshares]; San Diego Unified Port District Port 
District A-6-PSD-8-04/101 (Lane Field); A-5-RPV-2-324-[Long Point]).  If 
development cannot provide for a range of affordability on-site, the 
Commission requires off-site mitigation. 
 
Historically, the Commission has approved new hotel developments along 
the coastline.  However, this new development has virtually all been 
exclusive, higher priced resort developments.  In each of those actions, 
though, the Commission always secured offsetting public amenities, such as 
new public accessways, public parking or open space dedications, to 
address the Coastal Act priorities for public access and visitor support 
facilities.  In addition, the Commission has required mitigation for the loss of 
land that was available for lower cost and visitor serving facilities (e.g. NPB-
MAJ-1-06A). 
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In light of current trends in the market place and along the coast, the 
Commission is increasingly concerned with the challenge of providing lower-
cost overnight accommodations consistent with the Coastal Act.  Recent 
research in support of a Commission workshop concerning hotel-
condominiums showed that only 7.9% of the overnight accommodations in 
nine popular coastal counties were considered lower-cost.  Although 
statewide demand for lower-cost accommodations in the coastal zone is 
difficult to quantify, there is no question that camping and hostel opportunities 
are in high demand, and that there is an on-going need to provide more 
lower-cost opportunities along California’s coast.  For example, the Santa 
Monica hostel occupancy rate was 96% in 2005, with the hostel being full 
more than half of the year. State Parks estimates that demand for camping 
has increased 13% between 2000 and 2005.  Nine of the ten most popular 
campgrounds are along the coast (2006 Condominium-Hotel Workshop). 
 
In general, many low to moderately priced hotel and motel accommodations 
tend to be older structures that are becoming less and less economically 
viable.  As more recycling occurs, the stock of lower cost overnight 
accommodations tends to be reduced, since it is generally not economically 
feasible to replace these structures with accommodations that will maintain 
the same low rates.  As a result, the Commission sees far more proposals for 
higher cost accommodations than for low cost ones.  The loss of affordable 
overnight accommodations within the coastal zone has become an emerging 
issue for the Commission.  If this development trend continues, the stock of 
affordable overnight accommodations will be depleted. 
 
In an effort to stem this tide, and to protect lower cost visitor-serving facilities, 
the Commission has imposed in-lieu mitigation fees when development 
proposes only higher cost accommodations.  By doing so, a method is 
provided to assure that some degree of lower cost overnight 
accommodations will be protected.  In this case, the City and OC Dana Point 
Harbor have requested that the Commission require the protection of the 
existing lower cost overnight accommodations that exist and require their 
replacement and/or construction of new additional lower cost units in the 
harbor, instead of utilizing mitigation fees. 
 
Given the current trend of proposed developments only including high cost 
facilities (recreational, overnight, residential, etc.), and the added 
redevelopment pressure on the hotel sites that will ensue with this land use 
plan amendment, the City should review Land Use Plan policies for the 
cumulative impacts associated with these trends and their conformity with the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
Policies are necessary to address these issues.  Therefore, the land use plan 
amendment, as proposed, cannot be found consistent with the Coastal Act. 
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e. Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations 
 
Presently there is an existing 136 room lower-cost hotel, known as the 
Marina Inn, located on filled public tidelands within the harbor.  The LCP 
contemplates expansion of that hotel from 136 to 220 rooms, plus the 
addition of other amenities including conference facilities. 
 
The provision of overnight visitor accommodations serves a significant 
purpose as a subset of visitor serving uses.  Overnight visitor 
accommodations allow those who do not live within a day’s drive of the coast 
an opportunity to enjoy coastal zone amenities when they otherwise may not 
be able to do so.  Access to coastal recreation facilities is enhanced when 
there are overnight lodging facilities for all economic sectors.  Those 
members of the public that cannot get to the coast within a day’s journey, 
would need to travel to the coast, and then would need a place to stay 
overnight so that, finally reaching the coast, they don’t have to turn around 
and head back.  However, as proposed, the LUP amendment does not 
recognize this important function of visitor serving facilities. 
 
The proposed LUP amendment does not adequately address the potential 
consumption of land designated for visitor serving uses with timeshare-type 
facilities and the subsequent impacts on the stock of overnight 
accommodations.  Timeshare-type facilities provide a lower level of public 
accessibility than traditional hotels and motels.  Hotels on sites designated 
for visitor serving uses are among the higher priority commercial uses 
encouraged and protected by the Coastal Act.  Policies must be in place to 
protect those uses -that are located on key visitor-serving sites- from 
conversion to uses, such as Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations 
that have a lower visitor serving value. 
 
There are numerous methods for dividing property and/or time interests 
within vacation accommodations and selling those interests to private 
individuals or entities.  As the market changes, these methods also evolve.  
Commonly used terms for these methods include “timeshare”, “fractional 
ownership”, “condominium/hotel” among many others, all of which tend to be 
loosely defined as they are used within the industry.  However, each type of 
timeshare proposal may necessitate different controls that must be tailored to 
assure that public accessibility to the facility is maximized.  One step toward 
implementing those controls is to have clearly defined terminology.   For 
instance, the term “timeshare” can have a specific meaning that defines a 
particular type of divided interest product or it can serve as a “catch-all' 
phrase, which can be confusing.  Thus, a distinct “catch-all” phrase is 
necessary in the Land Use Plan.  Hereinafter, within these findings, the 
Commission will use the phrase “Limited Use Overnight Visitor 
Accommodations” (or 'LUOVA') to mean any hotel, motel or other similar 
facility that provides overnight visitor accommodations wherein some or all of 
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the units, rooms, lots, parcels or other segment of the facility may be sold to 
a subsequent purchaser who receives the right for a specified period of time 
to exclusive use to all or a portion of the facility.  A more detailed definition 
that encompasses all the possible known types of these kinds of facilities 
should be included in the LUP. 
 
The current understanding of Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations 
raises significant issues with regard to their appropriateness within visitor 
serving districts.  As proposed, the existing Marina Inn is not explicitly 
protected from conversion to a Limited Use Overnight Visitor 
Accommodation.  Thus, existing and future hotel/motel rooms available to the 
general public are jeopardized.  This issue is not addressed in the proposed 
LUP amendment.  The proposed LUP amendment does not adequately 
prioritize protection of existing overnight visitor accommodations, inconsistent 
with the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30222. 
 
Furthermore, the upland areas subject to this LUP amendment are all filled 
public tidelands.  As determined by the State Lands Commission in another 
case (Woodfin Suites – Port of San Diego), development of LUOVAs on 
public tidelands would be inconsistent with the Public Trust Doctrine and 
would be an inappropriate use of filled sovereign tide and submerged lands, 
because it would significantly impair the public’s right to these trust lands 
which have been historically set aside for the benefit of the statewide public.  
If LUOVAs were proposed, they would only be available to a small segment 
of the population who can afford the high cost of the initial purchase and who 
would then own personal rights to the rooms, thereby preventing other use of 
these public lands.  Allowing LUOVAs in the harbor on filled tidelands would 
not protect and promote lower-cost visitor accommodations, and could set an 
adverse precedent regarding the preservation of public access and lower-
cost visitor-serving public accommodations in the coastal zone.  Therefore, 
special provisions are necessary to address the protection and provision of 
lower-cost accommodations and to prohibit the conversion of existing or 
construction of new Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations (e.g. 
condominium-hotels) on public tidelands. 
 
Furthermore, there is no explicit prohibition on converting existing hotel/motel 
type establishments to lesser priority, potentially quasi-residential Limited 
Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations.  A loss of overnight transient visitor 
accommodations in favor of Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations 
is not consistent with the priority Coastal Act Sections 30255 and 30222 
places on visitor serving uses. 
 
The proposed amendment cannot be found to be consistent with Section 
30255 and 30222 of the Coastal Act, which place a higher priority on visitor 
serving uses than on private residential or general commercial uses.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amended plan is 
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inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and therefore must 
be denied. 
 
f. Transit/Smart Growth 
 
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 
 

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

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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 relevant part: 
 

 New development shall: 
 
… (d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

 
The Coastal Act policies cited above address transit and the need to 
prioritize provision of convenient public transit and to site and design 
development in a manner that facilitates provision of public transit.  Major 
coastal recreational areas should be well served by public transit and easily 
accessible to pedestrians and bicyclists.  Street, sidewalk, bicycle path, and 
recreational trail networks (including the Coastal Trail) should be designed 
and regulated to encourage walking, bicycling, and transit ridership.  
Commercial and retail developments should be required to design their 
facilities to encourage walking, bicycling, transit ridership, and ridesharing.  
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For example, developments could locate and design building entries that are 
convenient to pedestrians and transit riders.  Policies need to encourage 
development to be designed accordingly. 
 
The peak visitor season tends to be during summertime.  During these 
periods, traffic congestion and inadequate parking can impact public access 
to the beach, bay and other coastal areas.  Alternative forms of transit should 
be available, particularly during these time periods that provide convenient 
transportation to and along the beach and bay.  Although the LUP does 
encourage the provision of shuttle service to off-site areas and includes the 
concept of a water taxi, the proposed LUP doesn't otherwise contain policies 
to specifically encourage the provision of shuttle service, particularly if and 
when new development creates demand for such service. 
 
g. Public Access and Recreation 
 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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

 
Section 30212 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

(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, (3) agriculture would be adversely affected.  
Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use 
until a public agency or private association agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway. 

 
Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking 
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html
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mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or 
overuse by the public of any single area. 

 
Section 30214 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the 
commission, regional commissions and other responsible public 
agencies shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative 
access management techniques, including but not limited to, 
agreements with private organizations which would minimize 
management costs and encourage the use of volunteer programs. 

 
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

 
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 … 

 
The protection, enhancement and provision of public access and recreation 
is an important aspect of the Coastal Act.  Section 30210 of the Coastal Act 
states, in part, that recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse.  Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that 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) of the Coastal Act states, in part, that public 
access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast 
shall be provided in new development projects.  Section 30212.5 of the 
Coastal Act states, in part, 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 30214 of 
the Coastal Act states, in part, that in carrying out the public access policies 
of this article, the commission and other responsible public agencies shall 
consider and encourage the utilization of innovative access management 
techniques, including but not limited to, agreements with private 
organizations which would minimize management costs and encourage the 
use of volunteer programs.  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. 
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Public access and recreation are essential to the Coastal Act since they 
provide opportunities for the general public to enjoy the California coastline.  
The Dana Point Harbor is a favorable location to provide amenities that will 
enhance the general publics’ access to the coast.  Protection of public 
access and recreation should be a primary goal associated with any LUP. 
 
The LUP submitted by the City does contain a 'Circulation and Access' 
section that discusses in general terms how the City intends to address 
public access and circulation in the Harbor, mostly with an emphasis on how 
it will do so in the Commercial Core area.  The plan also contains Coastal Act 
policies regarding public access and recreation.  However, the proposed LUP 
Amendment would delete existing public access policies relative to the 
harbor that are in the existing certified LUP and does not replace them.  In 
addition, the LUP does not provide other policies sufficient to protect, 
enhance and provide public access and recreation in the harbor.  For 
instance, there are no policies describing or graphics depicting existing 
access to be protected or enhanced/provided. 
 
The LUP includes general policies addressing parking in the Harbor.  
However, specific parking standards have not been provided.  Section 30252 
of the Coastal Act requires that new development maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by providing adequate parking or alternative 
means of transportation.  When new development does not provide adequate 
on-site parking and there are inadequate alternative means of reaching the 
area (such as public transportation), users of that development are forced to 
occupy public parking that could otherwise be used by visitors to the coast.  
A lack of public parking and public transportation will discourage visitors from 
coming to the beach and other visitor-serving activities in the coastal zone.  A 
parking deficiency will therefore have an adverse impact on public access.  
Numeric parking standards must be provided so that they can be evaluated 
and found adequate under the public access polices of the Coastal Act.  
Approved standards must then be specifically referenced in the LUP to 
ensure adequate provision of on-site parking to minimize adverse impacts to 
public access. 
 
h. Coastal Resource Protection 
 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be 
conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided 
for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural 
resource areas from overuse. 
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Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored.  Special protection shall be given to areas and species of 
special biological or economic significance.  Uses of the marine 
environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term 
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 
 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human 
health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, 
among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water 
discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of 
ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water 
flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural 
vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing 
alteration of natural streams. 
 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this division, where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental 
effects, and shall be limited to the following: 
 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent 
industrial facilities, including commercial fishing facilities. 

 
(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, 

depths in existing navigational channels, turning basins, 
vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching 
ramps. 

 
(3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including 

streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating 
facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public 
recreational piers that provide public access and 
recreational opportunities. 
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(4) Incidental public service purposes, including, but not 
limited to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers 
and maintenance of existing Intake and outfall lines. 

 
(5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, 

except in environmentally sensitive areas. 
 

(6) Restoration purposes. 
 

(7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource-
dependent activities. 

 
(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to 
avoid significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water 
circulation. Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be 
transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable 
longshore current systems. 
 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against 
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent 
on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
 
(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

 
The protection of Coastal Resources is an important aspect of the Coastal 
Act.  Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that 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 30230 of the Coastal Act 
states, in part, that marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and 
where feasible restored.  Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states, in part, 
that the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters shall be 
protected.  Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states, in part, the diking, filling, 
or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be 
permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, 
where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects.  Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 
resources shall be allowed within those areas and also that development in 
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areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 
 
Coastal Resources referenced in the above stated Coastal Act policies are 
unique and are often only present within the coastal zone or along the coast 
line.  Thus, they are valuable resources that must be identified and protected. 
 
Protection of Coastal Resources should be a primary goal associated with 
any LUP.  However, the proposed LUP Amendment does not provide policies 
to identify and protect Coastal Resources.  The “Coastal Act Consistency” 
narrative portion of the LUP submittal contains language that acknowledges 
that there are bird species such as the black-crowned night heron, snowy 
egret as well as raptors present and that noise avoidance during construction 
should be practiced.  No determination is made, however, as to whether the 
habitat of these bird species or the coastal bluff face constitute 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA).  Further, no policies are 
proposed for the protection of the trees used by these wading birds as 
nesting habitat. As submitted the Dana Point Harbor Revitalization Plan is 
therefore inconsistent with Sections 30210, 30230, 30231, 30233, and 30240 
of the Coastal Act because it fails to provide policies that would identify and 
protect Coastal Resources.  Therefore, the LUP Amendment must be denied 
as submitted. 
 
i. Locating New Development 
 
Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff 
retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural 
shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public 
beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  Existing 
marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution 
problems and fishkills should be phased out or upgraded where 
feasible. 

 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous 
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, 
in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
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coastal resources.  In addition, land divisions, other than leases for 
agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the 
average size of surrounding parcels. 

 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered 
and protected as a resource of public importance.  Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along 
the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of 
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas.  New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline 
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to 
the character of its setting. 

 
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
 

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 … 

 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
New development shall do all of the following: 
 

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

 
(b) 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. 

 
(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control 
district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular 
development. 
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(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

 
(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are 
popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

 
Section 30254 of the Coastal Act states: 

 
New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited 
to accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted 
consistent with the provisions of this division…Special districts shall 
not be formed or expanded except where assessment for, and 
provision of, the service would not induce new development 
inconsistent with this division.  Where existing or planned public works 
facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new 
development, services to coastal dependent land use, essential public 
services and basic industries vital to the economic health of the 
region, state, or nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and 
visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other development. 

 
The location of new development and issues it raises regarding scenic and 
visual resources, hazards, infrastructure, and paleontological cultural 
resources are important aspects of the Coastal Act.  Section 30235 of the 
Coastal Act states, in part, that revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 
channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that 
alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse 
impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  Existing marine structures causing 
water stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fishkills should be 
phased out or upgraded where feasible. 
 
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act states, in part, that new residential, 
commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this 
division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are 
not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and 
where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources.  In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be 
permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average 
size of surrounding parcels. 
 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that the scenic and visual 
qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of 
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public importance.  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.  Section 30253 of the Coastal Act state, in part, 
that new development shall: (1) minimize risks to life and property in areas of 
high geologic, flood, and fire hazard; 2) assure stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic 
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural 
landforms along bluffs and cliffs; 3) be consistent with requirements imposed 
by an air pollution control district or the State Air Resources Control Board as 
to each particular development; 4) minimize energy consumption and vehicle 
miles traveled; and 5) where appropriate, protect special communities and 
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular 
visitor destination points for recreational uses. 
 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act state, in part, that new or expanded public 
works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs 
generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions 
of this division. 
 
Hazards 
 
The proposed LUP describes the ultimate development contemplated to be 
consistent with Coastal Act policies related to eliminating/reducing risks from 
hazards within the City’s Coastal Zone.  The City also states that the ultimate 
development would avoid development of coastal bluffs.  However there are 
no policies that apply widely to all development proposed in the harbor that 
addresses these issues. 
 
The City’s bluff policies require strengthening or clarification to assure 
conformance with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act and the 
manner in which the Commission has applied those policies.  Specific 
setback policies must be instituted as a means of limiting the encroachment 
of development seaward toward the bluff edge, ensuring geologic stability, 
and preventing the need for construction of protective devices and other 
engineered structures to protect development on bluffs.  The establishment 
of minimal setbacks is necessary in order to account for uncertainty in 
geologic analyses, possible increases in long-term bluff retreat rates (as a 
result of sea level rise, for example), and to allow access for remedial action 
if and when erosion does threaten structures.  Setbacks must be applied to 
principal development as well as accessory improvements.  New 
development must also be required to meet a minimum factor of safety to 
assure stability. 
 
The LUP lacks detail in regard to technical submittal requirements and 
project evaluation for development in areas subject to hazards.  As 
submitted, the LUP does not contain policies that are sufficient to assure that 
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all development is consistent with Sections 30253 and 30251 of the Coastal 
Act, and therefore must be denied. 
 
Shoreline erosion, beach replenishment, and the permitting and siting of 
shoreline protective devices also need to be addressed in the LUP.  Policies 
must give proper consideration to alternative methods for protecting existing 
structures and public beaches.  The construction of protective devices should 
only be considered after all other alternatives are exhausted.  If alternatives 
exist, the construction of the protective device is not “required” pursuant to 
Section 30235.  Where feasible, hazard avoidance, restoration of sand 
supply, beach nourishment, and removal and relocation of development must 
be considered.  Greater emphasis must be placed on requiring new 
development to assure stability and limit erosion.  The effects of sea level 
rise on new development must be considered.  Existing narrative does not go 
far enough to carry forward the provisions of Sections 30253 and 30235 of 
the Coastal Act. 
 
As required by Section 30253, new development must 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.  Section 30235 allows 
protective devices only when necessary to protect existing structures, coastal 
dependent uses, or public beaches.  This has been interpreted to apply only 
to principal structures and not accessory improvements, as accessory 
improvements may not be structures, and even where they are, again, they 
are generally capable of being relocated, thus removing the necessity for a 
protective device (NPB-MAJ-1-04-[Newport Beach]).  As currently written, the 
LUP does not distinguish between principal and accessory structures.  The 
LUP must make clear that only existing principal structures may be afforded 
protection if subject to hazard.  The LUP must also integrate the Coastal Act 
requirement for new development to assure stability to avoid the need for 
protective devices.  The incorporation of polices aimed at minimizing the 
construction of protective devices is necessary to avoid adverse impacts to 
shoreline processes. 
 
The LUP does not contain policies to address tsunamis, seiches, rogue 
waves, storm surge, storms, and sea level rise either.  All of which are 
hazards that the Harbor is subject to and need to be addressed. 
 
Paleontological and Archaeological Resources 
 
Section 30244.   
 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic 
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Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. 

 
The LUP addresses paleontological and archaeological resources.  It 
requires that new development include monitoring of grading activities, 
suspension of development, and preservation of the site for a period of time 
to allow a recovery plan to be completed.  However, it does not contain 
provisions to avoid and minimize impacts to such resources and where 
impacts are unavoidable they must be mitigated.  As submitted, the LUP 
does not contain sufficient detail to carry out Section 30244 of the Coastal 
Act. 
 
Visual Resources 
 
The LUP fails to contain policies that would protect visual resources.  There 
are a variety of public vantage points from Doheny State Beach, the bluffs 
surrounding the harbor and from other public areas, such as Street of Golden 
Lantern and Dana Point Harbor Drive, which are both designated as scenic 
corridors by the City of Dana Point.  Also, planned development (i.e. 
anticipated dry stack storage building, Commercial Core, and Marina Hotel) 
will have some impacts upon views from those areas, but those impacts will 
not be significant.  Nonetheless, policies are necessary in order to protect 
visual resources found within the harbor.  As submitted, the LUP does not 
contain policies that would carry out the Visual Resource policies of the 
Coastal Act. 
 
The protection of coastal resources against the adverse location of 
development and associated issues regarding scenic and visual resources, 
hazards, infrastructure, and paleontological cultural resources should be 
primary goals associated with any LUP.  However, the proposed LUP 
Amendment does not provide policies to prevent impacts due to location of 
development, scenic and visual resources, hazards, infrastructure, and 
paleontological cultural resources.  Therefore, the submitted Dana Point 
Harbor Revitalization Plan is inconsistent with Sections 30235, 30250(a), 
30251, 30252, 30253, and 30254 of the Coastal Act because it fails to 
provide policies that would protect against the adverse location of 
development and associated issues regarding scenic and visual resources, 
hazards, infrastructure, and paleontological cultural resources.  Therefore, 
the LUP Amendment must be denied as submitted. 
 

2. APPROVAL of the LUP Amendment if Modified as Suggested 
 
The findings for denial of the Land Use Plan Amendment as submitted are 
herein fully incorporated.  The Suggested modifications consist of entirely re-
drafted Land Use Plan (Exhibit #17). 
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a. Tidelands and Submerged Lands 
 
Uses allowed on tidelands and submerged lands, which are also consistent 
with the Coastal Act, must be protected and policies to protect them should 
be found in an LCP.  However, the LCPA fails to provide any policies that will 
protect and allow only uses that are consistent with the tidelands trust and 
the Coastal Act.  Therefore, policies need to be provided that protect 
designated uses consistent with the tidelands trust and the Coastal Act. 
 
Policies have been added in the revised plan as modified by the 
recommended suggested modifications to provide and protect uses that are 
preferred in the Coastal Act and allow only development, such as fishing, 
public access, water oriented recreation and incidental commercial uses, that 
is consistent with the Tidelands Grant. 
 
However, some uses that the State Lands Commission staff has determined 
are consistent with the Tidelands Grant3 need to be strictly controlled to also 
be consistent with Coastal Act requirements.  There are presently two yacht 
clubs (i.e. the Dana Point Yacht Club and Dana West Yacht Club) and one 
boating association (Aventura Sailing Association) that occupy facilities 
within the harbor4.  All of these existing facilities are located on the island 
area (Planning Area 4).  The proposed Revitalization Plan includes 
provisions that allow the expansion of two of these existing facilities.  The 
Dana Point Yacht Club currently has 12,400 sq.ft. and would be allowed to 
expand to 18,000 sq.ft (+5,600 sq.ft.) and the Dana West Yacht Club has 
3,600 sq.ft. and would be allowed to expand to 8,600 sq.ft. (+5,000 sq.ft.).   
No allowance is made for expansion of the Aventura Sailing Association 
building.  However, the proposed Revitalization Plan also includes ‘yacht 
clubs’ as an allowable use in other commercial districts in the harbor, 
although there are no proposals known to the Commission to include 
additional yacht clubs in forthcoming development proposals.  Nevertheless, 
the potential expansion of existing and construction of new private 
(membership) boating/yacht clubs or associations raises concerns about 
conflicts with the Coastal Act.  The subject yacht clubs require membership 
(including sign-up fees and monthly dues) and sponsorship to join (i.e. other 
existing members must agree to sign your application prior to its 
consideration by the club).  Thus, unlike other private commercial ventures in 
the harbor like hotels, restaurants, and retail shops, where any member of 
the public can utilize them, the use of the yacht club facilities is limited to 

                                                 
3 See email dated June 10, 2009 from Jennifer Lucchesi of the State Lands Commission to Mr. Bruce 
Heyman that is part of the record for this amendment. 
4 The status of coastal permitting for these clubs and association is undetermined at this time.  The Dana 
Point Yacht Club, located at 24701 Dana Drive, occupies a building originally constructed as a restaurant 
with conference space (known as the Crown Point Restaurant) under coastal permit P-78-3714.  No coastal 
permit to change the use of that building from a restaurant to a yacht club has been identified at this time.  
The background on the other two facilities is unknown at this time. 
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members (except during certain fundraising and educational events).  The 
fees/dues and membership requirements of a yacht club substantially limit 
the population of people who can use those facilities.  In addition, there is 
potential for these uses to limit general public access to the harbor and water 
(e.g. with physical obstructions, as well as use of boat slips solely for 
members).  Yacht clubs also occupy land area and parking resources that 
could otherwise be used for other preferred uses under the Coastal Act (e.g. 
boat storage, visitor-serving commercial, lower-cost recreation, etc.).  The 
proposed Revitalization Plan allows the existing yacht clubs to expand and 
occupy additional public tidelands area and will have higher parking 
demands on already limited parking.  These concerns can be addressed by 
prohibiting establishment of physical impediments to access to the bulkhead, 
requiring that these facilities be available at select times for public use, 
limiting the amount of area in the harbor that yacht clubs can occupy, and 
prohibiting exclusive membership practices.  In order to adequately deal with 
the issues under the Coastal Act raised by this use, a policy has been 
provided that states that any expansion of existing legally established 
boating/yacht clubs, associations and/or such clubs that renew or renegotiate 
their lease on public tidelands shall be required to: 1) allow unrestricted 
public access to and along the bulkhead/waterfront (this is to the extent the 
facility has control over such access); 2) make significant portions of the 
facilities available at all reasonable times to public (member and non-
member) groups for banquets, receptions, meetings, luncheons, 
conferences, seminars and other similar events, and shall market the 
facilities as such (of course, this applies only in cases where the club has 
such facilities); 3) provide activities at the facilities accessible to the general 
public throughout the year such as, but not limited to, sailing and navigation 
classes; sailing and boat racing events, and boating safety classes (within 
the means of the club to offer such activities); 4) offer sailing, navigation, and 
boating safety classes and boat use and equipment for free (where the 
facility has access to such equipment) and low cost to economically 
disadvantaged families; 5) prohibit membership requirements that 
discriminate against anyone on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national 
origin, sexual orientation or disability.  This policy would ensure that the 
existing boating/yacht clubs and association are accessible to the greater 
general public and that the public has access to and along the water with 
expansion of those facilities.  By instituting controls, the Commission isn’t 
declaring that yacht clubs and associations are wholly inconsistent as a use 
within harbors.  Rather, that such uses must be limited and managed in a 
manner that ensures that their impacts are minimized and mitigated. 
 
Additionally, an added policy would prohibit new boating/yacht clubs or 
associations that require membership and/or fees for enrollment/initiation 
and/or recurrent fees since those uses hinder general public access to the 
water and would not represent a lower cost recreational use consistent with 
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act.  In addition, such limitations protect 
oceanfront land for recreational use consistent with Section 30221 of the 
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Coastal Act, reserve upland areas for recreational use consistent with 
Section 30223 of the Coastal Act, and limits non-water-dependent land uses 
that congest access corridors and preclude boating support facilities 
consistent with Section 30224 of the Coastal Act. 
 
Tidelands and submerged lands are subject to a public trust that, among 
other things, limits their use to navigation, fishing, public access, water-
oriented recreation, open space and environmental protection and incidental 
commercial use.  The Coastal Act values these types of uses since they 
provide opportunities for the public to enjoy the coast.  Therefore, only if 
modified to include the above discussed policies can the LUP Amendment be 
found to be in conformance with Sections 30213, 30220, 30221, 30223, and 
30224 of the Coastal Act. 
 
b. Coastal-Dependent/Related Development 
 
The Coastal Act protects coastal-dependent/related development and further 
states that this type of development has priority over other development near 
the shoreline.  The Coastal Act also states that lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, 
provided and that recreational boating uses shall be encouraged and non-
water dependent uses shall be limited.  The location of Dana Point Harbor 
enhances the opportunity for access to the coast by the general public.  
However, as submitted, no specific policies have been included that will 
protect this type of development. 
 
Policies have been included in the revised plan as recommended by the 
suggested modifications that the goal of the harbor redevelopment is no net 
loss of slips in the Harbor, as a significant loss of slips would adversely 
impact public access and hinder an important use for the public.  Currently 
there are 2,409 slips in the Harbor with an average slip length of 30-feet.  
When the LUP Amendment was before the Commission in June a final 
marina reconfiguration plan had not been decided but the County/City was 
requesting a significant reduction (over 1100 slips) in the number of slips for 
smaller boats (less than 30-feet) for the following reasons: there is always a 
large number of vacant slips that are less than 30-feet; there is an increase in 
demand for larger slips (slips greater than 30-feet); there is a large number of 
boats that overhang their current slips; and that the existing slips are not built 
to current engineering or ADA design requirements.  The redesigned Harbor 
being proposed at the June hearing would have had an average slip length of 
34 feet. 
 
Following the postponement of the June Commission hearing the 
County/City held additional public meetings and decided on a final Harbor 
alternative, known as Alternative 3.5O (Exhibit 20).  While Alternative 3.5O 
significantly reduces the loss of small slips (less than 30’ in length) from the 
previous proposal, the new alternative still results in a significant net loss of 
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slips (209).   The chosen alternative would also result in the loss of 323 small 
slips.  Currently, 1,403 slips or 58% of slips in the harbor are less than 30’ in 
length.  Under the proposed LUP amendment 1,083 slips or 48% of the slips 
will be less than 30’ in length.  Further, 391 or 16% of existing slips are 30-
34’ in length.  The chosen alternative would result in a five percent increase 
in this category to 457 slips or 21%. Under the County/City proposal, the 
greatest decrease in slip size is an 8% decrease in the 25-29’ slip size, which 
is currently 48% of the total slips and would be 40% of the total if the 
proposed amendment is approved. The greatest increase is a 5% increase in 
the 30-34’ slip size, which is currently 16% of the total slips and would be 
21% of the total if the proposed amendment is approved (Exhibit 20). 
 
The County also provided information concerning the existing number of slips 
for each slip length (Exhibit 22).  The existing 2,409 slips range in size from 
20 to 60 feet.  The greatest number of slips are 25 feet in length.  33% or 801 
slips are 25 ft. in length.  16% of the slips or 388 are 30ft. in length; 11% or 
266 slips are 35’; 4% or 107 slips are 45’; 2% or 44 slips are 50’ and only 
0.1% or 15 slips are currently 60’ in length. The average slip length is 29.85 
ft. Under the proposed LUP amendment the average slip length would 
increase to 31.34 ft. 
 
As stated, while the current proposal is an improvement over the proposal 
that was before the Commission in June, it would still allow a significant net 
loss of slips (209) and a loss of 323 slips under 30 feet.  Suggested 
modification 4.2.2-6 (page 1-4.5) requires that the goal of the Harbor 
improvement plan be no net loss of slips.  The County indicated that one of 
its 26 design alternatives considered was the reconstruction with the same 
number and size of slips.  According to the County, that design resulted in 
the loss of 155 slips overall, including ADA and current engineering design 
standards.  Under the suggested modification, if slips are removed in order to 
meet ADA or current engineering requirements or to meet the demand for 
larger slips, slips would need to be replaced within new berthing areas within 
the harbor, perhaps within the “safe harbor” area, if feasible.  If this proves to 
be infeasible, the net loss of slips shall not exceed 155 slips. 
 
The Commission agrees with the analysis of the reason for the loss of slips; 
but is concerned with the actual number of slips being removed without a 
commitment to the goal of no net loss of slips, if feasible.  If it is not feasible 
to retain the existing number of slips in the Harbor, providing dry boat storage 
opportunities within the Harbor must be considered before a reduction in the 
number of existing slips can be allowed.  Thus, a policy has been added that 
allows the removal of any existing slips only pursuant to an approved CDP 
for marina redevelopment that addresses impacts associated with the loss of 
slips and full operation of the boat storage facility (Policy 4.2.2-10).  At that 
time the Commission will also consider whether the construction and full 
operation of the planned 400 space dry stack boat storage facility has 
occurred and its impact on small boating opportunities.  Policies have also 
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been added to deal with the loss of small slips.  Policy 4.2.2-6 also requires 
the average slip length not to exceed 32 feet from its current 30 feet. 
 
These policies are found on Page of the revised LUP (Exhibit 17 of the staff 
report) and state: 
 

  Policy 4.2.2-6 
  
  Protect and enhance berthing opportunities in Dana Point Harbor.  The goal 

for any dock replacement should be no net loss of slips.  However, if 
conformance with current engineering and ADA design requirements, and/or 
the provision of larger slips to meet demands, requires a reduction in the 
quantity of slips in existing berthing areas, those slips should be replaced, if 
feasible, in new berthing areas elsewhere in the harbor (e.g. within a portion 
of the ‘safe harbor’ area near the east breakwater). Under no circumstances 
shall the net loss of slips exceed 155 slips and the average slip length shall 
not exceed 32 feet. 

  
Policy 4.2.2-10 

 
• Ensure that the redevelopment of Dana Point Harbor maintains and 

enhances the following coastal-dependent and coastal related uses: 
 

• Redesign and expand the existing boat launch facility to maximize the 
number of vehicle with trailer parking spaces meeting minimum 
Department of Boating and Waterway guidelines (10’ X 40’).  Larger 
vehicle with trailer parking spaces shall also be provided in adequate 
amount to meet demand as determined through environmental review 
process (minimum 292 spaces); 

 
• Retain the existing number of dry boat storage spaces until a 

replacement dry stack storage facility is constructed and open for use.  
Maintain a minimum of 93 mast up surface boat storage spaces within 
the Harbor at all times,  additional spaces shall be provided where 
feasible; 

 
• Removal of any existing slips prior to construction and full operation of 

the boat storage facility shall only occur pursuant to an approved CDP 
for marina redevelopment that addresses impacts associated with the 
loss of slips; and 

 
• Maintain boater parking at a minimum ratio of 0.60 parking spaces per 

boat slip. 
 

The City/County have developed guidelines for existing and potential slip 
renters, one purpose of which is to provide assurance to existing slip renters, 
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that they would be able to keep their boats in the water during and after the 
renovation of the marina slips. A second purpose is to inform boaters renting 
a slip after June 15, 2007, that their assignment was temporary, due to the 
upcoming renovation of the slips. Boaters entering a slip after June 15, 2007 
acknowledged and signed a “Temporary Slip Permit Agreement”.  These 
guidelines are tools for the County to address relocation options for slip 
tenants during and after construction which is beyond the intent of Policy 
4.2.2-10. 
 
Policy 4.2.2-10 as recommended by the suggested modifications, is intended 
to protect existing surface dry boat storage spaces since a loss of these 
spaces would be inconsistent with the Coastal Act requirement to encourage 
recreational boating and would also adversely impact public access.  
Currently, the area considered as Planning Area 1 contains a large number 
of dry boat storage spaces as well as vehicle with trailer parking spaces for 
the adjacent public launch ramp.  A significant loss of these dry boat storage 
spaces as well as the vehicle with trailer parking spaces would discourage 
recreational boating opportunities serving the general public which is a high 
priority use under the Coastal Act. 
 
The Commission finds that while there may be a potential net loss of up to 
155 slips if no net loss of slips is found to be infeasible, and a loss of up to 
approximately 300 slips under 30 feet in length, this loss could be found 
acceptable with provision of a planned boat storage building capable of 
storing 400 boats and additional surface boat storage area capable of storing 
at least 93 mast-up boats based on the information provided by the 
County/City, the existing Embarcadero surface boat storage area has 
historically contained a total of 65 boats in surface storage that cannot be 
accommodated in the future dry stack storage facility.  This figure includes 
the number of boats that are sailboats as well as those that are otherwise not 
suitable (too long and/or too tall) for the future dry stack facility and allows for 
28 additional spaces (30% future growth) for a total of 93 needed surfaces 
spaces in addition to the 400 space dry stack facility. 
 
Also, vehicle and trailer parking for the use of the public boat launch and 
surface boat storage within the remainder of the MSC Planning Area shall be 
maximized.  Policy 4.2.2-10 also requires that the existing public boat launch 
parking lot be redesigned and expanded so that the vehicle with trailer 
parking spaces can be increased in number (minimum 292) and in size to 
meet the minimum Department of Boating and Waterways (DBAW) size (10’ 
X 40’).  However, additional larger vehicle with trailer parking spaces shall 
also be provided within the public boat launch facility to accommodate the 
larger heavy-duty tow vehicles and ocean-going vessels that are lacking in 
current layout.  Those parking space dimensions range from 12’ X 40’ up to 
12’ X 65’ if the tow vehicle is an RV.  Recent Commission staff conversations 
with DBAW boating facility staff indicates that the majority of the spaces 
should be provided at 10’ X 40’ but that the number of larger spaces should 
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be determined by site specific demand5. 
 
While an added policy would allow the average slip length to increase from 
30 feet to 32 feet, the Commission finds that the LUP amendment, as 
modified, is consistent with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act by providing dry 
boat storage opportunities within the Harbor for the smaller boats which 
represents a lower cost recreational boating opportunity. 
 
As stated previously, this LCP amendment serves as a planning document 
and does not approve any specific project components (i.e. construction of 
the redesigned marinas resulting in the change in number or size of slips, 
etc.).  Subsequent Coastal Development Permits (CDP’s) from the 
Commission will be necessary to approve any project components to carry 
out the final reconfiguration of the marina since it lies within the 
Commission’s area of retained jurisdiction. 
 
Policy 4.2.2-9 has been added in the revised plan as recommended in the 
suggested modifications that requires the retention of a shipyard, no less 
than 1.6 acres in size, within the MSC land use designation.  Currently, a 
shipyard is operating on a 2.6 area lease parcel within the MSC area (Exhibit 
#9).  However, the current shipyard operator has historically used less than 
1.6 acres of the parcel to operate the shipyard.  A portion of the 1.6 acres is 
sub-leased to a personal watercraft operation (jet ski and kayak rental/sales 
and repair), while the remaining 1.0 acre has historically been used for dry 
boat storage.  The County/City has provided an analysis showing that 1.6 
acres is adequate to operate a viable shipyard, taking into consideration the 
planned reconfiguration of the Harbor and increase in the number of larger 
boats.  The County/City has modified the proposed Harbor redevelopment 
alternative since the June Commission hearing such that the average slip 
length (i.e. boat sizes) of the Harbor will be decreased from the previously 
proposed 34’ to 32’.  The percentage of slips 45-49’ in length is proposed to 
increase by only 12 slips or 1% while slips in the sizes of 50-54’, 55-59’ and 
60’ and over will all decrease slightly in total slips but the percentages are 
proposed to remain the same (Exhibit 20). 
 
The current shipyard operator disagrees with the findings of the analysis 
commissioned by the County/City and desires to retain the full 2.6 ac lease 
area for shipyard although acknowledging that the entire area has never 
been used for shipyard purposes (Exhibit #12).  The lessee states that, with 
the planned Harbor reconfiguration, he will need the additional maneuvering 
space and 40 parking spaces and larger equipment to be able to service the 
larger vessels and to be able to continue to provide affordable “do-it-yourself” 
work areas for boat owners. The Commission notes that Policy # 4.2.2-9 of 

 
5 Conversation with Bill Curry, Supervising civil engineer (retired), Department of Boating and Waterways, 
Boating Facilities Division, 9/22/09. 
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the revised plan requires a minimum of 1.6 acres be retained for shipyard 
use. 
 
Additionally, policies that maintain the Marine Commercial (MC) and Marine 
Services Commercial (MSC) designation in an area on or near the water 
have been provided, which will continue to encourage a continuation of 
coastal-dependent and coastal-related uses in the harbor.  Some of the uses 
allowed in these areas would consist of a dry stack storage facility, surface 
boat storage area, ancillary marine related administrative, professional and 
business office, boat brokerages, jet-ski rentals and sales and kayak rentals, 
and harbor patrol office. 
 
The LUP amendment proposal includes a free-standing 9,100 square foot 
marine retail store in Planning Area 1, which has the MSC land use 
designation.  This area is currently used for dry boat storage and public boat 
launch parking.  Day-use boater parking and dry surface boat storage are 
higher priority uses and a marine retail location would be better suited in a 
different location, such as within the Day-Use Commercial area.  Thus, a 
policy has been provided that prohibits a free standing marine retail use 
within the Marine Service Commercial land use designation. 
 
Also, a policy that ensures phasing of the anticipated development to ensure 
that land area, parking facilities and road capacity are dedicated for coastal-
dependent and coastal-related land uses has been provided. 
 
The Coastal Act states that coastal-dependent/related development has 
priority over other development near the shoreline and it also states that 
recreational boating uses shall be encouraged and non-water dependent 
uses shall be limited.  The harbor provides an ideal location to provide such 
development and the proposed LCPA will allow this.  Only if modified to 
include the above discussed policies can the LUP Amendment be found to 
be in conformance with Sections 30213, 30220, 30221, 30223, 30224, 
30234, and 30255 of the Coastal Act. 
 
c. Visitor-Serving Commercial Development 
 
LCP’s must include policies that protect Visitor-Serving Commercial 
Development.  These policies are necessary in order to provide uses that will 
benefit the public along the coastline.  The LCPA as submitted fails to 
provide adequate policies that will protect Visitor-Serving Commercial 
Development.  Therefore, policies need to be provided that protect this type 
of use. 
 
With respect to visitor-serving commercial development, the City's proposed 
LUP contains the following land use designations: Visitor-Serving 
Commercial (VSC) and Day-Use Commercial (DUC).  These land use 
designations will allow uses that will provide commercial uses including 
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eating and drinking establishments, recreation (including overnight 
accommodations) and entertainment establishments as a means of providing 
public access to the waterfront.  The suggested modifications make some 
changes to the list of allowable uses in these areas.  For example, the City 
proposed to allow office uses and yacht clubs in these land use areas.  Both 
of these uses are not priority uses under the Coastal Act and are not 
appropriate within areas designated for higher priority visitor serving 
commercial uses.  Thus, the Suggested Modifications omit these uses from 
these land use planning areas. 
 
Also, a policy that ensures phasing of the anticipated commercial 
development to minimize impacts on public recreational areas and the ability 
to provide adequate land area and support facilities for higher priority public 
access, public recreational and coastal dependent uses is provided.  This 
policy is necessary in order to make sure that higher priority public access is 
provided at all times and that anticipated commercial development does not 
adversely impact general public access.  In addition, a policy has been 
provided that specifies that sufficient parking for higher priority public access 
uses such as docks, boat launch and surface boat storage is provided prior 
to construction of any new anticipated commercial development.  
Accompanying this, a policy has been provided that requires the quantity of 
boat docks within the harbor be identified prior to approval of any new 
anticipated commercial development in order to make sure that adequate 
land area is reserved to provide parking for those docks.  Otherwise, new 
anticipated commercial development may be located in an area that should 
instead have been reserved to provide parking for the boat docks, a higher 
priority use.  Planning so that higher priority uses are not adversely impacted 
is necessary. 
 
Under the Coastal Act, Visitor-Serving Commercial Development is strongly 
favored.  This type of use is preferred because it maximizes the number of 
people who can enjoy the unique experience available only along the coast.  
The location of the site at Dana Point Harbor lends itself to a favorable 
location to provide amenities that will enhance the general publics’ access to 
the coast.  Only if modified to include the policies contained in the Suggested 
Modifications can the LUP Amendment be found to be in conformance with 
Sections 30213, 30221, 30222, 30223 and 30250 of the Coastal Act. 
 
d. Low-Cost Overnight Accommodations 
 
As noted in the findings for denial of the proposed amendment, as submitted, 
the proposed amendment does not have any policies reflective of Sections 
30210, 30213, 30221 and 30222 of the Coastal Act that would protect 
existing lower cost overnight accommodations and assure that renovated or 
new accommodations are also low cost; thus, the City, in its review of coastal 
development, is not required to make findings to assure low cost overnight 
visitor accommodations are encouraged, protected and provided.  Strong, 
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policies are needed to guide protection and provision of lower cost overnight 
accommodations.  Therefore, the LUP amendment cannot be found 
consistent with the Coastal Act. 
 
Historically, the Commission has not finalized the definition of "low cost 
overnight accommodations".  In past actions, low cost was loosely 
considered to be less than $100 per night.  Commission staff have been 
working on a dynamic tool/formula to determine better define what 
accommodations can be considered low cost, but that formula is not 
finalized.  The City has expressed concern with including any specific 
formula in the Land Use Plan given that refinements are still likely.  Thus, 
instead of relying on a formula, the City and OC Dana Point Harbor have 
agreed to stipulate that the existing hotel, which has room rates of about 
$89.00/night, is low cost, and that any renovated, replaced or new additional 
units would also be low cost.  Policies are necessary to address this issue.  
Therefore, the land use plan amendment, as proposed, cannot be found 
consistent with the Coastal Act. 
 
Modifications are being suggested to the City's adopted LUP to incorporate 
provisions for the protection of low cost visitor-serving facilities and overnight 
accommodations in the Harbor.  These modifications also serve to better 
protect and promote overnight accommodations with a range of affordability.  
The suggested modifications will result in an amended land use plan that is 
consistent with the applicable policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
These suggested modifications include specific language pertaining to the 
protection of existing low cost overnight accommodations, as well as the 
requirement for any redeveloped or new/additional units to be low cost, as 
requested by the City.  Section 30213 protects lower cost visitor serving and 
recreational facilities.  As discussed above, as land becomes less available 
and more expensive, protection of coastally located facilities that provide 
recreation and accommodations to the general public become invaluable.  It 
is important to protect those uses that best service the public in general, as 
opposed to members of the public that can afford certain luxuries. 
 
The Suggested Modifications contain policy 5.2.1-2 that pertains to the 
demolition and possible redevelopment of existing lower cost overnight 
accommodations.  The protection of the existing stock of lower cost overnight 
accommodations is important.  As mentioned previously, the general trend of 
redevelopment is removing existing lower cost accommodations and 
replacing them with higher-end hotel/motel units.  Thus, the policy states that 
if demolition of the existing lower cost overnight accommodations (presently 
called the Marina Inn) in the Harbor is proposed, all demolished units shall be 
replaced in the area designated as visitor serving commercial by the Dana 
Point Harbor Land Use Plan with units that are of equal or lower-cost than 
the existing lower-cost units to be demolished.  Conversion of any existing 
units to high cost, replacement of any existing units with anything other than 
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lower cost, and construction of any new/additional units that are anything 
other than lower cost units shall require a local coastal program amendment 
to address Coastal Act issues associated with such proposals. 
 
As requested by the City, this policy prohibits the City from approving 
anything other than a low cost facility.  In this way, the need for mitigation 
fees is avoided.  If the City contemplates approval of something other than a 
lower cost facility, it would need to pursue an LCP amendment. 
 
In conclusion, the addition of the above stated policy will 1) set priorities for 
the types of development within lands suitable for visitor-serving uses; 2) 
protect those visitor-serving recreational and overnight uses that can be 
considered lower cost; 3) protect the current stock of lower cost overnight 
accommodations by requiring their replacement with any demolition of 
existing lower cost over-night accommodations and 4) promote the future 
development of lower cost overnight accommodations.  The result of these 
provisions is that development in areas suitable for visitor-serving uses will 
be used as such and will be accessible to the highest proportion of the public 
as feasible, and therefore be consistent with the Coastal Act. 
 
e. Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations (LUOVAs) 
 
Recently, the trend has been for developers constructing projects with 
overnight accommodations to seek individual investors to aid in the initial 
costs of construction and development.  This often results in a development 
having a "private component" that limits the visitor-serving use of the facility.  
These developments incorporate condominium hotel units or fractional 
ownership units (i.e. Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations or 
LUOVAs), both of which give some priority to the individual owners, and 
diminish the visitor-serving use of such a facility. 
 
Hotels on sites designated for visitor serving uses are among the higher 
priority commercial uses encouraged and protected by the Coastal Act.  
Policies must be in place to protect those uses -that are located on key 
visitor-serving sites- from conversion to uses, such as LUOVAs, that have a 
lower visitor serving value. 
 
With regard to LUOVAs, the Commission finds that it is necessary to insert 
certain clarifications and provisions that apply to LUOVAs broadly, as follows: 
1) add a defined term for Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations; 
and 2) add an LUP policy to clarify that no existing, traditional overnight 
transient visitor serving accommodations can be converted to Limited Use 
Overnight Visitor Accommodations and no new LUOVAs may be constructed 
on public tidelands.  Policies that address these issues for non-tideland areas 
are not needed in this case because the subject Revitalization Plan applies 
only to tidelands. 
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The term “timeshares” is often used as a “catch-all” phrase that could include 
a variety of ownership types.  However, the term “timeshare” can have a 
more specific meaning that defines a particular type of divided interest 
product.  Thus, a distinct definition is necessary in the Land Use Plan.  A 
modification is suggested to add a defined term for Limited Use Overnight 
Visitor Accommodations.  The definition should be sufficiently broad to 
encompass all the types of limited use hotels that may be contemplated by 
the City.  The suggested definition is an umbrella term intended to 
encompass such limited use accommodations as “timeshare”, “fractional 
ownership hotel”, and “condominium-hotel”. 
 
The proliferation of timeshares in place of existing facilities providing 
traditional overnight accommodations would have a severe negative impact 
on the visitor serving function of these facilities. Therefore, a modification is 
suggested that would prohibit the conversion of any existing overnight 
accommodations in the Harbor, such as hotels and motels, to any form of 
Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations.  Conversion of an existing 
hotel- or motel-type use from traditional, transient overnight accommodations 
to a LUOVA must be avoided.  As described previously, allowing LUOVAs, 
undefined and unrestricted, throughout the Commercial Visitor designation 
does not maximize visitor serving uses.  The proliferation of LUOVAs in place 
of existing facilities providing traditional overnight accommodations would 
have a severe negative impact on the visitor serving function of these 
facilities.  Therefore, a modification is suggested that would prohibit the 
conversion of any existing overnight accommodations, such as hotels and 
motels, to any form of Limited Use Overnight Visitor Accommodations. 
 
In December 2006, the California State Lands Commission (SLC) held a 
public hearing to consider the consistency of a timeshare component of the 
Woodfin Suites Hotel in San Diego's Port District with the Public Trust 
Doctrine.  The SLC performed an extensive analysis of the history of 
timeshare proposals on public trust lands, the impact that a timeshare 
development would have on the public’s rights, and the public’s ability to use 
the shoreline.  The SLC determined that the development of timeshares 
would be inconsistent with the Public Trust Doctrine and the trust under 
which the San Diego Unified Port District holds title to the public trust lands 
that were involved.  The SLC analysis concluded that timeshares do not 
enhance and facilitate the public’s enjoyment of public trust lands as do 
traditional hotels, but instead significantly restrict the ability of the general 
public to use the shoreline.  The substantial financial investment required to 
purchase a timeshare severely limits the number of people who would be 
able to use the timeshare units.  In addition, there were concerns that try to 
improve the visitor-serving function of a timeshare through conditions would 
be difficult and that enforcing limitations or permit conditions on projects with 
potentially thousands of owners could be extremely difficult and burdensome 
(San Diego Unified Port District Port Master Plan Amendment No. 39 
(Woodfin Suites Timeshare/Hotel) 
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Since the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act such as 
Sections 30210 and 30213 are expressions of the public trust doctrine, it 
important that the Commission interpret them in a manner that is most 
protective of the public trust.  If LUOVAs were permitted in the Harbor, it 
would effectively rezone the area to a lower-priority, residential-like use, with 
little benefit to the public.  There are no public benefits to allowing LUOVAs 
on a hotel site, but there are considerable disadvantages and risks.  The 
opportunities for public access and recreation would be far less than with a 
traditional hotel property, and certainly less than what is required for a 
designated commercial recreation site on public trust lands.  Placing these 
limitations on access to and use of publicly-owned prime visitor-serving 
shorefront is not consistent with the public access and recreation policies of 
the Coastal Act.  Development of a lower cost traditional hotel is the 
preferred alternative.  Therefore, the Commission imposes a suggested 
modification that prohibits conversion of existing or construction of new 
LUOVAs on public tidelands in the Harbor. 
 
Therefore, for the reasons outlined above, the Commission finds that only if 
modified as suggested, can the proposed LUP amendment be found to be 
consistent with Sections 30210, 30213 and 30222 and all the public access 
and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
f. Transit/Smart Growth 
 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act requires that new development be 
concentrated in existing developed areas where it can be accommodated 
without adverse effects on coastal resources.  Section 30252 of the Coastal 
Act states that the location and concentration of development should 
maintain and enhance public access to the coast by facilitating the extension 
of transit service and minimizing the use of coastal access roads.  Section 
30253 indicates new development shall minimize energy consumption and 
vehicle miles traveled.  Concentrating development in developed areas has 
cumulative benefits.  It would lead to less pressure to extend new 
development into undeveloped areas, which would prevent sprawl, preserve 
open space and prevent adverse impacts to sensitive habitats.  By 
concentrating development in developed areas where it can be 
accommodated, sensitive coastal resources would be protected and 
preserved.  Additionally, the location and concentration of development 
would maintain and enhance public access to the coast. 
 
As described in the findings for denial, Land Use Plans must contain policies 
to encourage provision and use of public transit.  Provision of a public shuttle 
service is one method to allow visitors to move from one area through non-
automobile circulation thus reducing traffic congestion and enhancing public 
access to the coast.  Ideally, a shuttle system would connect the Harbor 
District with other visitor-serving areas in the City, such as Doheny State 
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Beach and the Towne Center.  The City has indicated that a shuttle for use 
by the public is provided during peak use periods associated with temporary 
events such as the annual Blues Festival; however, there is not currently a 
demand for an ongoing shuttle system.   
 
In the revised plan as modified by Commission staff, the LUP amendment 
would not require that new development participate in development of a 
public shuttle system.  However,  the following policies have been provided: 
OC Dana Point Harbor in cooperation with the County and adjacent cities will 
determine the feasibility of the Tri-City Trolley being operational prior to or 
concurrent with build-out and occupancy of the Commercial Core; funding 
mechanisms and the option to serve Dana Point Town Centre as an activity 
center will be evaluated; and to reduce traffic congestion and parking 
demand within OC Dana Point Harbor and enhance connectivity between 
areas of high public use within the Dana Point coastal zone (e.g. Harbor, 
Town Center, Doheny State Beach, hotels, etc.), the OC Dana Point Harbor 
shall implement a shuttle service to link the Harbor with other areas of high 
public use when anticipated ridership suggests demand for such service.  
The City and OC Dana Point Harbor shall continually evaluate traffic and 
parking demand within the harbor to determine whether implementation 
and/or expansion of existing shuttle service is required.  Where shuttle 
service implementation and/or expansion is determined to be necessary to 
offset the impacts of new development, the City and/or OC Dana Point 
Harbor shall require new development to participate in the provision of such 
service.  There is also a policy stating that a seasonal water taxi will be 
incorporated throughout the harbor if there is demand for such service. 
 
Other transportation specific policies have also been provided, which will 
improve the vehicular circulation system to minimize pedestrian conflicts, 
thereby improving public access to the Commercial Core area and the 
ocean.  For example, policies that state transit service and pedestrian/bicycle 
trails shall be maintained and enhanced wherever possible in order to reduce 
the demand for parking.  In addition, policies regarding parking have also 
been provided that would enhance the vehicular circulation system within the 
anticipated Commercial development. 
 
If the plan is modified as described in the Suggested Modifications which 
provide policies to encourage or require improved mass transit and other 
methods of transportation that do not rely on automobiles, the amended plan 
can be found consistent with the above described elements of Sections 
30250, 30252 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 
 
g. Public Access and Recreation 
 
Public Access and Recreation are essential policies that should be found in 
the LCP.  These policies are necessary in order to maintain and promote 
general public access to the coast for the public.  As submitted, the LCPA 
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fails to provide adequate policies to protect and enhance Public Access and 
Recreation. 
 
Therefore, policies have been provided in the revised plan as modified by 
Commission staff, which state that oceanfront land suitable for recreational 
use and development shall be protected.  In addition, policies have been 
provided that preserve, maintain, and enhance existing public accessways to 
the harbor and existing open areas to the public, and also to create new 
public access opportunities where feasible.  Policies that would also continue 
to provide and also enhance access to the harbor have been provided.  For 
example, roadway circulation improvement policies have been added that 
would improve access to the harbor. 
 
In order to continuously provide recreational opportunities within the harbor, 
a number of policies have been provided including: a policy that would 
encourage the provision of a range of recreational facilities and programs to 
meet the needs of Harbor visitors; a policy that states that development 
adjacent to parks and recreation areas shall be sited to prevent impacts to 
those areas; and a policy that would maintain, enhance, and where feasible, 
expand places to hand launch small non-motorized watercraft and provide 
necessary parking; as well as opportunities to rent and store such watercraft.  
Policies regarding temporary events (and associated impacts), access for 
persons with disabilities and education have also been provided.  The policy 
language regulating temporary events is consistent with the “Guidelines for 
the exclusion of temporary events from Coastal Commission Permit 
Requirements” adopted by the Commission on May 12, 1993. 
 
Adequate parking must be supplied in new development to assure that 
patrons of the new development do not rely upon other parking that is 
available for other higher priority coastal dependent uses (e.g. boating) or 
that is used for other public access purposes.  The proposed Revitalization 
Plan calls for intensifying uses in the harbor, mostly with additional visitor-
serving commercial development (retail and restaurant), although there are 
allowances for expansion of other facilities too (see Exhibit 5).  The square 
footage identified in Exhibit 5 is the maximum possible, but less may be 
required or desirable to assure the continued operation of other existing 
uses. 
 
Parking is a limited resource in the harbor, and there are diverse, intense and 
competing demands on the existing supply of 3,962 passenger spaces6  
(according to the City/County as shown in Exhibit 18).  Parking within the 
harbor is generally divided into areas supporting the following general 
categories: dedicated boater parking for boat slips (most of which are key-

 
 
 6 There are about 62 additional on-street spaces along Dana Point Harbor Drive and 65 on-street spaces on 
Street of the Golden Lantern 
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card access controlled), time limited parking for commercial development 
(e.g. restaurants, retail shops, etc.), parking space for vehicles with trailers 
for the boat launch ramp, surface boat storage spaces, and parking for the 
hotel, yacht clubs, Marine Institute, Catalina Express and sportfishing, and 
spaces supporting access to recreational amenities like Baby Beach and 
picnic areas, walkways and green space out on the island (Planning Area 4).  
These existing parking spaces are distributed around the harbor in surface 
parking lots that support the adjacent uses (see Exhibit 18).  The area of 
greatest competition for parking is in the north-east quadrant of the harbor 
(identified as ‘parking area I’ in Exhibit 18), where significant existing and 
proposed commercial development (e.g. restaurants, bars, retail) is located, 
the Catalina Express and sport fishing docks, the boat launch ramp, boat 
storage areas, and boat slips.  This is the area closest to major roads with 
access into the harbor like Street of the Golden Lantern and Pacific Coast 
Highway which feed onto Dana Point Harbor Drive and is where the 
‘Commercial Core’ is contemplated. 
 
There are very limited opportunities to provide additional parking in the 
harbor without constructing multi-level parking structures.  Use of such 
structures is constrained by the need to avoid adverse visual impacts in the 
harbor setting, minimizing displacement of other uses, and the inherent 
limitations on the types of vehicles that can use them (e.g. at-grade lots can 
be used for multiple purposes (e.g. cars, small and large vehicles with and 
without trailers for boats, as well as for boat storage), whereas structures can 
mostly only be used by passenger vehicles. 
 
The plan contemplates a multi-level parking garage to serve the planned 
intensification in the Commercial Core (see Exhibit 18, beginning on page 6, 
‘parking area I’).  That parking garage, if placed where preliminary plans 
show, would displace boat launch ramp parking and parking for sportfishing.  
The boat launch ramp parking would be made up by consuming some area 
currently used for boat storage.  Of course, at this point, the only thing before 
the Commission is the LCP which establishes land uses, parking ratios, etc. 
and not the footprint of any forthcoming development.  Elsewhere, existing 
parking spaces would be re-tasked toward other uses.  This is made possible 
in this amendment through a change in the parking ratio requirements for 
various uses; but mostly by reducing the parking allocation required for boat 
slips from the current 0.75 to 1.6 spaces per boat slip, to 0.6 spaces per boat 
slip (as discussed further below).  So, as an example, on the island (Planning 
Area 4), existing parking spaces that are currently allocated for boater 
parking under the 0.75 to 1.6 spaces per boat ratios, would be freed up by 
changing the required allocation to 0.6 spaces per boat, at which point the 
remaining spaces can be re-allocated for use by the planned expanded 
restaurant and yacht clubs in that area.  As discussed elsewhere, the 
Commission is accepting this change to the parking requirement for boat 
slips.  However, not all such re-allocation of parking spaces would be 
appropriate.  For instance, parking that currently support recreational uses in 
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the linear park in Planning Area 4  (e.g. picnicking, walking, etc.) would not 
be appropriate.  Re-allocating these spaces needed to support lower cost 
recreation in favor of an expanded yacht club or restaurant would not be 
consistent with Coastal Act requirements regarding protection of lower cost 
recreation.  Thus, a policy is incorporated into the plan that prohibits this sort 
of re-allocation. 
 
Ideally, any forthcoming project(s) would address existing parking 
deficiencies to the maximum extent possible, provide adequate parking to 
support any intensification, minimize and where feasible avoid displacement 
of other high priority uses (e.g. boat launch ramp parking, surface boat 
storage, parking for existing and expanded slips), incorporate parking 
management techniques to make better use of existing parking resources 
without diminishing the primary purpose of that parking, and draw upon 
alternative transit to reduce reliance upon cars.  Thus, the suggested 
modifications (found in Chapter 6 of the suggested modifications) include 
policies that encourage that outcome.  Some key provisions include policy 
6.2.5-5 that requires provision of adequate off-street parking to support 
proposed development.  In addition, a policy has been provided that 
prioritizes construction of proposed parking facilities in new development to 
augment parking for Harbor visitors and boaters.  Also, there is a policy 
requiring that a parking management plan be prepared to make better use of 
existing and any proposed public parking for the harbor.  Finally, the 
suggested modifications require that adequate parking or alternative public 
transportation be provided.  The specific parking ratios will be reviewed by 
the Commission in its consideration of the Implementation Plan. 
 
One of the more significant changes to parking requirements in the existing 
LCP is the proposed change to the parking required for boaters.  Currently, 
for boat berthing areas, the LCP requires 0.75 spaces for slips 30 feet and 
under, 1.2 spaces for slips over 30 feet but under 45 feet, and 1.6 spaces for 
slips over 45 feet in length7.  The City/County proposed to change this 
requirement to 0.60 spaces per boat slip.  The City/County have justified this 
change on a number of factors.  First, the City/County state that a study 
conducted by County staff in 1996 found that the existing ratio is much higher 
than ratios used in other California coastal marinas.  That study 
recommended use of a ratio of 0.60 spaces per slip.  The City/County are 
recommending the ratio of 0.60 spaces per slip because that ratio is provided 
as a guideline by the California Department of Boating and Waterways, and 
based on their own observations of parking lot usage in Dana Point Harbor.  
A parking usage survey of the boater parking lots conducted in 2006 by KOA 
Traffic Planning and Engineering found that there would be adequate boater 
parking, even during peak summer weekends (except for major holiday 

 
7 See Section I.D.2.b (Circulation and Parking) in the ‘Design Criteria and Minimum Specifications for 
Construction by Lessees at Dana Point Harbor’ adopted by reference in the Dana Point Specific Plan Local 
Coastal Program Implementing Actions Program pursuant to Policy F.1.c. 
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weekends), if the ratio were lowered to 0.60 spaces per slip (see summary of 
study found on Exhibit 37).  In fact, even though the LCP hasn’t yet been 
changed, the County has been operating the boater parking areas with the 
0.60 ratio since 1996 (when the Orange County Board of Supervisors 
adopted the standard) and have found it to be adequate.  This ratio is slightly 
lower than the ratios used by other cities in the vicinity.  Commission staff 
has confirmed that a ratio of 0.75 spaces per slip is used by the City of Long 
Beach, City of Newport Beach, and in Marina del Rey.  Nevertheless, the 
City/County have documented that boater parking demands would be 
adequately met in Dana Point Harbor using the proposed 0.60 spaces per 
boat slip.  While this ratio may be adequate for Dana Point Harbor, other 
harbors may be different. 
 
The boating community has raised some concerns about lowering the 
parking required for boat slips and about other patrons of the harbor 
using/sharing parking8.  Most of the concerns expressed stem from boaters 
experience with parking in the boater parking lots nearest to the Commercial 
Core.  There are two parking lots in that area, a 121 space lot nearest to the 
commercial area (see Exhibit 37, ‘east basin cove lot 6’), and a larger 490 
space lot in front of the hotel (see Exhibit 37, ‘east basin cove lot 2’).  The 
City/County state that the 121 space lot is highly impacted because it is 
closest to the Commercial Core and any boater in the marina, regardless of 
the location of their boat, can use their key-card to access that lot and that 
many boaters use that lot when they want to visit the Commercial Core.  The 
City/County state that new parking management measures would ensure that 
only boaters with boats near that lot can use it.  In addition, the City/County 
have stated their intention to move transient boater docks (that don’t usually 
generate a parking demand) into this area as part of the planned dock 
reconstruction so as to reduce the boater parking demand in this immediate 
area.  Boaters state that the 490-space lot is also impacted, in part due to the 
shared use of these lots by Catalina Express, and in part by other users 
(including other boaters using the lot to access the commercial area).  
However, the 2006 by KOA Traffic Planning and Engineering found that there 
is adequate space in the 490-space lot to accommodate Catalina Express.  
Better parking management techniques will alleviate concerns here as well.  
For example, the County shows on Exhibit 18, page 7, their plan to shift 
some parking for Catalina Express over to other remote lots during summer 
periods when there is greater boater use of the boater parking lot.  Boaters 
assert these issues will be compounded in both lots by the increased 
intensity of use in the Commercial Core.  Therefore, the Commission has 
included policies in the Land Use Plan requiring the City/County to put 

 
8 A variety of charges have been made about unpermitted re-allocation of parking spaces from one group to 
another group (e.g. Catalina Express use of ‘boater’ parking lots, commercial employee use of boat launch 
ramp parking area, long term boat storage in boat launch ramp parking, etc.).  These charges are under 
investigation by Commission enforcement staff as to whether such reallocation would need a coastal 
development permit. 



Dana Point LCPA 1-08 
Page 53 of 63 

 

 
 

together a comprehensive parking management program that will address 
these issues.  The parking management program will need to consider a 
variety of needs, depending on the location of the parking and the 
surrounding uses, giving special attention to the needs of boaters (where 
shared use would likely not be appropriate because of the unpredictability of 
some use) and users of the boat launch ramp because there are limited 
options for parking vehicles with trailers other than within the boat launch 
ramp parking.  The needs of the general public visiting the harbor should also 
be considered where existing parking lots are underutilized during certain 
periods of time.   In addition, the City/County state they won’t rely on shared 
parking to park the expanded Commercial Core (see Exhibit 18, pages 6-9).  
Instead, a new parking garage will be constructed to serve that new 
development.  Policies in the suggested modifications encourage that 
parking for new development be provided.   
 
Boaters have also expressed concerns about the proximity of dedicated 
boater parking to the slips that parking serves.  The main issue is with regard 
to the planned re-location of the 121-space lot away from the bulkhead as 
part of the Commercial Core project.  These issues are more appropriately 
addressed at the coastal permit stage.  However, policies addressing the 
proximity of parking to the use are appropriate.  The existing LCP requires 
that parking be placed within 300 feet of the use it serves (this is a 
generalized requirement in the LCP that applies to parking for all uses).  
Generally speaking, this will be feasible in most circumstances.  However, in 
some limited places, such as in the Commercial Core development area, 
such placement may not be feasible.  In such cases, an allowance for up to 
600 feet should apply.  This would be distance between the parking space 
and the point of connection from land to the dock.  To address concerns 
about the distance expressed by some boaters, the City/County have stated 
their intent to provide drop-off areas, hand carts, and ‘on-call’ shuttle service 
for boaters that must park in lots that are farthest from the bulkhead.  A policy 
has been included in the LCP to address the ‘distance’ issue in Section 6 of 
the suggested modifications. 
 
The suggested modifications also incorporate policies to ensure the 
continued provision and expansion of shoreline access in the harbor.  Some 
key policies include 6.2.4-10 that calls for provision of continuous public 
access along the waterfront and bulkhead in the harbor, and policy 6.1.1-4 
that calls for a comprehensive sign plan to assure the public is well-informed 
about available access opportunities.  There are numerous other suggested 
policies that address location of access, protection of views from 
accessways, distribution of access opportunities, and interconnection with 
off-site access, among others. 
 
The Coastal Act strongly prefers Public Access and Recreation since it 
allows the general public a chance to enjoy and experience the coastline.  
The location of the site at Dana Point Harbor enhances that experience as it 
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is a location where different types of opportunities to experience the coast 
are found.  However, adequate policies have not been included that will 
protect and enhance Public Access and Recreation.  Only if modified to 
include the policies identified in the Suggested Modifications can the LUP 
Amendment be found to be in conformance with Sections 30210, 30211, 
30212(a), 30212.5, 30214, and 30252 of the Coastal Act 
 
e. Coastal Resource Protection 
 
Coastal Resources must be protected and policies to protect them should be 
found in an LCP.  These policies are necessary in order to safeguard the 
resources that are unique to California’s coastline.  The LCPA fails to provide 
any policies that will protect Coastal Resources.  Therefore, policies need to 
be provided that protect these resources. 
 
Within the harbor are a wide range of biological resources that must be 
protected.  A policy has been provided that states that environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA's), and other important plant communities, 
wildlife habitats, marine refuge areas and significant tree stands shall be 
appropriately preserved and protected depending upon their designation.  In 
addition, a policy has been provided that states ESHA shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent 
on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
 
Policies that will also protect marine resources need to be provided as well.  
These policies will require that uses of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries and lakes be carried out in a manner that will restore and sustain 
the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term 
commercial, recreational, scientific and educational purposes.  Additionally, 
these policies will require protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, 
petroleum products or hazardous substances in relation to any development 
or transportation of such materials.  Furthermore, these policies will require 
implementation of strict environmental protection practices during any 
necessary diking, filling or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries and lakes to reduce any significant disruption of habitats and water 
circulation.  These policies also will require that standards for maintaining the 
quality of water through the implementation of erosion control and flood 
control facilities are achieved.  The following are examples of some of the 
types of policies that will be provided to protect marine resources: a policy 
that states that marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced and where 
feasible, restored and that special protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance; a policy that states 
that the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries and lakes and the restoration of optimum populations of 
marine organisms shall be ensured; a policy stating that the diking, filling or 
dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries and lakes shall only be 
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permitted in accordance with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act; a policy 
stating that new development shall include construction phase erosion 
control and polluted runoff control plans, a policy that reduces underwater 
noise impacts from construction; and a policy that would monitor dredging 
projects within the region to identify opportunities to reduce disposal costs 
and utilize dredge spoils for beach nourishment; and a policy protecting 
eelgrass. 
 
An activity within the harbor that can adversely impact habitat, more 
specifically avian species, is the practice of tree trimming.  Thus, a policy has 
been provided regarding tree trimming, Policy 7.1.2-2.  This policy will ensure 
the protection of bird nesting habitat protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act and the long-term protection of breeding, roosting, and nesting habitat of 
bird species listed pursuant to the federal of California Endangered Species 
Acts, California bird species of special concern and wading birds (herons and 
egrets). 
 
The LCP lacks policies dealing with the trimming of trees.  The Commission 
has found that herons and egrets often nest and roost in harbor areas (Long 
Beach and Channel Islands).  Such is the case in Dana Point Harbor.  The 
County/City has acknowledged that there is documented nesting by black-
crowned night herons and likely nesting by snowy egrets at the southern end 
of Puerto Place within an existing park area in Planning Area 1, designated 
Marine Service Commercial (MSC) (Exhibit #14).  The wading birds are 
nesting in non-native eucalyptus trees.  Additional non-native coral trees and 
fan palms are adjacent to the eucalyptus trees but 47 nest structures were all 
found within the eucalyptus trees.  The trees are located within an area 
adjacent to an existing road, restroom, and a parking lot. 
 
While herons and egrets (wading birds) are no longer threatened, the 
wetland ecosystems upon which they depend are in trouble.  In southern 
California, many wetlands have been replaced by marinas and herons and 
egrets have adapted by relocating their roosting and nesting sites to stands 
of tall non-native trees.  The Commission must determine whether the trees 
used by the herons and egrets in Dana Point Harbor rise to the level of 
ESHA.  In order to rise to the level of environmentally sensitive habitat 
(ESHA), Staff Ecologist, Dr. Engel,  has recommended tree stands 
(“heronries”) that support roosting and nesting wading birds must meet two 
criteria; 
 
1).  They must be relatively rare when analyzed on a regional basis – Areas 
with suitable tree stands that meet wading bird roosting and nesting 
requirements (height and foliage and proximity to foraging grounds) would be 
considered “relatively rare”. 
 
2).  They must be in close proximity (within foraging distance) to a major 
wetland complex (e.g. Ballona Wetlands and non-native tree stands in 
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Marina Del Rey) - A major wetland complex is one that is tens to hundreds of 
acres in size and consists of some combination of estuary/lagoon, channels, 
mudflats, salt marsh, brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, and uplands. 
 
Neither the tree stand nor the wetland criteria is met in Dana Point Harbor; 
tree stands appropriate for supporting roosting and nesting wading birds are 
not relatively rare based on Dr. Engel’s criteria (similar tree stands exist 
within the adjacent Doheny State Beach) and a major wetland complex is not 
within average foraging distance of the wading birds that occupy the tree 
stands in Dana Point Harbor.  The biologist retained by the County/City has 
determined that the trees are not ESHA but recommends that the trees be 
preserved as nesting habitat. 
 
Although the Commission finds that the trees used by the herons and egrets 
do not rise to the level of ESHA, they must be protected as nesting and 
roosting habitat, similar to the protection afforded the trees used by herons 
and egrets in Channel Islands and Long Beach harbors in which the 
Commission also found did not rise to the level of ESHA (Channel Islands 
PWP Amendment 1-07 & CDP No. 5-08-187-[Long Beach]).  Therefore, 
Policy 7.1.2-2 has been added to the LUP that prohibits the removal of any 
trees that have been used by wading birds (herons or egrets) for nesting or 
roosting within the past five years unless necessary for public health or safety 
reasons.  Any trees removed would also have to be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio 
and tree trimming would have to be done outside of the nesting season 
unless a public health or safety reason would require trimming during the 
nesting season.  The policy further requires that the details of the tree 
trimming program be developed in the Implementation Program portion of the 
LCP.  Additionally, Policy 7.1.2-3 has been added to ensure that noise from 
construction does not adversely impact the nesting activities of the above 
identified bird species.  The Commission has required similar construction 
noise control adjacent to heron and egret nesting areas in Marina del Rey in 
the Oxford Basin project 5-08-242 (Los Angeles County) and elsewhere in 
Ventura County. 
 
LCP’s must include policies that protect water quality.  These policies must 
prevent adverse impacts to water quality stemming from construction 
anticipated to take place in the harbor and also impacts that would occur after 
such construction takes place.  In order to protect water quality, several 
policies have been provided, including: a policy stating that development 
shall not result in the degradation of the water quality of coastal surface 
waters including the ocean, coastal streams, or wetlands and of groundwater 
basins; a policy stating that development shall be designed to minimize to the 
maximum extent feasible, the introduction of pollutants that may result in 
significant impacts to surface waters, groundwater, or coastal waters; a policy 
stating that new development shall minimize, where feasible, the 
development footprint and directly connected impervious surfaces, as well as 
the creation of and increases in impervious surfaces; a policy stating that 
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commercial development shall incorporate BMP’s designed to minimize or 
avoid the runoff of pollutants from structures, landscaping, parking and 
loading areas; and a policy regarding boat maintenance and operation 
practices.  Due to the its impact on water quality, a policy regarding engines 
in all motorized marine vehicles (e.g. jet skis, motor boats, etc.) has been 
provided, which encourage the use of less polluting, cleaner running engines 
in all motorized marine vehicles (Policy 7.3.2-2).  Furthermore, a policy has 
been provided to deal with the type of materials used for piles.  The policy 
states that the preferred material for pilings used for construction of piers, 
docks, or slips is concrete or steel coated with a non-toxic material.  
However, pilings treated with Ammoniacal Copper Arsenate (ACA), 
Ammoniacal Zinc Arsenate (ACZA) or Chromated Copper Arsenate (CCA) 
wrapped or coated prior to installation with a water tight plastic sleeve or 
similar sealant can also be used, but are not preferred over concrete piles or 
steel piles coated with a non-toxic material.  Also, timber piles preserved with 
creosote (or similar petroleum-derived products) are not allowed.  
Additionally, due to the impacted water quality that occurs at Baby Beach, 
Policy 7.2.1-11 has been provided which, while it allows for the non-
motorized craft launching area and picnic and park area within Baby Beach to 
remain, the policy allows for modification of the configuration in order to 
accommodate mitigation for water quality-related improvements. 
 
In addition to the previous discussed policies regarding water quality, 
landscaping also plays an important part in the protection of water quality.  
Any proposed vegetated landscaped areas located in the harbor should only 
consist of non-invasive plants that are drought tolerant.  The use of non-
native vegetation that is invasive can have an adverse impact on the 
existence of native vegetation, which is primarily drought tolerant.  Invasive 
plants are generally those identified by the California Invasive Plant Council 
(http://www.cal-ipc.org/) and California Native Plant Society 
(www.CNPS.org).  No plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by 
the California Native Plant Society, the California Invasive Plant Council, or 
as may be identified from time to time by the State of California shall be 
employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site.  No plant species 
listed as a ‘noxious weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. Federal 
Government shall be utilized within the property.  In addition, any plants in 
the landscaping plan should primarily be drought tolerant to minimize the use 
of water.  The term “drought tolerant” is equivalent to the terms 'low water 
use' and 'ultra low water use' as defined and used by "A Guide to Estimating 
Irrigation Water Needs of Landscape Plantings in California" prepared by 
University of California Cooperative Extension and the California Department 
of Water Resources dated August 2000 available at 
http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/landscape/pubs/pubs.cfm.  Hence, a policy 
stating that only non-invasive, drought tolerant plants be used for 
landscaping has been provided. 
 
 

http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/landscape/pubs/pubs.cfm
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Wetlands contain important habitat value and policies must be provided to 
protect them from adverse impacts.  For example, policies that define a 
wetland and also require a survey and analysis with the delineation of all 
wetland areas when an initial site survey indicates the presence or potential 
for wetland species or indicators have been provided.  Furthermore, a policy 
that requires buffer areas around wetlands of a sufficient size in order to 
ensure the biological integrity and preservation of the wetland that they are 
designated to protect has been provided.  Additionally, wetland buffer areas 
need to be protected from adverse impacts.  A number of wetland protection 
policies have been provided that do this, but a specific policy that addresses 
this is Policy 7.3.1-8, which states that new development shall be sited and 
designed on the most suitable portion of the site while ensuring protection 
and preservation of natural and sensitive site resources by preserving and 
protecting riparian corridors, wetlands and buffer zones. 
 
Protection of Coastal Resources is an important aspect of the Coastal Act.  
The exceptional resources that can be found along the California coastline 
need to be protected so that future generations may be able to experience 
them.  The ability to experience these resources is enhanced by the location, 
as Dana Point Harbor serves as an excellent location for the general public 
to learn and experience the California coastline.  However, no such policies 
have been included that will protect Coastal Resources.  Only if modified to 
include the above discussed policies can the LUP Amendment be found to 
be in conformance with Sections 30210, 30230, 30231, 30233, and 30240 of 
the Coastal Act. 
 
i. Locating New Development 
 
The LCP must contain policies that will protect coastal resources from 
adverse development.  With no policies to protect against adverse impacts to 
scenic and visual resources, infrastructure, and paleontological cultural 
resources, adverse impacts to coastal resources can occur.  Development 
must also be sited so that hazards are avoided and minimized. 
 
A number of policies have been provided in the revised plan as modified by 
Commission staff, which would protect coastal resources from adverse 
development.  For example, a policy that states that the County of Orange 
will assure that additional development is compatible with existing uses and 
enhances the scenic, recreational and visitor opportunities for the area.  
Additionally, a policy that has been provided states that the Dana Point 
Harbor Revitalization Plan has been developed with the specific intent of 
promoting Coastal Act compliance, by enhancing public access 
opportunities, providing updated visitor-serving commercial and marine 
recreational amenities and promoting coastal resource preservation 
throughout the Harbor.  Also, in order to encourage the use of green building 
standards, a policy is included stating that these will be used for development 
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in the harbor.  Furthermore, to protect against the possibility of bird strikes 
due to the use of clear materials, a policy has been provided that states that 
if enclosures used to shelter outside eating areas are designed using clear 
materials, they shall be etched or tinted to make them visible to birds and 
with awnings or covers that are integrated into the architectural design of the 
buildings. 
 
The location of new development can also result in adverse impacts upon 
coastal resources.  Therefore, policies have been provided that require new 
development to be sited so that adverse impacts to coastal resources are 
avoided.  One such policy that has been provided, states that the location 
and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access 
to the coast.  Also, a policy stating that new development shall be sited on 
the most suitable portion of the site while ensuring protection and 
preservation of natural and sensitive site resources by providing for things 
such as protecting areas that provide important water quality benefits and 
preserving and protecting riparian corridors, wetlands and buffer zones.  
Additionally, another policy requires new development to 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 that would require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 
 
To deal with the potential hazards upon new development from sea level rise 
and other coastal hazards, policies have been provided that states that all 
applications for new development will be reviewed for their potential threats 
from these hazards and that new development should be designed and sited 
to avoid hazardous areas and minimize risks to life and property from sea 
level rise, coastal and other hazards.  Additionally, a policy is included that 
requires new development to 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. 
 
Policies have also been provided that clarify the process of obtaining a 
coastal development permit, once the LCP has been approved.  For 
example, a policy that states that after certification of the LCP, a coastal 
development permit for all development within the coastal zone, subject to 
exceptions provided for under the Coastal Act as specified in the LCP has 
been provided.  Furthermore, policies have been provided that clarifies that 
any landside area development necessitates a coastal development permit 
from the City, while any waterside area development requires a coastal 
development permit from the California Coastal Commission. 
 
The Coastal Act states that scenic and visual resources must be protected to 
protect the scenic beauty of the coastal landscape as a resource of public 
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importance.  Thus, policies reflecting this have been provided.  Along Pacific 
Coast Highway (PCH) views of the Dana Point Harbor area are limited as a 
result of development on and along the coastal bluffs.  However, there are a 
number of public vantage points from Doheny State Beach, the bluffs 
surrounding the harbor and from other public areas such as Street of Golden 
Lantern and Dana Point Harbor Drive, which are both designated as scenic 
corridors by the City of Dana Point.  Anticipated development will have some 
impacts upon views from those areas, but those impacts will not be 
significant.  The eastern portion of Dana Point Harbor is partially visible from 
PCH across Doheny State Beach, including the eastern jetty and portions of 
the shipyard area of the Harbor.  While views will be modified from the 
anticipated dry storage facility, these views are already partially obstructed 
by the jetty and existing landscaping.  To minimize any visual impacts, 
policies have been provided.  Although certain views from the public parks 
located north of the Harbor along the bluffs will be somewhat altered by the 
implementation of the anticipated planned dry boat storage facility, policies 
have been provided to minimize view impacts from these public viewpoints.  
Current views of the water and boats in the water from the intersection of the 
Street of the Golden Lantern and Dana Point Harbor Drive are blocked due 
to existing landscaping and buildings.  The Street of the Golden lantern is 
anticipated to be realigned to the east from the intersection with Dana Point 
Harbor Drive to accommodate direct access into an anticipated parking deck 
and surface parking areas.  This anticipated realignment of the Street of the 
Golden Lantern will provide a view of the east marina with the commercial 
buildings located to the east and west of the street.  Anticipated 
improvements to Dana Point Harbor Drive include the potential future 
realignment of the road to eliminate the roundabout adjacent to the Youth 
and Group Center.  The views from the eastern portion of the roadway 
looking south and west may be partially obstructed by the development of the 
new multilevel dry stack-boat storage building.  However, because of the 
existing landscaping and boat storage within this area, it is not anticipated 
that the views will substantially change, as a result of anticipated harbor 
improvements.  In order to assure that no significant view impacts occur and 
that scenic and visual resources are protected, several policies have been 
provided.  A policy that ensures development within designated and 
proposed scenic corridors is compatible with scenic enhancement and 
preservation and shall not significantly impact views through these corridors 
has been provided (Policy 8.4.1-2).  Additionally, a policy that requires the 
protection and enhancement of public views to and along the coast through 
open space designations and innovative design techniques has been 
provided.  A policy has also been provided that will include a graphic 
depicting the view corridors found within the harbor.  In addition, a policy is 
included requiring that site and architectural design shall respond to the 
natural landform whenever possible to minimize grading and visual impact.  
Also, a policy regarding height limits of allowed development has also been 
provided that states that all new development will not exceed 35-feet in 
height except for the anticipated boat storage facility that will be sixty-five 
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(65) feet; the anticipated Commercial Core area (Planning Area 2) buildings 
fronting on the Festival Plaza or structures fronting the East Marina Boat 
Basin (Planning Area 10) that will be a maximum of sixty (60) feet; and the 
Visitor-Serving Commercial (Planning Area 3) building(s) that will be a 
maximum of fifty (50) feet (Policy 8.5.1-3).  However, these heights are only 
allowed to the extent that significant coastal public views through scenic 
corridors and from scenic viewpoints are protected and enhanced. 
 
The Coastal Act considers the protection of natural landforms, including 
coastal bluffs, important since natural landforms are an essential part of the 
scenic and visual qualities of the coastal zone and are to be protected as a 
resource of public importance.  A policy that preserves significant natural 
features as part of new development has been provided.  Additionally, the 
policy states that permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms.  To preserve Dana Point’s bluffs 
as a natural and scenic resource and avoid risk to life and property through 
responsible and sensitive bluff top development, the following policies have 
been provided: drainage will be directed away from the bluff edge and 
towards the street, where feasible; the prohibition of permanent irrigation 
systems and the use of water intensive landscaping within the setback area 
to prevent bluff erosion; only allowing bluff repair erosion control measures, 
such as retaining walls, to protect coastal-dependent uses or existing 
structures in danger from erosion to minimize risks to life and property and 
shall avoid causing significant alteration to the natural character of the bluffs; 
and prohibiting development on the bluff face, except for drainpipes. 
 
Policies have also been provided in order to deal with signs so that they are 
designed and sited to minimize visual impacts to coastal resources. 
 
Development should be sited so that risks due to hazards are minimized.  
Thus, the policies have been provided that accomplish this.  For example, a 
policy that states that beach erosion should be reduced by minimizing any 
human-caused activities which would reduce the replenishment of sand to 
the beaches.  In addition, policies are provided that require new development 
to be sited and designed to avoid the need for new shoreline and bluff 
protective devices; however if protective devices are necessary to protect 
existing development that they be designed and sited to minimize impacts to 
coastal resources, minimize alteration of natural shoreline processes, provide 
for coastal access, minimize visual impacts, and eliminate or mitigate 
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  The threat of sea level rise 
has also been addressed in policies regarding that sea level rise be 
considered in the design of new development (Policies 8.6.5-1 to 8.6.5-3).  
Due to the uncertainties about future sea level rise, policy 8.6.5-2 requires 
that a range of likely and extreme rises in sea level be used in the planning 
phase to assess project sensitivity to future water levels, identify possible 
consequences to the development and the surrounding area if the 
anticipated sea level is exceeded, and determine the minimum acceptable 
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amount of future sea level rise that can be used for design purposes.  
Policies that deal with potential threats to development from tsunamis, rogue 
waves, storm surges and Seiches, hurricanes, tropical storms, coastal 
erosion, geologic, seismic, and fire have also been provided. 
 
Policies regarding infrastructure and utilities and the protection of 
paleontological and cultural resources and air quality have also been 
provided. 
 
The Coastal Act contains policies that prevent uncontrolled development 
from adversely impacting Coastal Resources.  Development should be 
located so as to avoid adverse impacts to scenic and visual resources, 
infrastructure, and paleontological cultural resources.  In addition, 
development should minimize risk to hazards.  Protection of Coastal 
Resources is an important aspect of the Coastal Act.  Such policies are 
necessary to protect development from adversely impacting coastal 
resources that are abundant especially in the location of Dana Point Harbor.  
However, adequate policies have not been included that will prevent impacts 
to coastal resources from adverse development.  Only if modified to include 
the policies identified in the suggested modifications can the LUP 
Amendment be found to be in conformance with Sections 30210, 30230, 
30231, 30233, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 
 

3. CONCLUSION 
 

Therefore, for the reasons outlined above, the Commission finds that only if 
modified as suggested, can the proposed LUP Amendment be found to be 
consistent with Sections 30210, 30211, 30212(a), 30212.5, 30213, 30214, 
30220, 30221, 30222, , 30223, 30224, 30230, 30231, 30233, 30234, 30235, 
30240, 3025030251, 30252, 30253, 30254 and 30255 of the Coastal Act 

 
IV. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – within the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) - exempts local governments from the requirement of 
preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its activities and 
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of a Local Coastal Program (LCP).  
The Commission’s LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources 
Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process.  Thus, under Section 21080.5 of 
CEQA, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each LCP.  
Nevertheless, the Commission is required in approving an LCP submittal to find that the 
LCP does conform with the provisions of CEQA, including the requirement in CEQA 
section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the amended LCP will not be approved or adopted as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on 
the environment.  14 C.C.R. Sections 13542(a), 13540(f), and 13555(b).  The City of Dana 
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Point LCP Amendment 1-08 consists of Land Use Plan Amendment. 
 
On January 10, 2006, the Orange County Planning Commission and on January 31, 2006, 
the Orange County Board of Supervisors certified Program Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) 591, which is a project and program level EIR, (SCH# 2003101142) for the Dana 
Point Revitalization Project.  A number of Mitigation Measures were included in the EIR.  
For example, existing aboveground utilities will be removed and placed underground 
wherever and whenever possible; new building design will include storm water collection 
systems; and pedestrian linkages will be created between Harbor amenities, such as the 
Pedestrian Promenade and linear park. 
 
As outlined in this staff report, the proposed LUP Amendment, as submitted, is 
inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  However, if modified as 
suggested, the LUP Amendment will be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act.  Thus, the Commission finds that the LUP Amendment, if modified as 
suggested, is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that approval of the LCP Amendment as modified will not result in 
significant adverse environmental impacts under the meaning of CEQA.  Therefore, the 
Commission certifies LCP Amendment request 1-08 if modified as suggested herein.  Any 
non-exempt development identified in the LCP amendment will require a coastal 
development permit prior to construction.  At that point, any project-specific impacts will be 
evaluated and addressed consistent with Coastal Act and LCP requirements. 
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