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1400 K Street, Suite 400 » Sacramento, California 95814

. LEAGUE Phone: 916 658.8200 Fax: 916.658 8240
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~ CITIES

December 11, 2008

Ms. L. Christine McCay
NOAA/NGS/OCRM

1305 East-West Highway, N/ORM7
Silver Spring, MD 20910

RE: Performance Evaluation of the California Coastal Commission
December 2008

Hand Delivered on December 11, 2008

Dear Ms. McCay:

Thank you for the opportunity to convey the efforts that coastal cities and counties are
making to improve communications and the working relationship between local
governments and the Coastal Commission and staff.

Implementation of the California Coastal Act is intended to be a collaborative effort
between the Coastal Commission and cities and counties located in the coastal zone.
Several years ago, coastal cities throughout the state began to discuss the need to make
the local coastal plan process more efficient and predictable. We sought guidance from
commissioners who also serve in local government. The result was to create an imtiative
to improve communications and the working relationship amongst all parties.

In 2007, the Coastal Cities Issues Group {CCIG) conducted a survey (results attached 1&
2} in order to assess the issues of highest priority to the cities on the coast. Issues with a
score of greater than 2.0 were included in the work program. The third atiached
document is a report on the progress of the 2007-08 work program. While progress has
been made, many of the priority matters remain to be discussed in a collaborative forum
with the Commission and staff. In January, we plan to make a formal request to the
Commission to hold a public workshop in June 2009 with the goal of making the local
coastal plan process more predictable and efficient.

A fourth attachment is the background report to the League board in November 2007,
requesting support for initiating a plan to improve communication and working
relationships. CCIG received unanimous support for the proposal.



it is of the highest importance to coastal citics and counties that we have a collaborative
workshop aimed at making the local coastal plan process more predictable and efficient.
This is 2 time when local governmenis and the Coastal Commission alike, must make
more efficient use of increasingly scarce funding. We believe that a more collaborative
process will result in a higher number of successful local coastal plans.

Council Member, City of Fort Bragg
Chair, Coastal Cities Issues Group

Attachments: Coastal Cities Survey Summary
CCIG Survey - Extended Responses
Report, 2007 — 2008 Work Program
Proposed Coastal Cities Issues Group, November 2007



Coastal Cities Substantive Issues Survey

1. Ploase provide the following eontm:tmiormﬁm

Mame

Title

Ciy

skipped quesridn

I

2. Collaborating with the California Coastal

iac_aristo clarify the process forco tal matters.

- NotaPriority - LowPriority . - " Proty: - - High Priority”
Woark with the Commission to

estaplish guidaiines for

interpretation where muftiple stale 0.0% (0) 13.0% {6} 34.8% (16) 52.2% (24)
laws apply. {Example: State housing

law vs. Coaslal land use law).

more predictable time line for
coastal matters, in line with the
Permit Streamlining Act.

8.4% (3) 23.4% (11) 34.0% (16) 36.2% (17) 2.00

Establish working groups
composed of key slakeholders to
address substantive and

These working ¢roups wilt vary
dependent on the issue they are
adcressing.

Work with the Executive
DirecteriCommission to encourage
the Coastal Commission stalf to

initiated site visit and invite
appropriate city staff to accompany
them an the visit.

communication issues. Members of 4.3% (2) 12.8% (8) 51.1% (24} 319% (15) . 241

rotify a cily prior to a Coastat-staff 12.8% (8) 36.2% [17) 25.5% (12) 25.5% {12) 1.64

Flease provide any additional comments.

46

47

47

47

' Work with the Commission o sel a




Allow cities to administer temporary
events in their Coastal Zane.

Allow cities to locale and set parking
rates on streets and parking lois in
their Coastal Zane

Resolve jurigdiction of maintenance
of city streats in the Coastal Zone.

Establish a process for infreduction
ar amendment of ¢ity ordinances

that apply in the Coaslal Zone 1o be
revlewed in a collaborative manner.

Establish guidelines for the
mearing of: “To tne maximum extent
feasible ”

Resolve the matter of jurisdiction
and bast practices in Ihe matfer of
storm waler discharge, especially in
ornear areas of special biological
significance.

11.6% (5)

9,3% (4)

19.5% (8)

4.9% {2)

7.3% (3)

2.3% (1)

266% (1)

34.9% (15}

41.5% (17)

17.1% (7)

24.4% (10}

14.0% (B}

27.9% (12)

20.9% (9)

26.8% (11}

43.9% (18)

46.3% (19}

41.9% {18)

Please provide any additional comnments.

34.9% (15)

34.9% (15}

12.2% (5)

34.1% {14)

22.0% (9)

41.9% (18)

43

43

41
4

41

43




4 Local Coastal Pian: preparatior,
Ensure that Chapter 3 of the Coasta:
Actis the standard of review for sach .

0% (0 16.2% (B 51.4% (19 A2.4% {12
Lacal Coastal Plan {LCP) submitted 0.0% (0} 8) (19) (12)
to the Commission.

Advocate the Commission o employ o .

0% 10.0% (4 42.5% (17 42.5% (17 40
adequate staff 1o process LGPs, 5.0% (23 5 (4) an 2.5% (17) :
For the “No Net Loss of ESHA”,
permit an allowance to improve or .

7 21.1% . 1 8% {8
replace ESHA, similar to wetlands 23.7% (@) ®) 38.5%(19) 15.8% (8) 38
riligation.
Provide for concurrent pracessing of
an L.CP amendmenrt with a CDP that | 2.4% (1} 18.5% (B) 43.9% {18) 34.1% (14) 41
will implemeni the LGP amendment.
Streamiine the process for .
preparation and certificalion of 2 12.2% (5} 7.3% (3) 48.8% (20) 31.7% {13} 41
LCP by providing a specific farmat,
Allow a comprehensive ypdate of an o

X 7. 1 19 . 17
L.CP to be submitted as a naw LCP. 13.5% (5) 27.0% {10) 35:1% (13) 24.3% (9 . 1?0 : ¥
Address Issues relaled to ¢limale ’

15.8% 34.2% {13 2% {13 89
change and rising sea fevel in LCP. 38% (8) P13 342% (013 15.8% (6) 3
Piease provide any additional comments. - . 4




Address and resolve the restrictions
on housing zones in the Coastat
Zoneg,

Address the issue of short term
rentals in residential neighborhcaods
in the Coaslal Zone.

Address the matter of aliowing
condominium-holel developments
i1 the Coastal Zone.

Address the Coastal Commissian's
issues with construction and
building cedes.

Address standards for boat slips in
marinas,

Readuce the need for cities 10 issue
numaraus Coaslal Development

Permits by using the process in the
Coastal Act Ihat simplifies process.

13.2% (5)

5.0% (2)

15.0% (6)

21.6% (8)

48.6% (18)

10.3% {4)

26.3% {10)

42.5% (17)

30.0% {12)

40.5% (15)

27.0% (10)

17.9% (7)

36.8% (14}

27.5% (11)

25.0% {10}

24.3% (9)

18.9% (7}

282% (11}

23.7% (D)

25.0% {10)

30.0% (12)

13.5% (5)

5.4% (2}

43.6%(17)

Please provide any additional commsents.




Address beach erasion through a

17.5% B% (3 42 5% (17 32.5% {13 40
standard format, ) 75%3) %(17) - (13)

f d to blu
Addre-'SS f%ISUES refalte o bluff 20 5% (8) 7.7‘% (3) 3562, ‘:14} 35‘9;?& (14) 3&
sustatnability/retention walls,

Standardize sand repiacement and G
25.0% (10 30.0% (12 22.5% (9 22.5% (9 40
biuff sustainability mitigation feas. 0 (10) 0% (12) % (9) ¢ () i
Consider the issue of dredge
32.5% (% 0% (10 17.6% (7 25.0% (10 40
availabtlity fot sand replenishment. 2 (13) 25.0% (10} 5%7) 6 (10)
dd Municipal bans ki
Address Municipal bans on smoking 45 9% (17) 29.7% (11 8.1% (3) 16.2% {6} ar

on the beach.

Please provide any additional comments.

Weekly
Monthly
Annuaily

Flease provide any additional comments.




& miles or less
25 miles
50 miles
75 miles

100 miles or morg

ty hiave an approved;

The city is in the process of getting
an approved LGP.

13s%

Gther (please specify)

skipped que stion

No

The city does niot have an approyed
LCP,

’Sig? ;

1




No

The city does not have an approved
' LCP.

Other (piease specily) 11




2007 Coastal Cities Issues Group Survey- Extended Responses

2. Collaborating with the California Coastal Commission to clarify the process for coastal matters.

1.
2.

We have not had an issae with Coastal Commission staff visits 1o date.

Collaboration is key lo this progess and will eliminate frustration on the part of both City and
Coastal Commissiar staff. f everyone understands the key issues and the time line for
compietion there is less chance of delays due to inaccurate interpretation of the issues.

Importart for staff to see proposed action item in a neutral unbiased setting but | firmly
believe that if there is a walk through ten all stakeholders should be represented.

I assume that working with the Commission means working with the Commissian Staff,

COASTAL STAFF AND COMMISSION ARE ONE OF THEFEW GROUPS WHO APPEAR
NOT TO HAVE ANY OVERSITE AND FREQUENTLY DQ WHAT THEY WISH WELL
OUTSIDE THEIR CHARGE. ACCORDINGLY, IT WiLL BE: DIFFfCULT TO COLLABORATE
WITH A GROUP WITH SUCH POWER.

Develop strategy to cpen up & encourage commyrtications btwn cifies/Coastal
Comm?Executive Director & Coastal staff.

The first two are the substantive priorities, with:the third being a mechanism to achieve the
first twp. Fer the fourth one, we were notified in advance of a recent. CC visit and invited to
attend, but not with enaugh time to organize or input on ourownidssues and concems,

3. Jurisdictional Boundaries in the Coastal Zone.
1. The City of Malibu has the ability to administer temp events, except on sand.

2. Parking and strests is not an issue for this City at this time but | am aware it
is an issue for others

3. Inregards to events, let the cities issue permits and if they abuse the
privilege puA them on probation with all parmits for events during that time
administered by Coastal Comish

4. Don't understand the forth item.

4. Local Coastal Plan: preparation, processing, and certification.

1

Not sure what Chapter 3 is so may have rated incorractly; same with No Net
toss of ESHA

Actively tobby statewide for full funding of Coastal Comemission staff inarder
that they have the resources to address the mission and goals of the Coastal
Act

I need more information to better understand these guestions befare
answering.

3. Housing and Land Use Issues in the Coastal Zene.

1. Short term rentals need a uniform set of guidelines that insure character and
livability of neighborheads are maintained

2. Most all of these issues should be reguiated by iocal agency, not the Coastal
Commisslon.
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d. Thé Coastal Commission sheuld not be involved in building cade matters.

4. The first five should be delegated mare completely to local government
responsibility

6. Othar Issues t0 Address.

1. Nsed to make a priority the discussion on the detrimental effects of seawalis an
the near shore enviranmant. Part of that discussion needs to inciude the ability
of cities 1o use predetermined beach compatible materials such as sand and
cobble {0 be placed on near by permitted beaches. For example, BEACON'S
opportunistic sard replenishment projects that pre-permits beach filf so when
the oppertunities arise flogd sontrol districts and developers are able to
transport sand and cobile to those permitted sites. These ssues need to be
addressed in EIR's for projects as an environmental allernative and the
transport costs are borne by the development or the public agency
administering the debris basin cleanout.

2. smoking on beaches should remain a degision for local agencies

1. The first two. and possibly the third, will also be addressed through global
warming initiatives referenced on the orior page. The final one should be so'ely
at local discretion. Missing is coordinated managemesrtt with other agencies
{e.g., Fish & Gama} on river flows and river mouth sand hars.

7. How often does the Coastal Commission Staff contact the city?

1. We receive a ccomment letter prior to each PC meeting, and try
o meet guarerly to discuss general issues,

2. Quarterly Mestings with Coastal staff
3. wvaries according to issues
we typically initiate the contact

this is only a guess

4.
S
6. City staff typicaliy cali Coastal Commission staff.
7. does not

8. notreguiady

9

Contact is based upon mutual review of development projecls
anly

10. noidea
11. Not in the planning deparfment so hard to answear
12. As an elected offical, | don't know

13. varies depending on issues

-
Le

We usually only hear from staff whan we have 2 projectin
question, we have asked {o ba informed of prajects in the
region, or we are commenting on prajects in the ragion.

15

Don't Know

16. This is a hest guess, probably more like quarerly.

17. Don't know

18. the City contacts them. | don't think they have contactad us in



the last three years.

18. rarely
20. it all dapends what types.of issues we are working on. We

have fittle contact with the staff if there are no
applicationsfissues 10 discuss.

9. Does your ¢ity have an appraved Local Coastal Plan {LCP)?

-

Malibu's LCP was wriitten and "adoptad” by the State, in what is generahy
rejarded as a hostile and confrontational process.

. and we Fave a comprehensive LCP amendment pending cerification

3. Yes, but we are in the process of getting an updated approved LCP

. We have a certified L CP which is 20 vears old and are in the precess of

having our LCP updated

. we are not in the coastal zane

Submittad in May 2007 - no formal comments provided to date

7. However, wa, and the CCC staff, last year spent considerabla time trying to

figure out just what the LCP was, For example, the City had submitted a
number of amendments gver the years. Our recods of what was in effect was
quite different frem CCC staff doouments. There was considerable effort
aimed at a recorciligtion.

. Bul we are updating our General Plan now and will have t¢ go thru an LCP

updating subsequent fo that.

10. If your city doas have an approved LGP, is it up to date?

I

The City processes annual updates to address evolving community issues.
Some revisions are needed

see above

Ses notes in 9 above

Cur LCF was developed in 1683, Qur new LCP {2007} is gcnng through
review by the Coastal Commission staff now.

see#9
in the process of updating

Our city adopled a comprehensive, new General Plan.and LCP in
December 2002. The requirements for preparing a LGP amendment are 50
camiplex and time-consuming that the Community Development Departmsent
was ovarwhelmed. In early Z007;'we finally gotit in shape, after thres trys,
far staff roview. CCOC staff told us that they would assignone staff member,
full tirme, from June through Algust, 10 prepare their staff report.
Supposedly, we will have the 2002 L.CP and some amendments approved
by the CCC, in September, at the Eureka maeting.

We have about I3 amendmenis pending and it takes forever to get any
achon out of the commission.

10. Trying but taking years 1o get through Coastal stalff.
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11. If your city does have an approved LGP, has it gone through a regularly schedulad 5 year

review?

1.

I RN

10.

Melibu's LCP was atopted in 2004,
no, but it was updated after ~15 yvears
nia

the city is in its first review in 20 years

WE REGULARLY REVIEW TO ENSURE ADEQUACY, DO NOT
REALLY KNOW IF WE HAVE A SPECIFIC 5 YEAR REVIEW.

Informaily.

City continually reviews LCP to make sure it is adequate. Don'
call it a B-year review.

Our updated LCP was approved in 2003.
Our LCP is reviewed regularly by staff for comptiance/updata

Underway now,
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TO: Coastal Cities Issues Group
League Board of Directlors

FROM: Jere Melo. Michael Jenkins, Mary Creasey and Kyra Ross

Subject: Report on 2007-2008 Work Program
Date: October 31, 2008

The Coastal Cities Issues Group was created by approval of the League Board of
Directors in November of 2006. The Board also approved a 2007-2008 Work Program,
consisting of a Communications Element and a Substantive Issues Element. The
purpose of the Group is to improve communications and working relationships between
the California Coastal Commission, its stafl and coastal cities. This report 18 a summary
of actions taken with respect to the 2007-2008 Work Program.

Communications Element

e Mecet with commission chair and the executive officer to explain the purpose of the
Coastal Cities Issues Group and our interest in an improved working relationship
between cities and the commission, and 1o explore methods to accomplish closer
collaboration. This ifem was accomplished in July 2107,

» Meet with other commissioners — especially those in elected office — to disclose
our interest in an improved working relationship between cities and the
commission. This item was accomplished beginning in 2007, and it is an ongoing
part of the Work Program.

» [dentify cities that have a good working relationship with local commission staff
and identify factors that lead to the good relationship. A couple of cities have been
identified where, during the creation and processing of a Local Coastal Plan, ciry
and commission staff worked together from the beginning of the process through
certification by the commission.

* Meet with the executive officer and lead staff to formulate and document one or
more protocols imtended 10 achieve closer collaboration between cities and
commission staff. This item is in progress. Several meetings have been held with
staff at the commission office in San Francisco, and commission staff has attended
and participated in meetings of the Issue Group.

* Encourage coastal cities 1o invite commission staff to visit their cities, This item is
in progress, and it is a continuing item for the Work Program,

+ Host a reception for commissioners and city officials during a Coastal
Commission meeting to encourage relationship building. This irem has not been
accomplished, and it is not likely to occur due to interpretation of the commission
role as q quasi-judicial body.

Scorecard, Communications Element:

Completed, No Further Action I
Completed, Continuing hem 4
Not Accomplished 1
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Substantive Issues Element

A. Collaborate with the Commission to clarify the Process for Coastal Matters

Establish working groups composed of key stakeholders to address substantive
and communication issues, Members of these working groups will vary dependant
on the issue they are addressing. The matter of using working groups was rejecied
by the commission in April 2008, based on the interpretation of the commission
role as a quasi-judicial body. We are following up on a substitute process, a
public workshop, approved by the commission in October 2008 by a 7-1 vote,
Additionally, ar the suggestion from many commissioners, our group includes
representatives from coastal counties.

Streamline the process by assisting the commission and staff to prepare a written
guide for submitting a new or amended Local Coastal Plan. This should include
precedents established over time. We are beginning to work on this matter.
Commission siaff now has guidelines on their web site. We have placed a priority
on streamlining the LCP process. and a team of city and county planners will be
making recommendations for streamlining the process.

Work with the commission to establish guidelines for interpretation where
multiple state laws apply. {(Example: state housing law vs. Coastal land use law).
This item has been deferred to the future due to the priority on the LCP process
and the enacvment of SB 373, which changes state housing law.

Work with the cominission to set a more predictable time line for coastal matters,
in line with the Permit Streamlming Act. This is a priority matter for the LCP
process. :

Work with the executive director/commission to encourage coastal commission
staff to notify a city prior to a commission staff-initiated site visit and invite city
statf to accompany them on the visit. This item has been accomplished

B. Jurisdictional Boundarigs in the Coastal Zone

Establish a process for introduction or amendment of city ordinances that apply in
the Coastal Zone to be reviewed in a collaborative manner, 7his is a part of the
program to stregmline the LCP process and is in progress.

Resolve the matter of jurisdiction and best practices in the matter of storm water
discharge, especially in or near areas of special biological significance. This
matier has been assigned to the future, however, it may be a part of the [.CP
streamlining process.

C. Local Coastal Plan; preparation, processing and certification.

Ensure that Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is the standard of review for each Local
Ceastal Plan {L.CP) submitted to the commission.

Advocate the commission to employ adequate stafT to process LCPs.

Provide lor concurrent processing of an LCP amendment with a Coastal
Development Permit that will implement the LCP amendment.
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s Streamline the process for preparation and certification of a LCP by providing a
specific format. A4/ of the above items are a part of the current priovify fo
streamime the LCP process.

D. Housing and Land Use Issues in the Coastal Zone.

» Reduce the need for cities to issue numerous Coastal Development Permits by
using the process in the Coastal Act that simplifies process. This item has been
deferred fo the future.

E. Repional Issues

o Address beach erosion and bluff stability through a standard format.

» Address issues related to bluff stability and retention walls.

» Allow cities to administer temporary events in their coastal zone, Al of the above
- matters have been deferred to the future.

Scorecard, Substantive Issues Elemnent

Commission Rejected 1 {Working Groups)
Commission Substitute 1 {Public Workshop)
Completed I
In Process, Continuing 7
Defer to Future 6

Coastal Cities Issues Group will be submitting a 2009-2010 Work Program for Board
consideration and approval, following a meeting of the Group in early January and a
report to the Environmental Quality Policy Committee on January 22.
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Proposed Coastal Cities Issues Group
November 2007

The Big Picture

There are 61 cities in California whose territory, in whole or part, is within the Coastal Zone
and thus, subject to the Coastal Act. Cities and the Coastal Commission share a statutory duty
to implement the Coasial Act, and each is given different roles. Cities must prepare a Local
Coastal Plan (“LCP”), which is similar to & General Plan, and an Implementation Plan (“IP”),
which consists of ordinances and policies. The Local Coastal Plan and Implementation Plan
do not become effective until the Commission has certified each. Under the Coastal Act, the
Coastal Commission’s sole role is to determine whether the proposed LCP (or amendment) is
consistent with the policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Once an LCP is certified, the city issues “coastal development permits™ for projects in the
portion of the Coastal Zone governed by the certified LCP. Until a coastal city has a certified
LCP, the Coastal Commission is the permitting authority under the Coastal Act. Thus, the
Coastal Commission plays two ditferent roles: (1) as a permitting agency, it exercises the
broader policy-making roles that focal governments employ in setting land use policy, and (2)
as the agency charged with certifying LCPs, it is constrained by the Coastal Act 1o a limited
role of reviewing the policics set by local governments.

In 2003, the Coastal Commission identified three major problems with how the above scheme
is actually working in practice, and requested the League’s assistance to address them:
e Many local jurisdictions have not developed local coastal plans.
e Many local coastal plans are out of date.
® Periodic reviews of local coastal plans are not being initiated or completed.

At the same time, many city officials have expressed frustration over their LCP amendment
experience. The Coastal Act limits the Coastal Commission’s role in LCP review to a
determination that the coastal ¢ity’s own proposal is consistent with Chapter 3 policies in the
Act. Yet, it is the perception and experience of city officials that certain proposed
amendments wilt not be considered or that policy-based modifications are proposed that cities
believe exceed the scope of the Commission’s review authority. Despite amendments to the
Coastal Act that expressly constrain the Commission to a limited role and expressly
acknowledge the primacy of local government land use policy cheices, many coastal cities
view the Commission as insisting on certain policies and rejecting the otherwise valid policy
choices of the local government.

It is obvious that the working relationship between coastal cities (and counties) and the
Commission {and its staff) has suffered as a consequence of these problerns, experiences and
perceptions. The erosion of trust and of a commonly held understanding as to the respective
roles of the Commission and the coastal cities has exacerbated the problems, further deterring
coastal cifies and counties from carrying out their functions under the Act. This has resulted
in a tension between cities and the Coastal Commission, which is unproductive and hampers
the cooperation necessary for proper implementation of the Coastal Act.
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How cities can best respond to this situation has been the topic of much discussion among
cities and at Leagne meetings. For the past three years, matters related to Local Coastal Plans
have been discussed at League conferences. The city attorneys in coastal cities have organized
a commitiee that has been active for several years, Policy committees, Mayors and Council
Members Executive Forums and Annual Conferences have been used for these discussions.
Purposefully, discussions have been aimed at defining common concerns and encouraging

. interaction between city representatives and Coastal Commissioners. At the 2006 Mayors and

Council Members Executive Forum, discussions were held about improving the efficiency of
the process for cities, and following are the points made:

e Cities nced to support cach other by contacting Commissioners to provide information
about local coastal plans or appeals. Citizens regularly contact Cormmissioners about
projects or appeals, and there is not a regular contact by cities (or counties).

» Through the League, cities need to provide information to the six locally-elected
officials who are Commissioners and/or to other receptive Commissioners as a means
of creating support.

¢ There is a need to identify better ways for cities 1o collaborate and cooperate to get
their bread issues before the Commission.

e The LCP/IP amendment process must move ahead more quickly, and a better way
needs to be identified to convince the Commission to limit its actions to those
consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

At the 2006 Annual Convention, though not on the program, and with minimal notice,
representatives of 19 coastal citics met to discuss these issues. Based on informal discussion,
those attending indicated that there cre matters that shovld be considered by statewide or
regional groups to address improving implementation of the Coastal Act,

Proposed Coastal Cities Issues Group _

In order for the League to be able to better address coastal issues of interest to citics and to
improve cooperation with the Coastal Commission, it is recommended that the League
undertake the following actions.

» Lstablish a Coastal Cities “Issnes Group” (as defined on pages 41-42 of the Board
Manual} consisting of all cities with territory in the coastal zone. The League President
will appoint the chair of the Coastal Cities Issues Group.

¢ The Coastal Cities Issues Group will organize itself and establish a meeting schedule,
Any city official may belong to the Issues Group and attend meetings of the Group;
voling on matters will be reserved to one representative from each coastal city (list
attached). _

» The Coastal Cities Issues Group will report directly to the Board, and coordinate with
relevant policy committees consistent with League policy and as appropriate.

» The Issues Group will define a work plan and goals to advance the common interests
of coastal cities and to facilitate communications with Commissioners and Commission
staff.

¢ The Issues Group may contact county officials interested in participating,

/8



Staff Recommendation: Approve esteblishment of Coastal Cities Issues Group, as described

above.

Board Action:

COASTAL CITIES

Arcata
Avalon
Capitola
Carlsbad
Carmel
Carpinteria
Chula Vista
Coronado
Costa Mesa
Crescent City
Daly City
Dana Point
Del Mar
El Segundo
" Enecinitas
Eureka
Fort Bragg
Goleta
Grover Beach
Guadalupe
Half Moon Bay
Hermosa Beach
Huntington Beach
Imperial Beach
Irvine
Laguna Beach
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Malibu
Manhattan Beach
Marina
Monterey
Motro Bay
National City
Newport Beach
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COASTAL COMMISSION DOCUMENTS

GENERAL BACKGROUND ON LCPs

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act establishes statewide policies to protect California’s coastal
resources, including public access and recreation, sensitive marine and coastal environments,
scenic rural areas and coastal agriculture, and priority visitor-serving and coastal-dependent
development. To achieve these statewide policies, the Act requires local governments to develop
and implement Local Coastal Programs that are approved by the Coastal Commission. The
Coastal Act also calls for the widest opportunity for public participation in coastal management,
planning and decision-making, including maximum participation in LCP development.

WHAT IS AN LCP ?

A Local Coastal Program generally consists of a Land Use Plan (LUP) and an Implementation
Plan (IP), and includes a local government's land use plans, zoning ordinances, maps, and other
implementing actions, which together meet the requirements of, and implement the provisions
and policies of the Coastal Act at the local level (see PRC § 30108.6).

A coastal Land Use Plan (LUP) means portions of the local government’s general plan or local
coastal element which are sufficiently detailed to indicate the kinds, location, and intensities of
land uses, the applicable resource protection and development policies and, where necessary, a
listing of implementing actions. (see PRC § 30108.5)

The coastal Implementation Plan (LIP) means the zoning and other ordinances, regulations, or
programs which implement the local coastal program. The implementation plan must conform

with and be adequate to carry out the coastal land use plan. (see PRC §30108.4 and 30513).

THE COASTAL ACT APPROACH

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS (CDPS)

All new development in the coastal zone must be authorized by a coastal development permit
unless a particular exemption applies. Coastal permits are authorized by the Coastal Commission
based on Coastal Act policies untif an LCP is effectively certified by the Commission. After
LCP certification, coastal permitting authority is delegated to the local government, which then
issues coastal development permits pursuant to the provisions of the certified LCP. The
Commission, though, retains permit authority in certain areas, including tidetands, submerged
lands, public trust lands and some port and university land as specified in PRC 30519. The
Commussion also retains authority to appeal certain local coastal development permits. On
appeals the standard of review are the standards set forth in the certified LCP and in some cases
also the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
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LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAMS

Local government must develop an LCP to implement the Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies and
standards on the local level. The LCP must contain a Public Access Component that maximizes
public access to the coast and public recreation areas. The precise content of each LCP 1s
determined by the local govermment, consistent with required procedures, in full consultation
with the Commission and with full public participation (see PRC § 30500).

The Commission reviews and certifies the LCPs. The Commission must find that the Land Use
Plan does or does not conform with the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Because
of these required findings, and the Coastal Act requirement that LUPs be sufficiently detailed to
indicate the kinds, locations and intensities of development to achieve Coastal Act policies,
LUPs tend to be more specific than a typical General Plan. The Commission may only reject the
Implementation Plan (zoning) if it finds that it does not conform with or is inadequate to carry
out the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan,

The Commisston also reviews and certifies amendments to the LCPs. In very limited
circumstances entities other than a local government may file a request for an LCP Amendment
with the Commission for action on certain public works or energy facility developments (See
PRC 30515).

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Coastal Act mandates that the public is afforded maximum opportunity to participate in
coastal management, planning and decision-making, including LCP development and
amendment. (PRC § 30006, § 30503)

PERIODIC L.CP REVIEW

The Coastal Commission must review each certified LCP at least once every five years to
determine whether the LCP is being effectively implemented in conformity with the policies of
the Coastal Act. Ifit determines the LCP is not being carried out in conformity with any policy
of the Coastal Act, the Commission shall recommend corrective actions, which may include
recommmended amendments. Local governments review the recommendations, and if corrective
action is not taken, within one year they must report to the Commission the reasons for not
taking such action. (See PRC § 30519.5)

LCP AMENDMENTS
Once an LCP is certified, any change to it needs to be processed as an LCP amendment — first
through the local government, and then through the Coastal Commission,

Local governments must follow certain procedures in considering LCP amendments. The content
of the amendment must be available to the public at least six weeks before action is taken.
Notification of the availability of draft documents and of local hearings must be given general
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publication and mailed to certain specified interests as well as to anyone else requesting notice.
Table 1 and Figure 1 illustrate in summary form some of the main steps in the LCP process.
(These are conceptual only and specific requirements are contained in the Coastal Act and
California Code of Regulations.)

Submittal to the Coastal Commission of a locally or conceptually-approved LCP amendment
must be accompanied by:

- any supplemental maps, photos, and other explanatory material;

- a resolution from the city council or board of supervisors submitting the LCP
Amendment for Coastal Commission review and approval;

- a summary of public participation measures and responses;

- a discussion of the amendment’s relationship to the rest of the LCP;

- analysis of the amendment’s consistency with the Coastal Act;

- any environmental review documents.

The Coastal Commission, after deeming all required submittal materials adequate and complete,
classtfies the amendment as minor, de minimis, or major. Minor and de minimis amendments are
to be reported at the next Commission meeting for Commissioner concurrence. Major
Implementation Plan only amendments are to be acted upon within 60 days, while major land use
plan or combined plan and implementation amendments must be acted on within 90 days.
Extensions of time up to one year beyond these limits are allowed.

The Commission must find an amendment to a land use plan consistent with the Coastal Act in
order to approve it -- a majority vote of the appointed membership is required. The Commission
must find an implementation plan amendment to be in conformance with and adequate to carry
out the land use plan in order to approve it — a majority vote of the membership present is
required. The Commission can deny an amendment and then suggest modifications that, if
adopted by the local government, would result in certification of the amendment. Local
governments have six months to accept such modifications (again with up to a year extension
possible), but may also choose to resubmit the amendment another way.
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TABLE 1: GENERAL STEPS AND TIMELINES IN THE LCP AMENDMENT
PROCESS (Conceptual only; See Coastal Act and Commission regulations for specific

requirements)
Key Step in Process Lead Entity | Time Requirements Primary
Citations'
Conceptualize proposed revision to Local - -
land use plan and/or implementation | government
Determine if proposed revision Local - -
constitutes amendment to certified government
LCP; consult with Commission staff
as necessary
If yes: Draft amendment and notice of | Local - Reg §13515
document availability for public government
review
Prepare local staff report for local Local -- -
decision makers government
Prepare and mail notice Local At least 10 working Reg §13515
government | days before hearing
Hold local public hearings and decide | Local At least 6 weeks after | Reg §13551(a}
on amendment government | notice of availability referencing
§13515 (c)
If approved or conceptually Local - Reg §13552
approved: Prepare submittal package | government
and send to Coastal Commission®
Determine if amendment submittal 1s | Coastal 10 working days from | Reg §13553
complete and inform local Commission | receipt or longer for
government; request additional unusual circumstances
mformation if incomplete
If amendment submittal is Local - Reg §13552
incomplete, submit required government
information
File amendment request, determine Coastal As soon as submittal 1s | PRC § 30514d
amendment category (e.g. de Commission | complete / 10 working | Reg §§13553,
minimis, minor or major) days from receipt or 13555
longer for unusual
circumstances
Prior to action, prepare staff report Coastal 10 calendar days before | Reg §13555
Commission | CCC public hearing referencing
§13524
Prior to action, prepare and mail Coastal 10 calendar days before | Reg §13555
notice Commiission | CCC hearing referencing

f PRC = Public Resources Code (the California Coastal Act); Reg = California Code of Regulations Title 14;
~ Under PRC§ 30515, if a local government denies an L.CP amendment request to authorize a public works project
or energy facility, the sponsor may file the amendment request directly with the Commission.
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Key Step in Process Lead Entity | Time Requirements Primary ]
Citations' 4
B 1 §13524
If filed as de minimis: Either do not Coastal Fﬁfommission meeting PRC §30514d
object to the classification and notify | Commission | following filing
local government of approval, or if
determined not to be de minimis, set
for hearing as major or minor
amendment
If filed as minor: Either do not object | Coastal [ Commission meeting PRC §30514¢
to the classification and notify local Commission | following filing Reg §13535
| government of approval, or, if
determined not to be minor, set for
hearing as major amendment
If filed as major: Hold public hearing; | Coastal For implementation PRC §30514b
decide on amendment and notify Commission | plan only amendments: | Reg §13535
local government of decision 60 days following referencing
! filing; §13537, §13542
For land use plan or PRC §30517
combined plan and
| implementation
amendments: 90 days.
Extensions of up to one
vear beyond these
linits are possible.
1f denied but approved with Local Within 6 months of PRC §30514(b}
suggested modifications: Hold local | government | Commission action; referencing
hearing, consider modifications with possible one year | §30512(b) or
extension | §30513
Reg §13544
PRC §30517
' If suggested modifications all Local - Reg §13544
accepted: Send acceptance to Coastal | government
Commussion. If all suggested '
modifications not accepted: Decide
whether to drop the proposal or
modify and resubmit it !
Acknowledge local government Coastal Commission meeting Reg §13544
acceptance of Commission action Commission | following receipt of
' notice of acceptance
Take needed actions to put Local As specified by local Reg §13544 J
amendment in effect government | resolution
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Figure [: General LCP Amendment Processing Steps
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LCP STATUS

There are 75 coastal jurisdictions — 15 counties and 60 cities. Because jurisdictions may submit
their LCPs in separate geographic units (pursuant to Coastal Act section 30511(c), these LCPs

are currently divided into 128 plan segments.

CURRENT LCP CERTIFICATION

Almost 88% of the 1,613,348 acre geographic area of the coastal zone is governed by a
certified LCP, as shown in the following Table L

: TABLE II. LCP CERTIFICATION STATUS
' LCPs Estimated LCP
LCP LUPs Implementation Effectively | Geographic Segments
Segments | Certified Plans Certified Certified | Area Covered | Where permit
and Issuing | by certified authority not
Permits LCPs yet
I transferred
128 111 94 | 92 1,414,341 36
acres
L | 86.7% | 73.4% 71.9% 87.66% 28.1%

Within certified areas, the Commission may deny or defer certification for specific locations.
There are 42 such “Areas of Deferred Certification” covering about 4,538 acres where the
Commission denied certification or declined to certify pending resolution of issues.

Following is a list of the 36 LCP segments where coastal permit authority has not yet been
transferred to the local government:
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36 Segments Remain to have permit authoritv transferred

Pt. St. George segment of Del Norte County
Pygmy Forest segment of Mendocino County
Olympic Club segment of San Francisco City
City of Seaside
City of Monterey:

1. Laguna Grande segment

2. Del Monte Beach segment

3. Harbor segment

4. Cannery Row segment

5. Skyline segment
City of Pacific Grove
City of Goleta
Santa Monica Mountains segment of Los Angeles County
Playa Vista A segment of Los Angeles County
City of Los Angeles:

1. Pacific Palisades segment
2. Venice segment
3. Playa Vista segment
4. Del Rey Lagoon segment
5. Auport/El Segundo Dunes segment
6. San Pedro segment
City of Santa Monica
City of Hermosa Beach
City of Redondo Beach Area 2 segment
City of Torrance

Bolsa Chica segment of Orange County

Santa Ana River segment of Orange County
Santa Ana Heighis segment of Orange County
City of Seal Beach

City of Costa Mesa

City of Newport Beach

City of Aliso Vigjo

City of San Clemente

San Diego County

Agua Hedionda segment of City of Carlsbad
City of Solana Beach

Mission Bay segment of City of San Diego
South Bay Island segment of City of Chula Vista
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TABLE II1: LCP SEGMENTS AND YEAR OF CERTIFICATION
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LCP AMENDMENTS REVIEWED

After initial certification LCPs have often been amended. LCP amendments vary greatly in
scope from simple single word changes to complete document rewrites. Amendments may
propose changes to coastal land use plans, implementation plans, or both concurrently. LCP
amendment submittals also may be combined — thus, one LCP amendment can consist of
multiple parts. Because of this, the number of amendments reviewed by the Commission over
time does not necessarily mean that their overall scope and complexity (and hence staff workload
implications) has remained constant.

The first LCP amendment was processed in 1981, As of June 2008, the Commission had
reviewed approximately 1,500 LCP amendments. Since 1985, the annual average of amendments
has been approximately 61. The range has been between 45 and 77 amendments per year, with
only two deviations (37 amendments in 2000 and 105 in 2004), as illustrated in the following
Figure II.

FIGURE IL

LCP Amendments 1981-2008
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PENDING LCP AMENDMENTS

In March 2009, about 105 LCP amendments were pending before the Coastal Commission —
several of which were not yet filed as completed submittals. Table IV and Figure III below show
the distribution of these amendments within the coastal zone districts:
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TABLE 1IV. PENDING LCP AMENDMENTS

as of March 2009
LCP Amendments

District Submitted and Pending

North 9
North Central 11
Central 34
South Central 20
South 14
San Diego 17
Total 105

Figure lll. Submitted LCP Amendments

North
0%, North Central

San Diego
16%

10%

South
13%

_ Central
South Central 33%

19%

At that time, Commission staff was aware of at least 28 other amendments pending before local
governments, based on an informal survey. The total number of amendments pending at any
stage of the local process is probably much greater. Approximately 34% of the total known
pending amendments were project-driven (that is, an amendment that proposes LCP changes
to address a specific site development proposal). The rest were updates of some variety, e.g., of
provisions on a certain topic, of certain sections or entire LCPs.
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COMPREHENSIVE LCP AMENDMENTS

LCP certification is permanent. From time to time a certified jurisdiction will comprehensively
update either its coastal land use plan or implementation plan or both: by partly or totally
replacing its previously certified document(s) with new ones.

1. Tweleve jurisdictions have comprehensively updated their coastal land use plans
(certified by the Commission).

2. One additional county and one city have also had updates of single segments of their
coastal land use plan certified.

3. Nine jurisdictions (including seven who updated their land use plans) have
comprehensively updated their coastal implementation plans and received certification
of these updates.

4, Eleven jurisdictions are in some phase of the process of updating their coastal land use
plans.

5. FEight implementation plan updates are underway:.

PERIODIC REVIEWS

The Commission has not conducted many evaluations of LCP implementation as provided for in
the Coastal Act. Periodic LCP Reviews were conducted for the City of Trinidad LCP, the City of
Sand City LCP, San Luis Obispo County LCP, and the Marina Del Rey segment of the T.os
Angeles County LCP. The Periodic Review of the Monterey County LCP was begun but was
not acted on by the Commission and has not been completed. Other Regional Cumulative
Assessment Projects examining implementation of policies from several I.CPs and the Coastal
Act were undertaken in the Monterey Bay Region and the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains
Area.

Approximately 58 jurisdictions have had L.CPs certified for at least five vears. (About 42 LCPs
have been certified for over 20 years.) The Commission has not conducted more Periodic LCP
Reviews primarily due to inadequate staff resources. There are also no incentives or
requirements for ensuring that Commission Periodic Review recommendations will be
considered and implemented by local jurisdictions. In 2003 the Commission passed a resolution
suggesting legislative recommendations to address the issues of Periodic Reviews consisting of,
n part:

0 requiring LCP updates every 10 years;

o modifying the review period to no less than once every ten years;

0 funding periodic reviews;

0 increasing permit fees to use the revenues for grants by the Commission to local

governments solely for the purpose of implementing Commission recommendations for
LCP modifications resulting from periodic reviews;
0 tying permit appeal decisions to periodic review recommendations.

The full text of the Commission action follows on the next page:
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA —THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVEXNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105- 2219
VOICE AND TDD {415) $04- 5200
FAX (415) 904- 5400

July 14, 2003

Homnorable John Burton
State Capitol Room 205
Sacramento, CA 95814

Honorable Herb Wesson, Jr.
State Capitol

P O Box 942849

Sacramento, CA 94249-0047

Dear Senator Burton and Speaker Wesson:

I am writing to convey to you and your colleagues in the state legislature a resolution regarding critical
deficiencies and potential legislative solutions to the adoption and periodic updating of local coastal
plans. The resolution was adopted by the California Coastal Commission at its June 2003 meeting in
Long Beach.

By way of background, under the Coastal Act, local coastal plans, adopted by coastal cities and counties
and certified by the Commission, form the foundation for good land use planning along the entire coast of
California. During 2002, the Commission conducted a series of hearings on the status of local coastal
plans in the various regions of our state and heard testimony from hundreds of citizens.

From our hearings and staff research, three major deficiencies were identified:

1. More that twenty-five years after the adoption of the California Coastal Act of 1976, many local
coastal jurisdictions have not yet developed local coastal plans. Consequently, in these
jurisdictions, every coastal development permit, no matter how small, must be acted upon and
issued by the state commission. This places a tremendous burden both upon the Commission and
upon the citizenry. Under permit streamlining, it is often impossible to hold these hearings
locally, forcing applicants to travel at times hundreds of miles to Commission meetings. The
clear intention of the Coastal Act is to have most coastal development permits dealt with by the
local jurisdiction under.a certified local coastal plan, yet there are neither incentives nor
requirements in the Act o insure that local jurisdictions develop and implement a local coastal
plan within a specified timeframe.

2, The great majority of local coastal plans already adopted are seriously out of date. As with city
and county general plans, the Coastal Act calls for periodic updates to local coastal plans to
reflect changing conditions, new information and emerging best management practices relating to
land use. This is clearly not happening. Staff research found that while local jurisdictions may
have completed several comprehensive updates to their general plans in the past several years;
most had not conducted a comprehensive update to their local coastal plan. Consequently, many
applications are reviewed by outdated standards that provide for neither good development
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practices nor adequate coastal protection.

3. Periodic reviews of local coastal plans by the state commission are not being mitiated or
completed. The Coastal Act requires a comprehenstve review of local coastal plans by the state
commission every five years. In twenty-seven years, the Commission has conducted only three
periodic reviews while the great majority are long overdue. The primary reasons for this failure
are lack of staff resources and the absence of incentives or requirements that Commission
recommendations for updating local coastal plans are considered and implemented by local

~ jurisdictions.

While any regulation of land use and development can be controversial, the citizens of California have
long recognized the importance of applying good and consistent standards to the development and
protection of our coastline. The California Coastal Act has served us well in that regard for the past three
decades. Over 85% of applications heard by the Commission are approved but often appropriately
conditioned to conform to the resource protection and public access provisions of the Coastal Act. In
order to continue this priority task, it is vital that the problems identified by the Commission in the past
two years be addressed.

The adopted resolution contains several recommendations for possible action to resolve these problems.
It is our hope that, even in these difficult times for our state, the legislature will see fit to conduct hearings
on these issues that may lead to prudent legislative solutions. The Commission stands ready to assist vou
in any way we can.

Thank you for your most serious consideration of this matter.

Respectfully,
Mike Reilly

Chairman, California Coastal Commission

Cc: Members
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS. GOVERNDR

CALIFORNIA CQOASTAL COMMISSION

453 FREMONT, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5200
FAX (415) 904- 3400

RESOLUTION BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION REGARDING THE
PERIODIC REVIEW AND UPDATING OF PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAMS
(Adopted June 12, 2003)

WHEREAS, the California Coastal Act (the Act) requires local governments within the coastal
zone to prepare and submit for certification by the California Coastal Commiission local coastal
programs (LCPs) that effectively carry out coastal resource and coastal environmental quality
protection policies set forth in Chapter 3 of the Act;

WHEREAS, there are seventy-five cities and counties located in whole or in part in the coastal
zone that have divided their LCPs into 128 segments and of these 90 L.CP segments have been
fully certified and local governments have been delegated coastal development permit issuing
authority while 38 LCP segments remain to be completed and fully certified;

WHEREAS, the Act recognizes that previously certified local coastal programs must be
reviewed and updated from time to time in order to adequately address changing needs and
circumstances, including new scientific information about flora and fauna and their habitat, as
well as changing human community needs;

WHEREAS, the Act requires that the Commission initiate and carry out “periodic reviews” of
certified LCPs at least once every five years to determine whether the LCP is being implemented
in a manner that continues to be fully consistent with resource protection policies of the Act;

WHEREAS, the Act permits local govemrﬁents to prepare and submit for approval by the
Commission up to three LCP amendments per year which the Commission must review and act
upon with specified time limits;

WHEREAS, local government initiated I.CP amendments are usually driven by specific
proposed development projects or by property owners and do not constitute a comprehensive
review and update of the LCP;

WHEREAS, the Commission recently held a series of public hearings in coastal locations
throughout the state during which extensive public testimony focused on the need to update
LCPs that no longer reflect current community needs as well as the fact LCPs have not been
revised to address changed circumstances which in tum has resulted in an increase in permit
appeals to the Commission and new litigation;

WHEREAS, during these hearings while public testimony underscored the need to update LCP
provisions considered inadequate to deal with important coastal resource protection issues such
as coastal public access and recreation, adverse effects of seawalls, conservation of
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, and the need for improved marine water quality, the
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overarching theme emanating from these hearing was the need to strengthen Coastal Act
provisions to makes meaningful and effective the periodic review of certified LCPs by the
Commission and to ensure that local governments actually implement LCP modifications
recommended by the Commission based on such periodic reviews; and

WHEREAS, the Act lacks effective provisions to ensure that periodic reviews of LCPs are
actually conducted by the Commission and that local government subsequently implements
Contmission recommendations;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Coastal Commission hereby
respectfully requests that the California Legislature and the Governor enact legislation that
would have the following components:

L Periodic Reviews:

a. Restate the mandate in the Act that the Commission must carry out periodic
reviews and modify the time period for such reviews from once every five
years to no less than once every ten years.

b. Substantially increase coastal development permit fees and specify the use of
the increased revenues (retaining current fees going to the Coastal
Conservancy) for grants by the Commission to local governments solely for
the purpose of implementing Commission recommendations for LCP
modifications resulting from periodic reviews.

¢. Appropriate funds to the Commission specifically to conduct periodic
reviews,

d. Amend the Act to modify coastal development permit appeals provisions by
expanding the appeal area within a local government that fails after
appropriate opportunity to effectively respond to Commission
recommendations for LCP modifications and by specifying the standard of
review on appeal to be the Commission adopted modifications to L.CP land
and water use policies;

e. Hold oversight hearings to identify deficiencies in and possible mechanisms to
address the need to ensure the timely and effective updating of LCPs through
the Periodic Review process.

II. General Plan Provisions:
a. Amend General Plan law to mandate completion of LCPs for those local
governments that do not yet have a tully certified LCP,
b. Require local governments to periodically (i.e., every ten years) update their
LCP elements of the General Plan and provide sanctions for failure to do so.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission urges the appropriate policy committees
of the Legislature to hold special informational hearings on issues relating to the adverse
environmental consequences of the failure in existing law to require effective modifications to
LCPs certified more than ten years carlier; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission is prepared to provide technical
assistance to the Legislature to inform and achieve the recommendations above.
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V. LOCAL ASSISTANCE

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

At times in the past, both the state and the federal governments have funded LCP planning. As
can be seen in the following Table V, general funding amounts have varied over the years, but no

reimbursement has been available since 2002,

Table V, ILCP Local Assistance Grant Awards FYs 77-78 to 08-09
FY Grant Awards to Local Governments *
Federal 35 State $s Total
77-78 to BO-B1** 4,853,584 1,213,396 6,066,980
81-82 1,578,848 394,712 1,973,560
82-83 876,951 | 219,238 1,096,189
i 83-84 450,222 112,556 562,778
84-85 139,000 280,000 419,000
85-86 100,000 280,000 380,000
86-87 301,000 Y 391,000
B 87-88 391,000 0 391,000
§8-89 298,334 | 0 298,534
89-90 263,208 0 263,208
90-91 250,000 0 250,000
91-92 140,290 0 140,290
92-93 0] 0 0
93-94 0 0] 0
94-95 Q 0 ¢
95-96 0 0 0
96-97 0 0 0
97-98 0 340,000 340,000
98-99 0 350,500 350,500
99-00 | 0 499 344 499 348
00-01 0 400,000 400,000
01-02 0 500,000 500,000
02-03 0 0 O«l
03-04 0 0] 0
04-035 0 0 0]
05-06 0 0 0
06-07 0 0 0
07-08 G Q O
08-09 0 0 0
: Total $9,732.638 $4.589.749 ?Slt‘-l,322,387'T

* The total grant amounts awarded each fiscal year are funded by state and/or federal funds. The yearly amounts from each of
these two funding sources are shown in the "Federal $s" and "State $s" columns.
** Breakdowns by the four individual fiscal years from 77-78 through 80-81 are not available.
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Over the years the Coastal Commission has attempted to provide technical assistance to local
governments preparing LCP documents. In addition to written and oral communications on
individual LCPs, the Commission has produced some general guidance documents as outlined in
the following letter.
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUTTE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94155-221%
VOICE AND TDD {415) 904- 5200
FAX (415} 904- 5400

July 23, 2008

Ms. Mary Creasey
Legislative Analyst
League of California Cities
1400 K Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Creasey,

At our meeting on July 1, 2008, we discussed the goal to increase awareness among local governments
of resources that are currently available to assist local staff in amending or updating their Local Coastal
Programs {LCPs). While the Coastal Act and California Code of Regulations provide the requirements for
developing and amending LCPs, the Commission currently provides some local assistance resources that
local staff may find helpful. While | believe this list to be complete, if any additional resources are
identified following this transmittal, | will forward them to you,

¥ Asis noted in several of the documents cited, because of the geographic diversity of the LCPs,
we believe that early communication with the appropriate Commission District staff remains the
primary means of providing local assistance on a specific LCP. Although CCC staff time is
extremely limited at this time, we will do our best to provide such eoordination on key LCP
matters.

» The Commission provided information as part of OPR’s recent publication, State Agency
Resources for General Plans on accessing technical assistance. The link to the document is at
http://opr.ca.gov/planning/docsiState Agency Technical Resources for General Plans.pdf and
the Commission information is found on pages 7-8. Some of what follows may be duplicate of
what can be found in the OFPR document.

¥ An online resource guide for updating LCPs, Updating the LCP--A Place to Start, can be
found on the Commission's website on the Resources for Local Government page at
http://www.coastal .ca.gov/lz/lepguideficpguide.pdf This Guide is an initial effart to provide
information on issues to address in updating LCPs and examples of Commission actions. Given
our available resources we did not address every Coastal Act policy, but chose to highlight
several priority emerging issues. We plan to review and update this document later this year. Any
feedback or comments on this Guide are encouraged and ¢an be sent to me at
efuchs@coastal.ca.gov.

» The Commission’s Post Certification Guide for Local Cities and Counties {2002) is based on
the Coastal Act and post cartification regulations. It provides information on the procedures for
carrying out a certified LCP. This document has not been revised since 2002, although it still
provides useful information for local governments o consult, but check with appropriate District
staff for specific questions. It can be found at hitp.//www.coastal ca.gov/la/dacs/post-cert-lcp-

quide.pdf .

» The Commission's wehsite provides access to several documents which may nave background
information and examples on a number of Coastal Act issues. For example, at
http.ffwww.coastal ca.gov/laftopics html there are links to reports on Public Access, Agricuitural
Protection Coastal Processes and Water Quality. However, please note that the Resources for
Local Government page was created with a federal grant and since its development we have
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lacked sufficient resources to frequently update it. Therefore some of these documents, while
providing useful backaground, may be affected by more recent CCC actions. For this reason we
continue to emphasize that it is important to check on a specific LCP issue by contacting the
appropriate District office staff. These webpage documents can provide general information but
given the geographic diversity of the coaslal zone and the number of CCC actions each month
that may inform LCP planning, they do not address all specific issues that may arise. {We hope to
undertake a review and update of this page in the near future).

> We also assembled various links to other jurisdictions at
http.//www . coastal.ca.qgovila/links html including local jurisdictions. However, as we discussed in
our meeling, these are not links to digital copies of certified LCPs. Some jurisdictions do maintain
their LCPs online and as discussed, we share the goal of creating an online digital library of
certified plans. We lack resources to develop such a resource at this time.

This list provides the basic planning assistance information available. As noted in our input to OPR's
document, the Commission’s website contains a number of additional resources available under each
program page {such as Public Access, Water Quality etc)).

We appreciate your efforts to help inform local coastal governments of the availability of these resources.
We continue to try to develop ways to provide assistance efficiently and within our very limited resources.
If local staffs have any feedback on these existing resources, or any suggestions for future plannmg
assistance projects, please encourage them to contact me at (415) 504-5287 or at

efuchs@coastal.ca.qov.

Sincerely,

Z%zééﬂ. 9/%«%%*

Elizabeth A. Fuchs, AICP
Manager, Statewide Planning Unit

cc: Charles Lester, CCC
District Managers, CCC
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QOctober 14, 2008

To: California Coastal Commission
Coastal Commission Staff
Interested Persons

From: Peter Douglas, Executive Director
Susan Hansch, Chief Deputy Director
Louise Heredia-Sauseda, Chief, Fiscal and Business Services
Coastal Commission Budget Sub-Committee Members
Commissioner William Burke and Commissioner Mary Shallenberger

Subject: Coastal Commission’s Budget for FY 08-09

This memorandum provides a brief description of the Commission’s FY 08-09 budget.
Staff is still analyzing the recently signed budget and preparing cost projections for the
fiscal year and will provide additional information to the Commission as the fiscal year
progresses. {Please see the detailed information provided in the May 2, 2008 and July
8, 2008 reports to the Commission and available on the Commission's website for
budget history).

Coastal Commission Budget for FY 08-09

On September 23, 2008 Governor Schwarzenegger signed the final FY 08-09
budget. Before he signed the budget, the Governor used his line item veto to
reduce the Coastal Commission’s general fund budget allocation by $617,000
(approximately 5%) and reduced overall personnel years from 144.9 to 138.8 (6.5
positions/6.1 personnel years [PY]) from the Commission’s budget as approved
by the Legislature. The Governor's January 2008 proposed budget and May Revise
included a 10% $1.2 million 16.2 position general fund reduction. Thus, the final
enacted budget included cuts that were less than the projected worst case scenario.

The final budget did include an appropriation of $524,000 from the Commission’s
increased filing fee revenues to cover some operating expenses. This $524,000
appropriation includes a baseline augmentation of $319,000 for facilities operations,
information technology network connections, and equipment replacement, and a one-
time cost of $205,000 for information technology hardware and equipment replacement.
The baseline augmentation will help address some of the Commission’s ongoing
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shortfall of funds to cover operating expenses, but the Commission continues to have
inadequate funds to cover operating costs and replace aging equipment.

Based in part on recommendations from the Legislative Analyst Office, (LAO})
Legislative Budget Subcommittee and the Department of Finance, the Commission
began a rulemaking process in 2007 to increase permit/filing fees. The new, increased
filing fees were approved by the Office of Administrative Law and have been in effect
since March 17, 2008. When the Commission approved the higher filing fees the
Commission adopted a resolution that encouraged that all filing fees be used to
augment the Commission’s budget to provide better services to the public.

Since FY 99-00 all the revenue from Commission’s filing fees was deposited in the
Coastal Access Account at the Coastal Conservancy and used for critical coastal
maintenance projects. Budget trailer bill language adopted as a part of the finai FY 08-
09 budget, established a new special fund for the Coastal Commission entitled the
Coastal Act Services Fund. All filing fees received by the Coastal Commission will now
be deposited in this account instead of the Coastal Access Account at the Coastal
Conservancy. The Coastal Conservancy will continue to receive funds for coastal
access ($500,000) from the filing fees via a yearly transfer from the Coastal Act
Services Fund to the Coastal Access Account.

Final FY 08-09 Budget is Inadequate to Meet Projected Costs

As we have reported to the Commission since mid-2007, the Commission’s budget
situation is extremely constrained and has for the past two fiscal years been at risk of
year-end deficits. We have avoided deficits by severe cost-cutting measures and by
increasing short-term reimbursement revenue by completing special projects for other
agencies. Although the total budget in the attachments reflects a bottom line increase
in funding, you will note that the General Fund amount is declining. Consequently, the
Commission continues to increase its dependence on contracts and reimbursements
from State agencies. Income from these sources is not dependable because client
agencies face similar budget pressures. In addition, reimbursable income results in
workload management problems with staff being diverted to special contracts projects.
The staff is still in the process of determining the impact of pending non-general fund
revenue. |t is clear at this point in time that in order to finish the fiscal year without a
deficit the Commission will be forced to keep a large number of vacant positions unfilled
and must continue its ongoing cost-cutting measures.

Proactive Steps Taken To Reduce Costs

As described in the May 2, 2008 and July 8, 2008 reports, the Commission has taken a
large number of steps to reduce costs. These measures are listed below and will
continue through FY 08-09. Unfortunately, these actions are so severe that they
substantially impair the Commission’s ability to operate and carry out its legally
mandated work.
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Cost-Cutting Measures
e Terminated all limited-term staff in January 2008 to reduce costs,

e Began the implementation of a Department of Personnel Administration
(DPA) approved layoff plan in June 2008 and notified 46 permanent Coastal
Commission staff employees that they were at risk for iay-off. As a result of
the lay-off notices, many employees accepted other positions and the
Commission now has a projected vacant position count of 19 positions for all
or part of FY 08-03. We are now in the process of completing the current
lay-off process. If future budget cuts occur a new layoff process would need
to be initiated. DPA estimates that the complete layoff process takes about 6
months.

¢ Holding vacant positions open to meet required salary savings, new budget
cuts, and underfunded costs (19 projected vacant positions for FY 08-09);

e Instituted and encouraged staff participation in a voluntary “Leave-Without-
Pay” program. Over 70 Commission staff members have pledged over
$218,000 (704 staff days) of leave-without pay for FY 08-09 to reduce staff
layoffs;

o Eliminated qssentially all training {including legally required training);

¢ Drastically reduced staff fravel to oniy absolutely essential attendance at
Commission meetings and select site visits, and some critical project related
meetings;

e Considering limiting hours Commission offices are open to serve the public
so0 that staff can focus on production;

¢ Eliminated all but absolutely essential mission critical purchases;

¢ Reduced all Coastal Commission public hearings tc a maximum of 3 days
per month to reduce costs. Holding Commission meetings in public meeting
rooms to avoid meeting room costs. Keeping travel costs to meetings to the
absolute minimum sometimes causing inconvenience to Commissioners.
We will be considering holding future Commission meetings in only a few
locations statewide to reduce costs and may need to consider reducing the
number or length of FY -08-09 Commission meetings to save costs.

Staff will continue its work with the Commission’s Budget Sub-committee and report
back to the Commission at future meetings on the status of the Commission’s budget as
we mave through the fiscal year.
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