CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

SoLANA BEACH CiTY COUNCIL, SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,
PuBLIC FINANCING AUTHORITY, & HOUSING AUTHORITY

AGENDA

Joint REGULAR Meeting
Wednesday, December 13, 2017 * 6:00 P. M.
City Hall / Council Chambers, 635 S. Highway 101, Solana Beach, California

» City Council meetings are video recorded and archived as a permanent record. The video recording captures the
complete proceedings of the meeting and is available for viewing on the City's website.

» Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time prior to meetings for processing new
submittals. Complete records containing meeting handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records
Request.

PuBLIC MEETING ACCESS

The Regular Meetings of the City Council are scheduled for the 2nd and 4th Wednesdays and are broadcast live on
Cox Communications-Channel 19, Time Warner-Channel 24, and AT&T U-verse Channel 99. The video taping of
meetings are maintained as a permanent record and contain a detailed account of the proceedings. Council
meeting tapings are archived and available for viewing on the City’s website.

AGENDA MATERIALS

A full City Council agenda packet including relative supporting documentation is available at City Hall, the Solana
Beach Branch Library (157 Stevens Ave.), La Colonia Community Ctr., and online www.cityofsolanabeach.org.
Agendas are posted at least 72 hours prior to regular meetings and at least 24 hours prior to special meetings.
Writings and documents regarding an agenda of an open session meeting, received after the official posting, and
distributed to the Council for consideration, will be made available for public viewing at the same time. In addition,
items received at least 1 hour 30 minutes prior to the meeting time will be uploaded online with the courtesy agenda
posting. Materials submitted for consideration should be forwarded to the City Clerk’s department 858-720-2400.
The designated location for viewing public documents is the City Clerk’s office at City Hall during normal business
hours.

SPEAKERS

Please submit a speaker slip to the City Clerk prior to the meeting, or the announcement of the
Section/ltem, to provide public comment. Allotted times for speaking are outlined on the speaker’s slip for
each agenda section: Oral Communications, Consent, Public Hearings and Staff Reports.

AMERICAN DISABILITIES ACT TITLE 2

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, persons with a disability may request an agenda in
appropriate alternative formats as required by Section 202. Any person with a disability who requires a modification
or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct such request to the City Clerk’s office (858)
720-2400 at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

As a courtesy to all meeting attendees, please set cellular phones and pagers to silent mode
and engage in conversations outside the Council Chambers.

CITY COUNCILMEMBERS
Mike Nichols, Mayor

Ginger Marshall, Deputy Mayor David A. Zito, Councilmember
Jewel Edson, Councilmember Judy Hegenauer, Councilmember
Gregory Wade Johanna Canlas Angela lvey
City Manager City Attorney City Clerk
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SPEAKERS:

Please submit your speaker slip to the City Clerk prior to the meeting or the announcement of
the Item. Allotted times for speaking are outlined on the speaker's slip for Oral
Communications, Consent, Public Hearings and Staff Reports.

READING OF ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS:

Pursuant to Solana Beach Municipal Code Section 2.04.460, at the time of introduction or adoption of an
ordinance or adoption of a resolution, the same shall not be read in full unless after the reading of the title,
further reading is requested by a member of the Council. If any Councilmember so requests, the ordinance
or resolution shall be read in full. In the absence of such a request, this section shall constitute a waiver by
the council of such reading.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL:

CLOSED SESSION REPORT: (when applicable)

FLAG SALUTE:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:

C. STAFF REPORTS: (C.1.)
Submit speaker slips to the City Clerk.

C.1. Annual Mayoral Rotation: Mayor / Deputy Mayor Appointments. (File 0430-20)
Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Nominate and Appoint the 2018 Mayor and Deputy Mayor for a term of
December 13, 2017 to December 12, 2018.
a. Mayor calls for a nomination of a new Mayor. Call for the vote.
b. Newly appointed Mayor calls for nomination of a Deputy Mayor. Call for the
vote.
Item C.1. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

PROCLAMATIONS/CERTIFICATES: Ceremonial
None at the posting of this agenda

PRESENTATIONS: Ceremonial items that do not contain in-depth discussion and no action/direction.
None at the posting of this agenda

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:

This portion of the agenda provides an opportunity for members of the public to address the City
Council on items relating to City business and not appearing on today’s agenda by submitting a
speaker slip (located on the back table) to the City Clerk. Comments relating to items on this
evening’s agenda are taken at the time the items are heard. Pursuant to the Brown Act, no action
shall be taken by the City Council on public comment items. Council may refer items to the City
Manager for placement on a future agenda. The maximum time allotted for each presentation is
THREE MINUTES (SBMC 2.04.190). Please be aware of the timer light on the Council Dais.
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COUNCIL COMMUNITY ANNOUNCEMENTS / COMMENTARY:
An opportunity for City Council to make brief announcements or report on their activities. These items are not
agendized for official City business with no action or substantive discussion.

A. CONSENT CALENDAR: (Action Items) (A.1.-A.5.)

Items listed on the Consent Calendar are to be acted in a single action of the City Council unless
pulled for discussion. Any member of the public may address the City Council on an item of
concern by submitting to the City Clerk a speaker slip (located on the back table) before the
Consent Calendar is addressed. Those items removed from the Consent Calendar by a member of
the Council will be trailed to the end of the agenda, while Consent Calendar items removed by the
public will be discussed immediately after approval of the Consent Calendar.

A.1. Register Of Demands. (File 0300-30)
Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Ratify the list of demands for October 28, 2017 through November 24, 2017.
Item A.1. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

A.2. General Fund Adopted Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Changes. (File 0330-30)
Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Receive the report listing changes made to the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 General
Fund Adopted Budget.
Item A.2. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

A.3. Underground Utility District along Nardo, Granados, Rios, Corto, Lirio,
Palmitas and Via de Vista. (File 1010-90)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Adopt Resolution 2017-158, approving the payment to SDG&E of $53,710 from
the City’s share of CPUC Rule 20A funds in seed money to cover the design
costs for the preparation of preliminary plans and preliminary cost estimate by
SDG&E for the Nardo/Granados/Rios Underground Utility District that would
include properties along Nardo Avenue, South Granados Avenue, South Rios
Avenue, Corto Street, Lirio Street, Palmitas Street and Via de Vista.

ltem A.3. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.
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A.4. Residential Solid Waste Management Agreement. (File 1030-15)
Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Adopt Resolution 2017-170 authorizing the assignment of the residential solid
waste management Franchise Agreement from Coast Waste Management to
EDCO Waste and Recycling Services; and

2. Authorize the City Manager to negotiate a new comprehensive Franchise
Agreement with EDCO for consideration by Council at a future Council meeting.
Item A.4. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

A.5. Community Grant Program Awards. (File 0330-25)
Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Adopt Resolution 2017-171 authorizing the funding for all community grant
applicants for financial assistance under the Fiscal Year 2017-18 Community
Grant Program.
Item A.5. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

NOTE: The City Council shall not begin a new agenda item after 10:30 p.m. unless
approved by a unanimous vote of all members present. (SBMC 2.04.070)

B. PUBLIC HEARINGS: (B.1.-B.4.)

This portion of the agenda provides citizens an opportunity to express their views on a specific
issue as required by law after proper noticing by submitting a speaker slip (located on the back
table) to the City Clerk. After considering all of the evidence, including written materials and oral
testimony, the City Council must make a decision supported by findings and the findings must be
supported by substantial evidence in the record. An applicant or designees for a private
development/business project, for which the public hearing is being held, is allotted a total of fifteen
minutes to speak, as per SBMC 2.04.210. A portion of the fifteen minutes may be saved to
respond to those who speak in opposition. All other speakers have three minutes each. Please be
aware of the timer light on the Council Dais.
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B.1. Public Hearing: 201 Lomas Santa Fe, Applicant: AT&T Mobility, Case 17-17-15.
(File 0610-60)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the Public Hearing, Report Council
disclosures, Receive public testimony, Close the Public Hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant
to Section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. Adopt Resolution 2017-167 conditionally approving a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP), Development Review Permit (DRP) and Structure Development Permit
(SDP) for a new WCF and associated equipment located on the roof of an
existing commercial office building at 201 Lomas Santa Fe, Solana Beach.
Item B.1. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

B.2. Public Hearing: 225 Pacific Avenue, Applicants: Mark and Felicia Barr, Case
17-12-21. (File 0600-40)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the public hearing, Report Council
disclosures, Receive public testimony, Close the public hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant
to Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. If the Council can make the required findings, adopt Resolution 2017-138,
approving the request for a Development Review Permit (DRP) and Structure
Development Permit (SDP) modification for the proposed single-family residence
and attached garage at 225 Pacific Avenue.

Item B.2. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.
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B.3. Public Hearing: 781 E. Solana Circle, Applicant: Corsetti, Case 17-17-25. (File
0600-40)

Recommendation: That the City Council

The proposed project meets the minimum objective requirements under the Park
Del Mar Development regulations and the underlying SBMC, could be found to be
consistent with the General Plan and could be found, as conditioned, to meet the
discretionary findings required as discussed in this report to approve a DRP.
Therefore, Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the Public Hearing, Report Council
Disclosures, Receive Public Testimony, and Close the Public Hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant
to Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. If the City Council makes the requisite findings and approves the project, adopt
Resolution 2017-166 conditionally approving a Development Review Permit
(DRP) modification to allow for the construction of a 894 square foot addition to
the existing, one-story, single-family residence and garage at 781 East Solana
Circle.
Item B.3. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

B.4. Public Hearing: Introduce (1*' Reading) Ordinance 484 - Solana Beach
Floodplain Overlay Zone to Comply with the National Flood Insurance
Program. (File 0850-20)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the Public Hearing, Report Council
Disclosures, Receive Public Testimony, Close the Public Hearing.

2. If the Council could make the findings as required under SMBC section
17.76.070, introduce Ordinance 484 to amend the Solana Beach Floodplain
Overlay Zone (Sections 17.80.020, 17.80.090 and 17.80.120) of the SBMC.
Item B.4. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.
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C. STAFF REPORTS: (C.2.-C.5)
Submit speaker slips to the City Clerk.

C.2. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for Fiscal Year 2016-17. (File
0310-22)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Accept and file the City of Solana Beach Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report (CAFR) for the fiscal year July 1, 2016 — June 30, 2017.

2. Accept and file the Communication of Internal Control related matters identified
in an Audit letter.

3. Accept and file the Independent Accountants’ Report on Agreed-Upon
Procedures Applied to Appropriations Limit Worksheets letter.

4. Accept and file the Auditor's Communication with those charged with
Governance letter.

5. Accept and file the Report on Compliance for the Housing Successor.

Item C.2. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

C.3. La Colonia Skate Park. (File 0720-30)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Provide feedback on the various design elements including:
a. The updated Skate Park design including signage and the donor wall;
b. The options for the sound wall and/or noise attenuation barrier along the
northern boundary of the Skate Park;
c. The full mini full basketball court concepts and alignments; and

2. Adopt Resolution 2017-159:
a. Finding that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15332
(In-fill Development Projects) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
b. Authorizing the City Engineer to complete the design plans and
specifications package and advertise for construction bids.
Item C.3. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

C.4. Adopt (2"" Reading) Ordinance 483 Establishing a Community Choice
Aggregation (CCA) Program. (File 1010-40)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Adopt Ordinance 483 to establish the Solana Beach CCA program.
ltem C.4. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.
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C.5. Adopt (2" Reading) Ordinance 482 Related to Minimum Average Workspace.
(File 0610-10)

Recommendation: That the City Council

1. Adopt (2" Reading) Ordinance 482 adding Section 17.60.200 to the SBMC to
establish a minimum average workspace of at least 125 square feet per
employee working in a business space.

Item C.5. Report (click here)

Posted Reports & Supplemental Docs contain records up to the cut off time, prior to the start of the meeting, for processing new submittals.
The final official record containing handouts, PowerPoints, etc. can be obtained through a Records Request to the City Clerk’s Office.

WORKPLAN COMMENTS:
Adopted June 8, 2016

COMPENSATION & REIMBURSEMENT DISCLOSURE:

GC: Article 2.3. Compensation: 53232.3. (a) Reimbursable expenses shall include, but not be
limited to, meals, lodging, and travel. 53232.3 (d) Members of a legislative body shall provide brief
reports on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency at the next regular meeting of the
legislative body.

COUNCIL COMMITTEE REPORTS:
Regional Committees: (outside agencies, appointed by this Council)

a. City Selection Committee (meets twice a year) — Nichols (Edson, alternate).

b. County Service Area 17 — Marshall (Nichols, alternate).

c. Escondido Creek Watershed Authority — Marshall/Staff (no alternate).

d. League of Ca. Cities’ San Diego County Executive Committee — Nichols (Edson, alternate)
and any subcommittees.

e. League of Ca. Cities’ Local Legislative Committee — Nichols (Edson, alternate)

f. League of Ca. Cities’ Coastal Cities Issues Group (CCIG) — Nichols (Edson, alternate)

g. North County Dispatch JPA — Marshall (Edson, alternate).

h. North County Transit District — Edson (Nichols, alternate)

i. Regional Solid Waste Association (RSWA) — Nichols (Hegenauer, alternate).

j.  SANDAG - Zito (Primary), Edson (1% alternate), Nichols (2™ alternate) and any
subcommittees.

k. SANDAG Shoreline Preservation Committee — Zito (Hegenauer, alternate).

I.  San Dieguito River Valley JPA — Hegenauer (Nichols, alternate).

m. San Elijo JPA — Marshall, Zito (City Manager, alternate).

n. 22" Agricultural District Association Community Relations Committee — Marshall, Edson.

Standing Committees:_(All Primary Members) (Permanent Committees)

Business Liaison Committee — Zito, Edson.

Solana Beach-Del Mar Relations Committee — Nichols, Zito

Highway 101 / Cedros Ave. Development Committee — Edson, Nichols.

Fire Dept. Management Governance & Organizational Evaluation — Edson, Hegenauer
I-5 Construction Committee — Zito, Edson.

Parks and Recreation Committee — Nichols, Zito

Public Arts Committee — Marshall, Hegenauer.

School Relations Committee — Nichols, Hegenauer.

S@ P00
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ADJOURN:

Next Regularly Scheduled Meeting is January 10, 2018

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO }
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

I, Angela lvey, City Clerk of the City of Solana Beach, do hereby certify that this Agenda for the December
13, 2017 Council Meeting was called by City Council, Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency,
Public Financing Authority, and the Housing Authority of the City of Solana Beach, California, was provided
and posted on December 6, 2017 at 3:15 p.m. on the City Bulletin Board at the entrance to the City Council
Chambers. Said meeting is held at 6:00 p.m., December 13, 2017, in the Council Chambers, at City Hall, 635
S. Highway 101, Solana Beach, California.

Angela Ivey, City Clerk

City of Solana Beach, CA

UPCOMING CITIZEN CITY COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE MEETINGS:
Regularly Scheduled, or Special Meetings that have been announced, as of this Agenda Posting. Dates, times,
locations are all subject to change. See the City's Commission’s website or the City’s Events Calendar for
updates.
o Budget & Finance Commission
Thursday, December 21, 2017, 6:30 p.m. (City Hall)
o Climate Action Commission
Wednesday, December 20, 2017, 5:30 p.m. (City Hall)
o Parks & Recreation Commission
Thursday, December 14, 2017, 4:00 p.m. (Fletcher Cove Community Center)
o Public Arts Commission
Tuesday, December 26, 2017, 5:30 p.m. (City Hall)
o View Assessment Commission
Tuesday, December 19, 2017, 6:00 p.m. (Council Chambers)
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CITY OF SOLANA BEACH
TO! Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
FRORM: Gregory Wade, City Manager
MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Finance
SUBJECT: Register of Demands
BACKGROUND:

Section 3.04.020 of the Solana Beach Municipal Code requires that the City Council ratify a
register of demands which represents all financial demands made upon the City for the
applicable period.

Register of Demands- 10/28/17 through 11/24/17

Check Register-Disbursement Fund {Attachment 1) 3 569,302.51
Council Payroll November 2, 2017 3,997.66
Federal & State Taxes November 2, 2017 42915
PERS Retirement (EFT) MNovember 2, 2017 518.00
MNet Payroll November 3, 2017 212,558.03
Federal & State Taxes November 3, 2017 68,589.58
PERS Retirement (EFT) November 3, 2017 43,227.92
Retirement Payroll November 15, 2017 9,539.00
Net Payroli November 15, 2017 169.78
Federal & State Taxes November 15, 2017 6.80
PERS Refirement (EFT) November 15, 2017 53.74
TOTAL & 908,393.17
DISCUSSION:

Staff certifies that the register of demands has been reviewed for accuracy, that funds are
available to pay the above demands, and that the demands comply with the adopted budget.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

Not a project as defined by CEQA.

FISCAL IMPACT.:

The register of demands for Oclober 28, 2017 through November 24, 2017 reflects total
expenditures of $908,393.17 from various City funding sources. )

CITY COUNCIL ACTION: 5

AGENDA ITEM A.1.



December 13, 2017
Register of Demands
Page 2 of 2

WORK PLAN:

N/A
CPTIONS:

e Ratify the register of demands.
« Do not ratify and provide direction.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council ratify the above register of demands.

CiTY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Rgcommendation.

Greeow%ade City Manager

Attachimeanis:

E

. Check Register — Disbursement Fund
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STAFF REPORT

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Finance

SUBJECT:

Heport on Changes Made to the General Fund Adopted
Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018

BACKGROURND:

Staff provides a report at each Council meeting that lists changes made to the current
Fiscal Year (FY) General Fund Adopted Budget.

The information provided in this Stalf Report lisis the changes made through November

15, 2017,

DISCUSSION:

The following table reports the revenue, expenditures, and transfers for 1) the Adopted
General Fund Budget approved by Council on June 14, 2017 (Resolution 2017-095) and
2) any resolutions passed by Council that amended the Adopted General Fund Budget.

GENERAL FUND - ADOPTED BUDGET PLUS CHANGES
As of November 15 2017

Transfers
Action Dezcrption Rewernues Expenditures from GF Net Sumplus
Resag 2017155 Adopied Budgst 17 .811.600 {18,932,700; (3724000 (1) § 306,500
Reso 2017-122 Marine Safely MOU - (113403 - 295,160
Reso 2017-123 Salary and Comg Plan - {756.500) - 219,660
Ress 2017128 Miscelfanesus MGU - (53,6003 - 166,060
i1y Transiars o
ebi Sendoe for Public Facliities 182,400
City CH Fund 2204000 372,400

CECQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

Not a proiect as defined by CEQA

COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDA ITEM A.2.
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FISCAL IMPACT:

NIA

WORK PLAN:

N/A

OPTIONS:

Receive the report.
Do not accept the report

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends thal the City Council receive the report listing changes made to the
FY 2017-2018 General Fund Adopted Budget.

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Depariment Recopgmendation

/ Gregory Whdz, City Manager



STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Engineering Department
SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution No. 2017-158 -~ Approving

Seed Money for an Underground Utility District along
Nardo, Granados, Rios, Corto, Lirio, Palmitas and Via de
Vista

BACKGROUND:

In September 2017, City Staff received a petition from residents along Nardo Avenue,
South Granados Avenue, South Rios Avenue, Corto Street, Lirio Street, Palmitas Sireet
and Via de Vista for formation of a district o underground the existing overhead utility
lines along all or parts of these streets. After receiving the petition and verifying that the
70% threshold was met, Staff started the process by engaging San Diego Gas and
Electric (SDG&E) to verify the boundary of the district and to provide a cost estimate for
design of the undergrounding project (herein referred to as the Nardo/Granados/Rios
Underground Utility District).

In accordance with Council Policy No. 13, California Public Utility Commission’s (CPUC)
Rule 20A funding may be used to pay SDG&E for preliminary engineering costs. Per
the revised Policy, the maximum amount to be allocated as “seed” or “front” money from
CPUC Rule 20A funds shall be 100% of the initial design cost with a maximum of
$25.00 per linear foot of overhead infrastructure proposed to be undergrounded as
determined by SDG&E.

This item is before the City Council for the consideration of Resolution No. 2017-158
(Attachment 1) to approve the use of the seed money to pay SDG&E for the preliminary
design costs associated with the Nardo/Granados/Rios Underground Utility District
(UUD).

COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDA ITEM A.3.
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DISCUSSION:

The neighborhood coordinators for the Nardo/Granados/Rios UUD submitted a petition
requesting the formation of the underground district in September 2017. Consistent
with the provisions of Council Policy No. 13 (Attachment 2), 70% of the properties within
the proposed district boundaries were in support of forming the district. Following the
implementation procedures set forth in Council Policy No. 13, SDG&E was notified of
the proposed underground utility assessment district. A map of the proposed district
boundaries is included as Attachment 3.

Per Council Policy No. 13, the City Council may approve seed money to be used for the
preparation of preliminary plans and a preliminary cost estimate by SDG&E. The
revised Policy allows for the allocation of CPUC Rule 20A funds for 100% of the seed
money needed, up to $25.00 per linear foot of overhead wires being removed. The
current price for the SDG&E preliminary design is $6.36 per linear foot. The length of
the overhead wires that would be removed is 8,445 feet, so the cost for SDG&E to
design the project is $53,710. If authorized by the City Council, the entire SDG&E
design fee can be funded from the Rule 20A aliocations. If the district is ultimately
formed, then the Rule 20A funds would be paid back to the City's share of Rule 20A
account from the proceeds collected from the property owners within the district. 1If the
district fails, the Rule 20A funds would be lost. In either case, no General Fund money
would be at risk. There is currently approximately $1,050,000 of available funds in the
City’s Rule 20A account.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

Underground Utility District projecis are exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15302(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There are additional fiscal impacts associated with the proposed action such as Staff
time to administer the project. The amount of seed money requested to pay SDG&E for
the preliminary design plans and cost estimate is $53,710 and would be paid from the
City's share of CPUC Rule 20A funds pursuant to City Council Policy No. 13. If the
district is ultimately formed, then the Rule 20A funds would be paid back to the City
Rule 20A account with the proceeds collected from the property owners within the
district. If the district fails, the Rule 20A funds would be lost. In either case, no General
Fund money would be at risk. There is currently approximately $1,050,000 of available
funds in the City's Ruie 20A account.

WORK PLAN:

This project is not identified in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 Work Plan.
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OPTIONS:
* Approve $53,710 in seed money from the CPUC Rule 20A funds.

* Don't approve the request for seed money.
* Provide direction.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the City Council adopt Resolution No. 2017-158, approving the
payment to SDG&E of $53,710 from the City’'s share of CPUC Rule 20A funds in seed
money to cover the design costs for the preparation of preliminary plans and preliminary
cost estimate by SDG&E for the Nardo/Granados/Rios Underground Utility District that
would include properties along Nardo Avenue, South Granados Avenue, South Rios
Avenue, Corto Street, Lirio Street, Paimitas Street and Via de Vista.

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Recopamendation.

’ Gregory V&ﬁj,City Manager

Attachments:

1. Resolution No. 2017-158
2.  Council Policy No. 13
3. Map of properties included in the Nardo/Granados/Rios UUD



RESOLUTION 2017-158

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE
PAYMENT OF $53,710 FROM THE CITY'S SHARE OF
CPUC RULE 20A FUNDS IN SEED MONEY FOR THE
NARDO/GRANADOS/RIOS UNDERGROUND UTILITY
DISTRICT

WHEREAS, in 2010, the City Council revised the section of the Solana Beach
Municipal Code (SBMC) and Council Policy No. 13 that address underground utility
districts throughout the City; and

WHEREAS, in April 2016, the City Council revised the Policy so that the maximum
amount to be allocated as “seed” of “front” money from CPUC Rule 20A funds shall be
100% of the initial design cost with a maximum of $25.00 per linear foot; and

WHEREAS, in September 2017, City Staff received a petition from residents
along Nardo Avenue, South Granados Avenue, South Rios Avenue, Corto Street, Lirio
Street, Palmitas Street and Via de Vista for formation of a district to underground the
existing overhead utility lines along all or parts of these streets (herein referred to as the
Nardo/Granados/Rios Underground Utility District).

WHEREAS, the petition submitted by the Nardo/Granados/Rios Underground Utility
District requesting the formation of the district was consistent with the provisions of Council
Policy No. 13 and contained signatures that were in support of forming the district from
70% of the properties within the proposed boundaries of the district.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California,
does resolve as follows:

1. That the above recitations are frue and correct.

ATTACHMENT 1
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Approve Seed Money for Nardo/Granados/Rios UUD
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2. That the City Council approves the payment of $53,710 from the City's
share of CPUC Rule 20A funds in seed money to cover the design costs
for the preparation of preliminary plans and preliminary cost estimate by
SDG&E for the Nardo/Granados/Rios Underground Uility District that
would include properties along Nardo Avenue, South Granados Avenue,
South Rios Avenue, Corto Street, Lirio Street, Palmitas Street and Via de
Vista.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of December, 2017, at a regularly
scheduled meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California by the
following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers -
NOES: Councilmembers -
ABSTAIN: Councilmembers —
ABSENT: Counciimembers —

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk



CITY OF SOLANA BEACH Policy No. 13

COUNCIL POLICY Revi BUEY wZ
Revnsed 0411 3!201 6 by mmute order
Effective:  04/13/2016

GENERAL SUBJECT: Utility Undergrounding Policy

SPECIFIC SUBJECT: Utility Undergrounding Policy for Municipality-initiated
Assessment Districts, Rule 20B

PURPOSE: To establish a policy to underground the existing overhead lines in
residential neighborhoods, to promote the benefit of undergrounding and encourage the
formation of undergrounding districts at the neighborhood level.

BACKGROUND: From time to time residents in the City request information from
staff about the process for undergrounding utilities in their neighborhood. Due to
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 20A guidelines on what constitutes a 20A
conversion district, many times these residential neighborhoods don't qualify for Rule
20A funding. CPUC Rule 20A funds are the set-aside funds from a portion of SDG&E
revenues, received from the City of Solana Beach, for undergrounding electric utilities.
In general, Rule 20A requires that the funds be used for projects in high traffic or public
use areas (see Rule 20A packet). The City’s Rule 20A funds are used to underground
utility lines on Major Arterials and commercial Collector Streets. Rule 20B projects are
resident-initiated utility undergrounding assessment districts. Rule 20A funds may be
used to “seed” or “front” preliminary engineering costs for Rule 20B projects, but the
funds must be reimbursed to the Rule 20A account upon successful completion of a
Rule 20B district.

POLICY:

The City Council establishes the following policy for the formation of 20B utility
underground districts.

1. General Provisions

It is the desire of the City Council to be responsive to residents who agree to be
assessed for utility undergrounding, as well as to respect those who do not wish to pay
for utility undergrounding.

Council Pelicy 13
Page 10of 5

ATTACHMENT 2



Therefore; '

a)

b)

c)

d)

The City will respond to the requests of those desiring undergrounding, rather
than initiating utility undergrounding districts.

Initially, the City Council will require a 70% showing of support of property
owners benefiting from the assessment district before any “seed” or “front”
money will be appropriated.

A majority vote of the property owners, by assessment, is necessary before the
City may form a utility district.

All utility undergrounding districts shall comply with all applicable laws, including,
but not limited to the California Constitution and applicable state codes.

Funding shall be as follows:

a. Proposed underground conversion area will be a 20B assessment district.
One hundred percent (100%) of the cost will be assessed to property
owners.

b. Assessment payments may be made in cash or spread out up to 20 years.

Assessment payments will be billed on the County Tax Bill.

Property owner is responsible for the connections from the property line to

the private service panel.

e. Any “seed” or "front” money in formation of the district that come from Rule
20A funds shall be reimbursed to the City by the property owners within
the conversion boundary in the event of formation of the assessment
district.

f. Maximum amount to be allocated as “seed” of “front” money from CPUC

Rule 20A funds shall be 100% of the initial design cost with a maximum of

twenty-five dollars ($25.00) per linear foot of overhead infrastructure

proposed to be undergrounded as determined by SDG&E.

oo

implementation Procedures

a. Generally the neighborhood that initiates the process of utility
undergrounding assigns a Neighborhood Coordinator and circulates the
City-approved petition among property owners. The City Council
approved petition is attached to this policy. The Neighborhood
Coordinator will prepare the boundary map of the properties proposed to
be in the district per the results of the circulated petition.

b. 70% of the property owners included in the proposed district must sign the
approved petition in order to begin the process for forming the assessment
district.

C. If 70% of the property owners in the proposed district approve formation of

the assessment district, the Neighborhood Coordinator may submit the
petitions to the City Engineering Department for verification.

Council Policy 13
Page 2 of 5



A representative from City Staff will notify SDG&E of the proposed
assessment district and will provide SDG&E with a map showing the
boundaries of the assessment district. SDG&E will then provide the City
with a “ballpark” cost estimate to convert the overhead electric lines to
underground. Based on the existing layout of the electrical infrastructure,
the proposed assessment boundaries may be modified by SDG&E.

After signatures are verified by the Engineering Department, the City
Council shall be requested to approve “seed” money to pay for the
preparation of preliminary plans and preliminary cost estimate by SDG&E.
This preliminary cost estimate will be more accurate than the earlier
“ballpark” estimate.

With the new preliminary costs (from SDG&E), the Neighborhood
Coordinator will circulate a second petition within the proposed district for
a further count of signatures based on the preliminary cost estimate for
each property owner. A petition of the property owners in the proposed
district must indicate that at least 70% wish to go forward with the
formation process. Proposed boundaries of the district are submitted with
the petition.

If 70% of the property owners in the proposed district sign the petition in
step (f), Staff will require a deposit to retain an assessment engineer. The
deposit amount will be calculated by multiplying the total number of
properties in the proposed district by $500, with a minimum amount of
$20,000. The City will refund the excess deposit amounts after the final
bond counsel and assessment engineer costs are determined.
Expenditures are controlled by the City. A reimbursement agreement
between the City and district proponents shall govern the deposited funds.

Using the above (g) information, Bond Counsel prepares the petition and
drafts the reimbursement agreement between the City and proponents of
the project. Residents within the proposed boundaries of the assessment
district then submit the required deposit utilizing the formula listed above

(9).

To formally initiate the assessment district, the Bond Counsel reviews the
petition and prepares a resolution initiating proceedings to consider
formation of the district for City Council approval.

Next, the City Council approves the reimbursement agreement, accepts
the petition, approves the boundary map and declares its intention to form
the district and orders the preparation of an Engineer's Report.

The Assessment Engineer's Report will include a map of the district
boundary, a description of the improvements, an estimate of the total

Council Policy 13
Page 3 of 5



costs of the improvements, the methodology by which the special benefit
is determined and the assessments are to be spread, as well as the
amount to be assessed upon each parcel.

City Council approves by resolution the Engineer's Report and sets the
time, date and location of the Public Hearing.

Public Hearing and Assessment ballots are mailed. The notice will contain
the estimated total assessment amount chargeable to the district, the
amount chargeable to the record owners parcel, the basis for
assessment, information regarding the Public Hearing, and summary of
the procedures for the completion, return, and tabulations of the
assessment ballots.

The City Council conducts a Public Hearing at which the City Council
considers objections, if any, to the proposed assessment. Following
closure of the Public Hearing, the City Clerk tabulates ballots and reports
to the City Council. Assessment ballots are weighted on the basis of the
dollar amount assessed to each parcel for which the ballot is submitted. If
a majority (50% plus 1) of the weighted assessment or more than 40% of
the total parcels ballots returned opposes the proposed assessment, the
City Council may not levy the assessment. I|f a majority of the weighted
assessment and 60% of the total parcels ballots returned are in favor, the
City Council, in its discretion, may adopt a resolution declaring the
amounts of the tabulation of assessment ballots, approve the Engineer's
Report, authorize the proposed improvement described in the report,
confirm the assessment and direct the City Clerk to file an assessment
diagram and notice of assessment with the County Recorder's Office.

The City Clerk records a Notice of Assessment with the County
Recorder's office. The Finance Director then mails a statement of
assessment to each property to be assessed.

Property Owners have the option to pay all or portion of the assessment
during the cash collection period — 30 days.

Following closure of the cash collection period, ali uncollected assessment
will be levied against the properties over a number of years and collected
on the tax roll.

City Council will authorize the issuance of bonds.

The City shall provide at least 15 days written notice prior to construction

stating that at their own cost, every person owning, operating, leasing,
occupying or renting a building or structure within a disirict shall construct
and provide that portion of the service connection on his property
necessary to connect to the UUD facilities. Such work may be done by

Councit Policy 13
Page 4 of 5



the contractor, or the public utility, public agency or city performing the
conversion work, and the cost thereof included in the assessment to be
levied upon such lot or parcel provided, that the owner shall execute a
written request therefor and file the same with the City. Any such request
shall expressly authorize the contractor, public utility, public agency or city,
and their respective officers, agents and employees to enter upon such lot
or parcel for such purpose and shall waive any right of protest or objection
in respect of the doing of such work and the inclusion of the cost thereof in
said assessment.

t. Any written request executed pursuant to section 2(s) shall be filed with
the City not later than the date fixed for commencement of construction of
the conversion. A written request executed after such date shall not be
accepted for filing by the City unless it shall contain the written approval of
the contractor, public utility, public agency or city which is authorized to
perform such work or improvement.

u. in the event any person does not comply with subsections 2(s) and 2(t),
the city engineer shall provide written notice to the property, via posting
and U.S. mail, that power to that property shall be disconnected and all
overhead services wires and associated facilities will be removed. Such
notice shall be provided at least five days prior to disconnection and
removal.

V. After provision of the notice in subsection 2(u), the if there is still no
compliance with subsections 2(s) and 2(t), the city engineer shall have the
authority to order the disconnection and removal of any and all overhead
service wires and associated facilities providing utility to that property.
Any costs of future reconnection to the property shall be at the cost of the
owner, operator, lessee, occupier or renter of that property.

W, Utility companies will prepare the project design plans and complete
construction.
X. If a property owner sells the property or passes away during the

assessment process, the Neighborhood Coordinator(s) must notify the
City immediately, so that the City can properly notify the new owner or
estate representative of the ongoing UUD process.

Attachments: 1. Petition

Councit Policy 13
Page 50f &



Attachment 1

PETITION REQUESTING FORMATION OF AN ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
TO FINANCE THE COSTS OF UNDERGROUNDING EXISTING

OVERHEAD UTILITIES
Location of Proposed Assessment District

Proposed Area or Street(s)
First / Second Petition (circle one)

By signing this petition, the signer acknowledges:

1. Support to initiate the proceedings (in the case of first petition) or, continue the
proceedings (in the case of a second petition) for the formation of an assessment
district at the above-listed Proposed Area/Street(s).

2. Signer is the legal owner of a property within the Proposed Area/Street(s).

3. Signer has been advised that historically, the proposed assessment for previous
Underground Utility Districts in the City have averaged approximately $20,000

per property.




|

| e

Nardo/Granados/Rios UUD

=== Attachment 3



STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: City Manager's Department
SUBJECT: Resolution 2017-170 -~ Council Consideration of

Approving Assignment of Residential Solid Waste
Management Franchise Agreement to EDCO Waste &
Recycling Services, Inc.

BACKGROUND:

The City of Solana Beach (City) originally entered into Franchise Agreements
(Agreemenis) with EDCO Waste and Recycling Services (EDCO) for commercial solid
waste and recycling collection services and Coast Waste Management (WM) for
residential solid waste and recycling services effective August 1, 1993. The City
amended the Agreements on February 8, 2002 extending the term to February 28,
2009. Under provisions of the Agreements, extensions were subsequently granted.
The last significant amendments to the Agreements occurred in March 2005 and
included an automatic one-year extension clause.

The City was recently notified by EDCO and WM that they have negotiated a contract to
assign all WM's rights and obligations under the residential Franchise Agreement to
EDCO. In order to finalize the assignment of the rights and obligations, the City must
authorize the assignment of that contract. EDCO is already performing commercial solid
waste and recycling collection services to the City and is providing residential services
to the cities of Coronado, Encinitas, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National
City, Poway, San Marcos and Vista. City Staff is familiar with EDCO and satisfied with
the service it has provided to the commercial customers over the life of their Franchise
Agreement with the City.

This item is before the City Council to consider approving Resolution 2017-170
(Attachment 1) authorizing the assignment of the residential solid waste management
Franchise Agreement from Coast Waste Management to EDCO Waste and Recycling
Services.

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDA ITEM A.4.
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DISCUSSION:

The City is one of only three jurisdictions in the County (the others being the City of San
Diego and County of San Diego) that have multiple waste haulers within their city
boundaries. There are clear advantages of having a sole provider, especially in a small
jurisdiction, such as consolidating the customer service experience for those that live
and work in the community, creating efficiencies for City Staff in having to manage only
one Franchise Agreement and to communicate with only one hauler instead of two,
developing a stronger relationship between waste hauler and the community through
community events, consolidating extra services provided by the hauler such as the
Annual Bulky ltem Cleanup Event, Community Shred Day, Holiday Tree Collection and
Recycling Program and providing educational outreach efforts.

if approved by Council, EDCO would be responsible for implementing all components
currently contained in both the residential and commercial Franchise Agreements. The
transition would be as seamless as possible, with EDCO assuming the same route
schedule as WM and utilizing the same WM containers for the first six (68) months. This
extended lead-in time would give EDCO the ability to transition from WM containers to
EDCO containers in an efficient manner and would allow residents to be eased into the
transition. EDCO would also develop a Solana Beach specific website, Frequently
Asked Questions (FAQ) document and four-panel mailer sent first class to all residents
highlighting the provider change. EDCO plans to have four distinct contacts with the
residents prior to the initial day of collection, scheduled for January 2, 2018. A proposed
transition plan is provided in Attachment 2 to this staff report.

The purpose of this action before the City Council is to approve the assignment of the
current residential Franchise Agreement to EDCO. Should the Council approve this
assignment, Staff recommends that the Council authorize the City Manager to negotiate
a comprehensive long-term Franchise Agreement with EDCO that would contain
updated terms and conditions more reflective of a contemporary solid waste Franchise
Agreement, particularly given the fact that the current Agreements were established 24
years ago. Staff's expectation is to return to Council in early 2018 with a new
comprehensive Franchise Agreement for Council consideration.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:
Not a project as defined by CEQA.

FISCAL IMPACT:

No fiscal impact as a result of this item. EDCO has negotiated with WM to assign the
residential Franchise Agreement to EDCO and any costs associated with the transition
will be borne by EDCO.

WORK PLAN:
This item is not identified in the Work Plan.
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OPTIONS:

* Approve Resolution 2017-170 authorizing the assignment of the residential solid
waste management Franchise Agreement from Coast Waste Management to
EDCO Waste and Recycling Services.

» Do not approve Resolution 2017-170.

» Provide direction.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the City Council:

1. Adopt Resolution 2017-170 authorizing the assignment of the residential solid
waste management Franchise Agreement from Coast Waste Management to
£DCO Waste and Recycling Services; and

2. Authorize the City Manager to negotiate a new comprehensive Franchise
Agreement with EDCO for consideration by Council at a future Council meeting.

CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Recommendation

™

(&g; Gregory Wade, City Manager

Attachments:

1. Resolution No. 2017-170
2. Proposed Transition Plan



RESOLUTION NO. 2017-170

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING ASSIGNMENT OF
RESIDENTIAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FRANCHISE
AGREEMENT TO EDCO WASTE & RECYCLING SERVICES, INC.

WHEREAS, effective August 1, 1993, and as amended by agreements dated
February 8, 2002 and March 1, 2005, the City entered into agreements with Coast Waste
Management, Inc., a California Corporation, and USA Waste of California, Inc., a
Delaware corporation (collectively “Waste Management”) for residential solid waste and
recycling collection services (the “Residential Franchise Agreement”); and

WHEREAS, Waste Management desires to assign all its rights and obligations
under the Residential Franchise Agreement to EDCO Waste & Recycling Services, Inc.
("EDCQO" and EDCO desires to accept such an assignment; and

WHEREAS, EDCO is already performing commercial solid waste and recycling

collection services to the City pursuant to a commercial franchise agreement with the City;
and

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (“PRC") section 40059(a)(2) allows a local
governmental agency to determine “[w]hether the services are to be provided by means
of nonexclusive franchise, contract, license, permit, or otherwise, either with or without
competitive bidding, or if, in the opinion of its governing body, the public health, safety,
and well-being so require, by partially exclusive or wholly exclusive franchise, contract,
license, permit, or otherwise, either with or without competitive bidding”; and

WHEREAS, PRC section 40059(a)(2) also states: “The authority to provide solid
waste handling services may be granted under terms and conditions prescribed by the
governing body of the local governmental agency by resolution or ordinance”: and

WHEREAS, it is the opinion of the City Council that public health, safety, and

well-being require exclusive negotiations for the provision of commercial and residential
solid waste and recycling collection services without competitive bidding.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California does
resolve as follows:

1. That the foregoing recitations are true and correct.
2. The City Council hereby approves of the assignment of the Residential Franchise

Agreement from Waste Management to EDCO. The City Manager is hereby
authorized to enter into and sign an amendment to the Residential Franchise

ATTACHMENT 1
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Assignment of Residential Waste Management Agreement
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Agreement, in a form pre-approved by the City Attorney, to effectuate the
assignment.

3. Pursuant to PRC section 40059(a), the City Council hereby authorizes the City
Manager to enter into exclusive negotiations with EDCO for a period of one year
from the adoption of this resolution regarding the provision of commercial and
residential solid waste and recycling collection services and the possible
amendment and modification of the City's current residential and commercial
franchise agreements for such services.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of December 2017, at a regular meeting
of the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers —
NOES: Councilmembers -
ABSENT: Councilmembers —
ABSTAIN: Councilmembers —

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM; ATTEST:

JOHANNA CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk



City of Solana Beach
Integrated Waste & Recycling Collection Services

Initial Conversion - 2018

Wednesday, December 13" - City Council considers new Agreement

Thursday, December 14" EDCO Solana Beach residential web page activated

Initial Contact - Four panel mailer sent via first class to all
residents highlighting provider change, FAQ, web page and
telephone.

Confirm bin order / cart order / automated green order

Thursday, December 21 st Second Contact - Postecard sent via first class mail with
telephone number and web page references

Friday, December 22" Third Contact - Initial Billing including:
- How to Read your new Bill flyer
- Environmental Times w/ Welcome Letter
- Automated Billing sign up info

Saturday, December 30" Fourth Contact - Robocall Holiday Delay reminder / PM
Christmas Tree roll-off deliveries to City sites

Tuesday, January 2, 2018 Initial Day of Collection
Christmas Tree collection
IFull Standby collection crews available

ATTACHMENT 2



STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017

ORIGINATING DEPT: City Manager’s Office

SUBJECT: FY 2017/18 Community Grant Program Awards
BACKGROUND:

On May 4, 2004, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 2004-68 approving Council Policy
No. 14 establishing the Community Grant Program (Grant Program) and Application
Guidelines for the Grant Program.

At the September 27, 2017 City Council meeting, the City Council authorized the Fiscal Year
(FY) 2017118 Community Grant Program. The FY 2017/18 Adopted Budget contains an
appropriation in the amount of $25,000 to fund the Community Grants Program. The City
receives a combined $10,000 in contributions from EDCO and Waste Management as part of
their community enhancement efforts, which is used to fund a portion of this program.

At the November 15, 2017 City Council meeting, the grant applicants gave a presentation on
their respective program requests. There are a total of ten applications for a maximum
funding request of $48,000.

This item is before the City Council to select the FY 2017/18 Community Grant Program
recipients.

DISCUSSION:

The following ten (10) applications were received by the City during the solicitation period.

Applicant Amount Requested
American Association of University Women $1,000 - $5,000
Assistance League Rancho San Dieguito $3,000
Boys and Girls Club of San Dieguito $5,000
Casa De Amistad $5,000
Community Resource Center $5,000
La Colonia de Eden Gardens $5,000
North Coast Repertory Theatre $5,000
North County Immigration & Citizenship Center $5,000
Reality Changers $5,000
Solana Beach Civic and Historical Society $5,000
Total $44,000 - $48,000

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDA ITEM A.5.
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The complete applications were included in a separate binder that was distributed to Council
prior to the November 15, 2017 City Council meeting. The City's FY 2017/18 Adopted Budget
contains an appropriation in the amount of $25,000 to be used to fund community grants. In
past years, the Council has authorized an additional $5,000 from the Reserve Public Arts
Account to be used to fund the North Coast Repertory Theatre grant application.

Santa Fe Christian (SFC) Schools Cooperation

Six years ago, the City and SFC created a unique partnership to more efficiently and
effectively assist the non-profit organizations that specifically serve the Eden Gardens
community. This partnership, which has included a $15,000 contribution from SFC in past
years, has allowed for both the City and SFC to maximize its limited resources to provide the
most benefit for this underserved population. Staff reported at the November 15, 2017
Council meeting that SFC confirmed at that time that they could contribute $10,000 to the
Community Grant Program for this cycle. Staff is happy to report that SFC has recently
notified the City that they will now contribute the full $15,000 that they have in the past.

At the November 15, 2017 Council meeting, the City Council directed Staff to research
potential additional funding sources to attempt to bridge the funding gap so that ali
applications could be funded this cycle. With SFC committing an additional $5,000 from what
was reported at last Council meeting, the funding gap has been reduced to $3,000. The
funding breakdown is as follows:

City’s FY 2017/18 Adopted Budget - $25,000

Public Arts Reserve Account - $ 5,000
Santa Fe Christian Schools - $15,000

Total - $45,000

During discussion by Council at the November 15" meeting, Council Members expressed a
desire to fund all grant applicants at their requested funding amounts. As such, City Staff is
recommending that $3,000 be appropriated when Staff presents the mid-year budget report
to Council when it is expected that there will be additional revenues to cover this amount. If
no additional revenues are available, the $3,000 will be expended from the City Manager's
contingency account. As done in past fiscal years, the community grant appropriations for
the Public Arts Reserve account and for the SFC contribution will also be done as part of the
mid-year budget report.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

Not a project as defined by CEQA.
FISCAL IMPACT:

The FY 2017/18 Adopted Budget contains an appropriation in the amount of $25,000 to be
used to fund community grants, subject to the City Council's discretion. The appropriation is
budgeted in the Contribution to Other Agencies expenditure account in the City Council
budget unit.
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If Council approves funding the full $48,000 in requested Community Grants, the following
funds are available to cover this amount:

City’s FY 2017/18 Adopted Budget - $25,000

Public Arts Reserve Account - $ 5,000
Santa Fe Christian Schools - $15,000
Mid-year budget appropriation $ 3.000

Total - $48,000

Staff is anticipating that there will be additional revenues to cover the $3,000 mid-year budget
appropriation when Staff presents the mid-year budget report to Council. If no additional
revenues are available, the $3,000 will be expended from the City Manager's contingency
account. As done in past fiscal years, the community grant appropriations for the Public Arts
Reserve account and for the SFC contribution will also be done as part of the mid-year
budget report.

WORK PLAN: N/A

OPTIONS:

¢ Approve Staff recommendation
e Approve Staff recommendation with modifications

» Deny Staff recommendation and provide direction

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt Resolution No. 2017-171 (Attachment 1)
authorizing the funding for all community grant applicants for financial assistance under the
FY 2017/18 Community Grant Program.

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Recommendation

\SML@

- Gregory Wade, City Manager
F

Attachments:

1. Resolution 2017-171



RESOLUTION NO. 2017-171

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING CITY COUNCIL
FUNDING FOR SELECTED COMMUNITY GRANT RECIPIENTS
FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE UNDER THE FISCAL YEAR (FY)
2017/18 COMMUNITY GRANT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City Council approved the offering of the FY 2017/18
Community Grant Program for community service organizations who seek program
financial assistance on September 27, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has approved the allocation of $25,000 for the
purpose of funding the FY 2017/18 Community Grant Program in the FY 2017/18
Adopted Budget; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has received Requests for Financial Assistance for
the FY 2017/18 Community Grant Program, reviewed all applications, and has
determined the selection of the FY 2017/18 grant recipients and award amounts
pursuant to Council Policy No. 14 (Policy) including all subsequent amendments made
by the City Council to the Policy.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California,
does resolve as follows:

1. That the above recitations are true and correct.

2. Council has reviewed all FY 2017/18 Community Grant requests and has
determined the selection of the FY 2017/18 grant recipients and award
amounts pursuant to Council Policy No. 14, and authorizes the funding for
the selected community grants recipients for financial assistance under
the FY 2017/18 Community Grant Program.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13" day of December, 2017, at a regularly
scheduled meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California by the
following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers —~
NOES: Councilmembers —
ABSENT: Councilmembers —
ABSTAIN: Councilmembers —

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk

ATTACHMENT 1



STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Community Development Department
SUBJECT: CUP/DRP/SDP for a New Wireless Communications

Facility at 201 Lomas Santa Fe (Case # 17-17-15
Applicant: AT&T Mobility) Resolution 2017-166

BACKGROUND:

The Applicant, AT&T Mobility (hereinafter referred to as “Applicant”), is requesting the
approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Development Review Permit (DRP) and
Structure Development Permit (SDP} to construct a new Wireless Communication
Facility (WCF) on top of an existing commercial office building at 201 Lomas Santa Fe.
The Applicant is proposing to increase the height of an existing elevator tower in order to
construct a new antenna enclosure that would conceal 12 panel antennas, 32 Remote Radio
Units (RRU's), six surge suppressors, and two GPS antennas behind fiber reinforced plastic
screening colored and textured to match the existing building. A new ground level eguipment
enclosure that would contain four stack-mounted radio equipment cabinets, one power
cabinet, one battery cabinet and telephone and electric utility panels on a concrete slab
foundation. The enclosure would be located in the location that is currently a landscape
planter adjacent to the building entrance. The antenna enclosure would increase the width
and depth of the top 12 feet of the existing tower by three feet and the height by four feet. The
highest point of the proposed antennas will be 41.5 feet above the existing grade and 153.2
feet above the existing grade. Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) section
17.60.120(G)(1) indicates that all WCF's are subject to a CUP and must comply with
City Council Policy 21. A DRP is required for “any new commercial development or
construction (including any structural addition to existing development) located within
any commercial zone which results in an increase of more than 500 feet of gross floor
area or to the overall building envelope.” The proposed addition would exceed 16 feet in
height from the existing grade and therefore, requires a Structure Development Permit
(SDP).

This item is before the City Council to approve, conditionally approve or deny the
Applicant's request for a CUP, DRP, and SDP for a new WCF at 201 Lomas Santa Fe,
Solana Beach, as contained in Resolution 2017-167 (Attachment 1).

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDA ITEm B.1.
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DISCUSSION:

The new WCF at 201 Lomas Santa Fe is proposed in order to relocate an existing site
that is being decommissioned due to an expired lease at the current property. The
existing property is on the southeast corner of the intersection of Lomas Santa Fe and
South Rios Avenue. The property is currently developed with a commercial office
structure commonly known as the Wedbush Building. The property is located within the
Scenic Area Overlay Zone {SAOZ). The proposed project can be found exempt from
the SAOZ regulations according to SBMC 17.48.101.D.1, because it is considered a
minor addition to an existing structure, which doesn't increase the existing building
envelope or floor area by more than 10 percent or require more than 50 cubic yards of
grading.

A CUP is required to locate a commercial transmission and receiving antenna on a
property within the Office Professional (OP) Zone. Solana Beach Municipal Code
(SBMC) Section 17.60.120.G requires the approval of a CUP for all WCF’s that are in
compliance with City Council Policy 21. City Council Policy 21 indicates that WCF's are
allowed in all zones with the approval of a CUP that is in compliance with the guidelines
established by the policy and that these shall be followed in the review of CUP’s for new
WCF's as well as extensions and amendments to existing installations. A DRP is
required for “any new commercial development or construction (including any structural
addition to existing development) located within any commercial zone which results in
an increase of more than 500 feet of gross floor area or to the overall building
envelope.” And a Structure Development Permit (SDP) is required for this project
pursuant to SBMC section 17.63.040.A because the proposed addition exceeds 16 feet
in height from the existing grade.

A draft Resolution has been provided based upon the information provided in this report
and the City consultant’s analysis of the proposed project. It includes the applicable
SBMC sections in italicized text. Council may direct Staff to modify the Resolution to
reflect the findings and conditions it deems appropriate as a part of the Public Hearing
process.

Conditional Use Permit:

In addition to meeting zoning requirements, the Council can approve, or conditionally
approve a CUP only if all of the findings listed below can be made.

1. Before granting a conditional use permit, the Planning Director or City Council
shall make all of the following findings:

a. That the proposed use is in accord with the general plan, the general
intent of this title, and the purposes of the zone in which the site is
located.
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b. That the proposed use, together with the conditions applicable thereto,
will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or
materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity.

c. That the proposed use complies with each of the applicabie provisions
of the zoning ordinance, unless a variance is granted pursuant to SBMC
17.68.020.

2. If the conditional use permit is for the purpose of permitting an expansion,
restoration, or extension of a nonconforming use or structure then only the
findings of Chapter 17.16 SBMC must be made.

According to City Council Policy 21, the City Council shall consider the following factors
when reviewing a CUP for a WCF:

Compliance with the guidelines listed in Council Policy 21

Height and Setbacks

Proximity to residential uses

The nature of uses on adjacent and nearby properties

Surrounding topography and landscape

Quality and compatibility of design and screening

Impacts on public views and the visual quality of the surrounding area
Availability of other facilities and buildings for co-location

Se@moop T

The proposed WCF is proposed to be located on an existing building that is located on
property within the Office Professional (OP) Zone. According to the County Assessor's
records the existing structure was constructed onsite prior to the City's Incorporation. As
designed, the project includes the construction of a new antenna enclosure on the top of
the existing elevator tower in order to mount 12 panel antennas, 32 Remote Radio Units
(RRU's), six surge suppressors, and two GPS antennas behind fiber reinforced plastic
screening colored and textured to match the existing building. The Applicant would remove a
portion of the existing retaining wall that surrounds an existing landscape planter and excavate
the soil and remove the existing vegetation in order to pour a concrete slab for an equipment
enclosure. A new door and fanding would also be constructed {o provide access to the
equipment enclosure. Inside the enclosure the Applicant would install four stack-mounted
radio equipment cabinets, one power cabinet, one battery cabinet and telephone and electric
utility panels. In addition, an existing diseased tree adjacent to the proposed equipment
enclosure would be removed and replaced with the proposed project. Project plans are
provided in Attachment 2.

The proposed project could be found to be consistent with the City's General Plan
designation of Office/Professional which provides for professional office and general
office in addition to other compatible uses such as religious facilities, educational
institutions, parks and recreation facilities, and public utilities. Further, the proposed
development is consistent with the objectives of the General Plan as it encourages the
deveiopment of commercial land uses which strengthen the City’'s economic base and
offer a range of commercial enterprises to meet the needs of the residents and visitors.
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Telecom Law Firm PC is the City's third-party telecom consultant hired to review all
WCF projects submitted to the City. They have provided three reports providing their
analysis of the proposed site (Attachment 3). Their analysis includes the following: 1)
whether Section 6409(a) applies to the subject project, 2) whether the proposed project
complies with the Solana Beach Municipal Code and City Council Policy 21, 3) whether
potential alternatives exist that deserve additiona! consideration, and 4) whether the
proposed side demonstrates planned compliance with the federal radio frequency
exposure guidelines.

The project site is not subject to Section 6409(a) of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job
Creation Act of 2012 regarding mandatory approval because AT&T is proposing to
construct a new site rather than collocate or modify the transmission equipment of an
existing site.

In 2008, the City Council adopted Council Policy 21 to establish the review and approval
guidelines for Wireless Communications Fagcilities. Council Policy 21, section A.1
Location Guidelines for Placement of WCF’s, lists the preferred locations for WCF's in
descending order of preference. The fourth most preferred location is on property within
the “Other Non-Residential Zones” (which would include the OP Zone).

Council Policy 21, Section A.2, requires that in all areas of the City:

WCFs should locate where least visible to the public and where least
disruptive to the appearance of the host property. Furthermore, no WCF
should be installed on an exposed ridgeline or in a focation readily visible
from a public place, recreation area, scenic area or residential area uniess
it is satisfactorily located and/or screened so it is hidden or disguised to fit
with the surrounding site design, architecture, and landscaping.

No portion of the proposed antenna supports or equipment will be visible to the public.
The proposed antenna enclosure will be constructed to screen all of the proposed
antennas and RRU’s. The remaining equipment proposed with this permit will be placed
in a below grade equipment enclosure previously used as a landscape planter.

Section B.1 Design Guidelines indicates that:

All aspects of the WCF, including the supports, antennas, screening
methods, and equipment shall exhibit “stealth” design techniques so they
visually blend into the background or the surface on which they are
mounted. Subject to City approval, developers should use false
architectural elements (e.g., cupolas, bell towers, dormers, and chimneys),
architectural treatments (e.g., colors and materials), elements replicating
natural features (e.qg., frees and rocks), landscaping, and other creative
means to hide or disguise WCFs. Stealth can also refer to facilities
completely hidden by existing improvements, such as parapet walls.
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The original project design did not comply with maximum height limit for the OP Zone
and other potential sites within the area were identified that would rank higher under the
Council Policy 21 stealth design and location guidelines. Staff had the Applicant
provide an analysis of several other single and multi-site locations with the surrounding
area that could be considered as potential alternative site locations. However, in order
to consider these sites, additional information was required. The analysis of these
locations is discussed in more detail in the reports provided by Telecom Law Firm PC
(Attachment 3). The Applicant has since redesigned the project to be in compliance with
the maximum building height regulations of the zone. Therefore, the proposed project
could be found to be in compliance with Council Policy 21 and the underlying zoning
regulations. If the Council determines that they are unable to make the required findings
and approve the project, Staff would request additional information from the Applicant in
order to fully analyze the alternative site locations discussed in the attached reports.

As designed, the proposed antenna enclosure will be located at the top of the existing
elevator tower on the north side of the existing building. The enclosure will increase the
width and depth of the top 12 feet of the tower by approximately three feet and will
increase the overall height of the tower by four feet. The height of the tower would be
41.5 feet from the existing grade directly adjacent to the tower. The highest portion of
the antenna enclosure would be at the same height as the existing skylight. The SBMC
indicates that the maximum building height for the OP Zone is 45 feet in height. City
Council Policy 21 indicates that WCF’s should adhere to the existing height limitations
for structures and buildings of the zone in which they are located. Because the tallest
point of the panel antennas is below 45 feet, it could be found that the proposed
antennas adhere to the height limitations for the structures of the zone in which they are
located.

According to SBMC 17.28.030, the minimum required setbacks for development in the
OP Zone are 15 feet for the front, zero feet for the rear and 15 feet for the street side
yards. If the property abuts a residentially zoned property to the side or rear, the
required setback is increased to 15 feet. Council Policy 21 indicates that all WCF's and
proposed equipment should adhere {o the building setbacks for the Zone in which they
are located. The Policy also requires that if the project site is next to a residential zone,
the WCF should be set back from the residential boundary a minimum distance equal to
the above-ground height of the antenna. The property directly east of the site is zoned
Low Medium Residential (LMR) and properties to the south of the site are zoned Low
Residential (LR). Properties north are Zoned Light Commercial (LC) and west are
Special Commercial (SC). As designed, the proposed WCF meets the required
setbacks and the closest residentially zoned property is located 175 feet to the south.
The proposed antenna and equipment enclosures could be found in compliance with
the setback requirements.

The Federal Communications Commission sets the safety standards for Radio
Frequency (RF) in the United States. The City is not permitted to set its own standards
regardless of whether higher, lower, or even the same as the FCC's standards. The
Commission does permit the City to determine whether the proposed wireless project
meets the required RF safety requirements. The Applicant provided a RF emissions
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report. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) indicates that certain types of
wireless projects are deemed to be categorically excluded or not subject to further RF
evaluation if the antennas’ suppoerting structure is not a building or shared to perform
some other function and the lowest portion of the transmitting antenna is at least 10
meters above ground (approximately 32.8 feet). The proposed project does not qualify
for this categorical exclusion because the antennas are attached to an occupied
building. The Applicant has submitted an updated third party Radio Frequency Safety
Survey Report Prediction prepared by Waterford Compliance dated March 30, 2017.
This report indicates that there would be a controlled access zone extending
approximately 34 feet horizontally from the face of the antennas at roughly the height of
the antennas at all four antenna sectors. The existence of the controlied access zone
does not mean that the project violates the FCC rules; rather, it indicates that the carrier
must affirmatively restrict public access to that area so that members of the general
population (including trespassers) cannot unknowingly enter and be exposed to radio
emissions in excess of those allowed by the FCC. To comply with the existing FCC
rules and FCC OET Bulletin 65 rules regarding RF safety, conditions of project approval
have been recommended that require the following:

1. Permittee shall keep all access points to the mainfuppermost rooftop area closed
and locked at all times except when active maintenance is being performed on
the main/uppermost rooftop or the equipment on the main/uppermost rooftop.

2. Permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, an “RF
Information” or “RF Notice” sign at any main/uppermost rcofiop access poini(s).
Permittee shall install the sign(s) required under this condition so that a person
may clearly see and understand the sign before he or she accesses the
main/uppermost rooftop area. The sign(s) required under this condition shall be
placed in a location where it will be visible whether the door, hatch or other
barrier to the mainfuppermost rooftop area is in both the open or closed position
(e.g., placed on the wall adjacent to the door where it would not be covered by
the door in the open position).

3. Permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, a polyurethane
chain-link barrier in approximately the Iocations shown in Figure 1 below.
Permittee shall also install, and at all times maintain in good condition an “RF
Caution” sign on the chain-link barrier in locations where they will be visible to a
person approaching the antennas from the main/uppermost rooftop area. In the
alternative, Permittee may install alternating floor stripes within the area shown in
the figure below:
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barrier around or
floor stripes
within this area

notice sign

4, Permittee shall keep the access point to the antenna enclosure closed and
locked at all times, except when active maintenance is being performed on the
antenna enclosure or the equipment within the antenna enclosure.

5. Permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, an “RF
Caution” sign adjacent to the access ladder leading to the antenna enclosure.
Permittee shall install the sign required under this condition so that a person may
clearly see and understand the sign before he or she accesses the antenna
enclosure. The sign required under this condition shall be placed in a location
where it will be visible whether the door, hatch or other barrier to the antenna
enclosure is in both the open or closed paosition.

6. Permitiee shall ensure that all signage complies with FCC OET Bulletin 65 or
ANSI C95.2 for color, symbol, and content conventions. All such signage shall at
all times provide a working local or toll-free telephone number to its network
operations center, and such telephone number shall be able to reach a live
person who can exert transmitter power-down control over this site as required
by the FCC.
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As conditioned, the project will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare,
or materially injurious to properties or improvement in the vicinity as determined by the
FCC based on its exposure limits.

Development Review Permit Compliance (SBMC Section 17.68.40):

A DRP is required for “any new commercial development or construction (including any
structural addition to existing development) located within any commercial zone which
results in an increase of more than 500 feet of gross floor area or to the overall building
envelope.”

In addition to meeting the zoning regquirements, the project must also be found in
compliance with development review criteria. The following is a list of the development
review criteria topics:

Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses

Building and Structure Placement

Landscaping

Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking, and Storage Areas
Grading

Lighting

Usabie Open Space

NSOk

The Council may approve, or conditionally approve, a DRP only if all of the findings
listed below can be made. Resolution 2017-167 provides the full discussion of the
required findings below:

1. The proposed development is consistent with the general plan and all
applicable requirements of this title, including special regulations, overlay
zones, and specific plans.

2. The proposed development complies with the development review criteria.

3. All required permits and approvals issued by the city, including variances,
conditional use permits, comprehensive sign plans, and coastal
development permits have been obtained prior to or concurrently with the
development review permit.

4, If the development project also requires a permit or approval to be issued
by a state or federal agency, the city council may conditionally approve the
development review permit upon the applicant obtaining the required
permit or approval from the other agency.

If the above findings cannot be made, the Council shall deny the DRP. The following is
a discussion of the applicable development review criteria as they relate to the
proposed project.
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Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses:

The property is located within the OP Zone and the SAOZ. Properties to the west are
focated within the Special Commercial (SC) Zone and developed with the Minute Shop
liquor store, to the north are in the Light Commercial Zone and are developed with a two
story mixed retail and office building. Properties to the east are located within the Low
Medium Residential (LMR) Zone and to the south properties are within the Low
Residential (LR) Zone. The residentially zoned lots are developed with a mix of one
and two story, single family residences. The project site is currently developed with a
multi-level office building with a parking lot located towards the southern property line.
The project, as designed, is consistent with the specific development standards of the
OP Zone as described in SBMC Sections 17.24.010 and 17.12.020. The proposed
development could be found to be consistent with the objectives of the General Plan as
it encourages the development of commercial land uses which strengthen the City's
economic base and offer a range of commercial enterprises to meet the needs of the
residents and visitors.

The property is located within the SAOZ, however, as mentioned previously can be
found exempt from the specific requirements of the overlay zone because it is a minor
modification. As a condition of project approval, the Applicant would be required to
obtain a Coastal Development Permit, Waiver or Exemption from the California Coastal
Commission prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

Building and Structure Placement:

The proposed WCF addition would increase the height, depth, and width of the existing
elevator enclosure in order to provide space to install three antennas in four sectors and
associated equipment. The soil and vegetation will be removed from an existing planter
area at the ground level in order to provide a below grade equipment enclosure.

The OP Zone has required setbacks of 15 feet for the front, 15 feet for a street side and
15 feet for the rear when it is abutting residentially zoned properties. As designed the
proposed equipment enclosure would be setback approximately 70 feet from Lomas
Santa Fe and the antenna enclosure would be setback approximately 90 feet. The
maximum building height for the OP zone is 45 feet as measured from the lower of the
existing or proposed grade, the tallest point of the proposed antenna enclosure would
be approximately 41.5 feet above the existing grade directly adjacent to the enclosure.

Fences, Walls and Retaining Walls:

A portion of an existing retaining wall will be removed and replaced with the construction
of the equipment enclosure. A condition of approval has been added to require that the
Applicant paint and texture the CMU retaining walls arocund the equipment enclosure {o
match the existing walls in the stairwells,
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Landscape:

The project is not subject to the water efficient landscaping regulations of SEMC
Chapter 17.56. According to SBMC Section 17.56.040, the regulations apply to modified
irrigated landscaped areas that exceed 500 square feet. As designed, approximately
158 square feet of landscaped area will be removed in order to construct the below
grade equipment enclosure. The Applicant would remove a portion of the existing retaining
wall that surrounds an existing landscape planter and excavate the soil and remove the
existing vegetation in order to pour a concrete slab. In addition, an existing diseased tree
adjacent to the proposed equipment enclosure would be removed and replaced with the
proposed project.

Parking:
No additional parking is required for an unmanned WCF.
Grading:

The proposed grading quantities include 29.4 cubic yards for the excavation to be
exported off-site in order to remove the existing plant and soil from the planter box and
construct a below grade equipment enclosure for the proposed WCF.

Lighting:

A condition of project approval includes that all new exterior lighting fixtures comply with
the City-Wide Lighting Regulations of the Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). All light
fixtures shall be shielded so that no light or glare is transmitied or reflected in such
concentrated quantities or intensities as to be detrimental to the surrounding area.

Usable Open Space:

The project consists of the construction of a new WCF on an existing office building,
therefore, usable open space and recreational facilities are neither proposed nor
required according to SBMC Section 17.20.040.

Structure Development Permit Compliance:

The proposed antenna enclosure will exceed 16 feet in height from the pre-existing
grade therefore, the project must comply with all of the requirements of SBMC Chapter
17.63 (View Assessment) and the Applicants must complete the SDP process. Story
poles were erected onsite and a Story Pole Height Certificate was issued by a licensed
land surveyor on August 2, 2017, which showed a maximum building height of 41.5 feet.
The highest story pole was certified at 153.2 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) as
measured from the existing grade.

Notices were mailed to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of the property
and the deadline to file for View Assessment was November 22, 2017. No applications
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for view assessment were received. Therefore, the requirements for the approval of a
SDP have been met. The SDP will be issued administratively with the CUP and DRP
should the Council determine that the findings can be made to approve the project.

As a condition of project approval, once construction has begun, the Applicant will be
required to submit a height certification, prior to the framing inspection, for the tallest
portion of the proposed antenna enclosure. The Height Certification will be signed by a
licensed land surveyor and will verify that the framing materials and the proposed
roofing materials will not exceed the maximum building heights approved by the SDP.

Public Hearing Notice:

Notices of the City Council public hearing for the project were mailed to property owners
and occupants within 300 feet of the proposed project site more than 10 days prior to
the planned public hearing date of December 13, 2017. As of the date of preparation of
this Staff Report, Staff has not received any letters, phone calls, or e-mails from
neighbors or interested parties in support of, or in opposition to, the proposed project.

Conditions from the Community Development Department as well as the City's
consultant have been incorporated into the Resolution of Approval (Attachment 1). In
conclusion, Staff recommends the City Council adopt Resolution 2017-167.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

FISCAL IMPACT: N/A

WORKPLAN: N/A

OPTIONS:
Approve Staff recommendation adopting the attached Resolution 2017-167.

Approve Staff recommendation subject to additional specific conditions necessary
for the City Council to make all required findings for the approval of a CUP and
DRP.

Direct Staff to analyze alternative site locations.

Deny the project if all required findings for the CUP andfor the DRP cannot be
made.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Because the Act mandates that the project be approved, Staff recommends that the City
Council:
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1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the Public Hearing, Report Council
disclosures, Receive public testimony, Close the Public Hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. Adopt Resolution 2017-167 conditionally approving a CUP/DRP/SDP for a new
WCF and associated equipment located on the roof of an existing commercial
office building at 201 Lomas Santa Fe, Solana Beach.

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION:
Approve Department Reco Vi mendation.

7 4
/Gregory Wade, City Manager
Attachments:
1. Resolution 2017-167

2. Project Plans
3. Report from Telecom Law Firm



RESOLUTION NO. 2017-167

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CONDITIONALLY
APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW PERMIT AND STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
FOR A NEW WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY
LOCATED ON THE EXISTING COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE
AT 201 LOMAS SANTA FE, SOLANA BEACH

APPLICANT: AT&T Mobility
CASE NO.: 17-17-15 CUP/DRP/SDP

WHEREAS, AT&T Mobility {hereinafter referred to as “Applicant”) has submitted an
application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Development Review Permit (DRP) and
Structure Development Permit (SDP) pursuant to Title 17 (Zoning) of the Solana Beach
Municipal Code (SBMC) and City Council Policy 21; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant is proposing a new WCF location in order to replace a
WCF being removed from the commercial structure at 505 Lomas Santa Fe; and

WHEREAS, at the hearing on December 13, 2017, the City Council received and
considered evidence concerning the proposed application; and

WHEREAS, on December 13, 2017, the public hearing was conducted pursuant to
the provisions of Solana Beach Municipal Code Section 17.72.030; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach found the application
request exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Section
15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, this decision is based upon the evidence presented at the hearings,
and any information the City Council gathered by viewing the site and the area as
disclosed at the hearing.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California, does
resolve as follows:

1. That the foregoing recitations are true and correct.

2. That the request for a CUP/DRF/SDP to construct a new WCF located on the top
of the existing elevator tower of an existing commercial office building and a
ground level equipment enclosure at 201 Lomas Santa Fe is conditionally
approved based upon the following Findings and subject to the following
Conditions:

3. FINDINGS

A. In accordance with Section 17.68.010 (Conditional Use Permit) of the City of

ATTACHMENT 1
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Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:

I. Before granting a Conditional Use Permit, the Planning Director or City
Council shall make all of the following findings:

a. The proposed use js in accord with the General Plan, the
general intent of this title, and the purposes of the zone in which
the site is located.

General Plan Consistency: The proposed project, as
conditioned, is consistent with the City's General Plan
designation of Office/Professional which provides for
professional office and general office in addition to other
compatible uses such as religious facilities, educational
institutions, parks and recreation facilities, and public utilities.
Further, the proposed development is consistent with the
objectives of the General Plan as it encourages the
development of commercial land uses which strengthen the
City's economic base and offer a range of commercial
enterprises to meet the needs of the residents and visitars.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency: The proposed project is
consistent with all applicable requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance (Title 17), which delineates Permitted Uses and
Structures (SBMC Section 17.24.020 and 17.24.030), and
provides for uses which allow an Applicant to locate a
commercial transmission and receiving antenna on a property
within the OP Zone. Further, the proposed project adheres to
all property development reguiations established for the OP
Zone and cited by the SBMC Section 17.24.030.

The design of the proposed project is consistent with the
provisions for minimum yard dimensions (i.e. setbacks) and
maximum building height. The project also complies with City
Council 21 regulations as required by SBMC Section 17.60.120
for height, setbacks, proximity to residential uses, the uses of
surrounding properties, quality and compatibility of design and
screening, and impacts {o public views and visual quality of the
surrounding areas.

b. The proposed use, together with the conditions applicable
thereto, will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare, or materially injurious to properties or improvements in
the vicinity.

The Applicant has submitted an updated third party Radio
Frequency Safety Survey Report Prediction prepared by
Waterford Compliance dated March 30, 2017. This report
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indicates that there would be a controlled access zone
extending approximately 34 feet horizontally from the face of the
antennas at roughly the height of the antennas at all four
antenna sectors. The existence of the controlled access zone
does not mean that the project violates the FCC rules; rather, it
indicates that the carrier must affirmatively restrict public access
to that area so that members of the general population
(including trespassers) cannot unknowingly enter and be
exposed to radio emissions in excess of those allowed by the
FCC. Therefore, the project will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety or welfare, or materially injurious to properties or
improvement in the vicinity as determined by the FCC based on
its exposure limits.

c. That the proposed use complies with each of the applicable
provision of the zoning ordinance, unless a variance is granted
pursuant to SBMC 17.68.020

The proposed project complies with the property development
regulations of SBMC 17.24.030, as well as the Wireless
Communications Facilities guidelines of City Council Policy 21,
which are required according to SBMC Section 17.60.120 for
maximum height, setbacks, proximity to residential properties,
impacts on public views and visual quality of the surrounding
area.

iIl. If the Conditional Use Permit is for the purpose of permitting an
expansion, restoration or extension of a nonconforming use or
structure then only the findings of Chapter 17.16 SBMC must be made.

The proposed project is not for the purpose of permitting an expansion,
restoration or extension of a nonconforming use or structure.

B. In accordance with Section 17.68.040 (Development Review Permit) of the
City of Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:

{. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and all
applicable requirements of SBMC Title 17 (Zoning Ordinance),
including special requlations, overlay zones, and specific plans.

General _Plan Consistency: The proposed project, as
conditioned, is consistent with the City's General Plan
designation of Office/Professional which provides for
professional office and general office in addition to other
compatible uses such as religious facilities, educational
institutions, parks and recreation facilities, and public utilities.
Further, the proposed development is consistent with the
objectives of the General Plan as it encourages the
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development of commercial land uses which strengthen the
City's economic base and offer a range of commercial
enterprises to meet the needs of the residents and visitors.

Zoning  Ordinance Consistency: The proposed project is
consistent with all applicable requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance (Title 17), which delineates Permitted Uses and
Structures (SBMC Section 17.24.020 and 17.24.030), and
provides for uses which allow an Applicant to locate a
commercial transmission and receiving antenna on a property
within the OP Zone. Further, the proposed project adheres to
all property development regulations established for the OP
Zone and cited by the SBMC Section 17.24.030.

The design of the proposed project is consistent with the
provisions for minimum yard dimensions (i.e. setbacks) and
maximum building height. The project also complies with City
Council 21 regulations as required by SBMC Section 17.60.120
for height, setbacks, proximity to residential uses, the uses of
surrounding properties, quality and compatibility of design and
screening, and impacts to public views and visual quality of the
surrounding areas.

il. The proposed development complies with the following development
review criteria set forth in Solana Beach Municipal Code Section
17.68.040(F):

a. Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses: The development shall be
designed in a manner compatible with and complementary to
existing development in the immediate vicinity of the project site
and the surrounding neighborhood. The development as proposed
shall also be compatible in scale, apparent bulk, and massing with
such existing development in the surrounding neighborhood. Site
planning on or near the perimeter of the development shall give
consideration to the protection of surrounding areas from potential
adverse effects.

The property is located within the OP Zone and the SAQZ.
Properties to the west are located within the Special Commercial
(SC) Zone and developed with the Minute Shop liquor store, to the
north are in the Light Commercial Zone and are developed with a
two story mixed retail and office building. Properties to the east are
located within the Low Medium Residentiai (LMR) Zone and to the
south properties are within the Low Residential (LR) Zone. The
residentially zoned lots are developed with a mix of one and two
story, single family residences. The project site is currently
developed with a multi-leve! office building with a parking lot located
towards the southern property line. The project, as designed, is
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consistent with the specific deveiopment standards of the OP Zone
as described in SBMC Sections 17.24.010 and 17.12.020. The
proposed development could be found to be consistent with the
objectives of the General Plan as it encourages the development of
commercial land uses which strengthen the City's economic base
and offer a range of commercial enterprises to meet the needs of
the residents and visitors.

The property is located within the SAOZ, however, as mentioned
previously can be found exempt from the specific requirements of
the overlay zone because it is a minor modification. As a condition
of project approval, the Applicant would be required to obtain a
Coastal Development Permit, Waiver or Exemption from the
California Coastal Commission prior to the issuance of a Building
Permit.

. Building and Structure Placement: Buildings and structures shall be
sited and designed to minimize adverse impacts on the surrounding
properties and designed in a manner which visually and functionally
enhance their intended use and complement existing site topography.
Multi-family residential buildings shall be sited to avoid crowding and
to allow for a functional use of the space between buildings.

The proposed WCF addition would increase the height, depth, and
width of the existing elevator enclosure in order to provide space to
install three antennas in four sectors and associated equipment.
The soil and vegetation will be removed from an existing planter
area at the ground level in order to provide a below grade
equipment enclosure.

The OP Zone has required setbacks of 15 feet for the front, 15 feet
for a street side and 15 feet for the rear when it is abutting
residentially zoned properties. As designed the proposed
equipment enclosure would be setback approximately 70 feet from
Lomas Santa Fe and the antenna enclosure would be setback
approximately 90 feet. The maximum building height for the OP
zone is 45 feet as measured from the lower of the existing or
proposed grade, the tallest point of the proposed antenna
enclosure would be approximately 41.5 feet above the existing
grade directly adjacent to the enclosure.

. Landscaping: The removal of significant native vegetation shall be
minimized. Replacement vegetation and landscaping shall be
compalible with the vegetation of the surrounding area. To the
maximum extent practicable, landscaping and plantings shall be
used to screen parking areas, storage areas, access roads, and
other service uses of the site. Trees and other large plantings shall
not obstruct significant views when installed or at maturity. Drought
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tolerant plant materials and water conserving irrigation systems
shall be incorporated into all landscaping plans.

The project is not subject to the water efficient landscaping
regulations of SBMC Chapter 17.56. According to SBMC Section
17.56.040, the regulations apply to modified irrigated landscaped
areas that exceed 500 square feet. As designed, approximately 158
square feet of landscaped area will be removed in order to
construct the equipment enclosure. The Applicant would remove a
portion of the existing retaining wall that surrounds an existing
landscape planter and excavate the soil and remove the existing
vegetation in order to pour a concrete slab. In addition, an existing
diseased tree adjacent to the proposed equipment enclosure would
be removed and replaced with the proposed project.

. Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas: Any
development involving more than one building or structure shall
provide common access roads and pedestrian walkways. Parking
and outside storage areas, where permitted, shall be screened from
view, to the extent feasible, by existing topography, by the
placement of buildings and structures, or by landscaping and
plantings.

No additional parking is required for an unmanned WCF.

. Grading: To the extent feasible, natural topography and scenic
features of the site shall be retained and incorporated into the
proposed development. Any grading or earth-moving operations in
connection with the proposed development shall be pfanned and
executed so as to blend with the existing terrain both on and
adjacent to the site. Existing exposed or disturbed slopes shall be
landscaped with native or naturalized non-native vegetation and
existing erosion problems shall be corrected.

The proposed grading quantities include 29.4 cubic yards for the
excavation to be exported off-site in order to remove the existing
plant and soil from the planter box and construct a below grade
equipment enclosure for the proposed WCF.

Lighting: Light fixtures for walkways, parking areas, driveways, and
other facilities shall be provided in sufficient number and at proper
focations to assure safe and convenient nighttime use. All light
fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or glare is
transmitted or reflected in such concentrated quantities or
intensities as to be detrimental to the surrounding areas per SBMC
17.60.060 (Exterior Lighting Regulations).
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A condition of project approval includes that all new exterior lighting
fixtures comply with the City-Wide Lighting Reguiations of the
Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). Ali light fixtures shall be
shielded so that no light or glare is transmitted or refiected in such
concentrated quantities or iniensities as to be detrimental to the
surrounding area.

g. Usable Open Space: Recreational facilities proposed within required
usable open space shall be located and designed fo maintain
essential open space values.

The project consists of the construction of a new WCF on an
existing office building, therefore, usable open space and
recreational facilities are neither proposed nor required according to
SBMC Section 17.20.040.

. All required permils and approvals issued by the City, including

variances, conditional use permits, comprehensive sign plans, and
coastal development permits, have been obtained prior to or
concurrently with the development review permit.

All required permits are being processed concurrently with the CUP.
As a condition of project approval, the Applicant shall obtain approval
from the CCC prior to issuance of Building Permits.

IV. If the development project also requires a permit or approval to be

issued by a state or federal agency, the city council may conditionally
approve the development review permit upon the applicant obtaining
the required permit or approval from the other agency.

As a condition of project approval, the Applicant will be required to
obtain approval from the California Coastal Commission (CCC) prior to
the issuance of Building Permits.

C. In accordance with Section 17.63.040 (Structure Development Permit) of the
Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:

Notices were mailed to all property owners and residents within 300
feet of the property and the deadline to file for View Assessment was
November 22, 2017. No applications for View Assessment were
received.

Therefore, the requirements for the approval of a SDP have been met.
The SDP will be issued administratively with the CUP and DRP.

As a condition of project approval, once construction has begun, the
Applicant will be required to submit a height certification prior to the
framing inspection. The Height Certification will be signed by a
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licensed land surveyor and will verify that the framing materials and the
proposed roofing materials will not exceed the maximum building
height of 41.5 feet from the existing grade or 153.2 feet above MSL as
approved by the SDP.

4. CONDITIONS

Prior to use or development of the property in reliance on this permit, the
Applicant shall provide for and adhere to the foliowing conditions:

A.

Community Development Department Conditions:

VI,

Building Permit plans must be in substantial conformance with the
plans presented to the City Council on December 13, 2017, located
in the project file with a submittal date of November 30, 2017.

The Applicant shall obtain required California Coastal Commission
(CCC) approval of a Coastal Development Permit, Waiver or
Exemption as determined necessary by the CCC, prior to the
issuance of a building permit.

Any new exterior lighting fixtures shall be in conformance with the
City-Wide Lighting Regulations of SBMC 17.60.060.

All light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or
glare is transmitied or reflected in such concentrated quantities or
intensities that render them detrimental to the surrounding area.

This permit will automatically expire 10 years and one day from its
issuance, except when California Government Code § 65964(b), as
may be amended or superseded in the future, authorizes the City to
establish a shorter term for public safety or substantial land use
reasons. Any other permits or approvals issued in connection with
any collocation, modification or other change to this wireless facility,
which includes without limitation any permits or other approvals
deemed-granted or deemed-approved under federal or state law, will
not extend this term limit unless expressly provided otherwise in such
permit or approval or required under federal or state law.

Before Permittee submits any applications to the Building
Department, Permittee must incorporate this permit, all conditions
associated with this permit and the approved photo simulations into
the project plans (the “Approved Plans”). Permittee must construct,
install and operate the wireless facility in strict compliance with the
Approved Plans. Any alterations, modifications or other changes to
the Approved Plans, whether requested by Permitiee or required by
other departments or public agencies with jurisdiction over the
wireless facility, must be submitted in a written request subject to the
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Director's prior review and approval, who may refer the request to the
original approval authority if the Director finds that the requested
alteration, modification or other change substantially deviates from
the Approved Plans or implicates a significant or substantial land-use
concern.

Permittee shall keep the site, which includes without limitation any
and all improvements, equipment, structures, access routes, fences
and landscape features, in a neat, clean and safe condition in
accordance with the Approved Plans and all conditions in this permit.
Permittee shall keep the site area free from all litter and debris at all
times. Permittee, at no cost to the City, shall remove and remediate
any graffiti or other vandalism at the site within 48 hours after
Permittee receives notice or otherwise becomes aware that such
graffiti or other vandalism occurred.

Permittee shall maintain compliance at all times with ail federal, state
and local statutes, reguiations, orders or other rules that carry the
force of law (“Laws”) applicable to Permittee, the subject property,
the wireless facility or any use or activities in connection with the use
authorized in this permit, which includes without limitation any Laws
applicable to human exposure to RF emissions. Permittee expressly
acknowledges and agrees that this obligation is intended to be
broadly construed and that no other specific requirements in these
conditions are intended to reduce, relieve or otherwise lessen
Permittee's obligations to maintain compliance with ail Laws. In the
event that the City fails to timely notice, prompt or enforce
compliance with any applicable provision in the Solana Beach
Municipal Code, any permit, any permit condition or any applicable
law or regulation, the applicant or permittee will not be relieved from
its obligation to comply in all respects with all applicable provisions in
the Solana Beach Municipal Code, any permit, any permit condition
or any applicable law or regulation.

Permittee shall use all reasonable efforts to avoid any and all undue
or unnecessary adverse impacts on nearby properties that may arise
from Permitiee's or its authorized personnel's construction,
installation, operation, modification, maintenance, repair, removal
and/or other activities at the site. Permittee shall not perform or
cause others to perform any construction, instailation, operation,
modification, maintenance, repair, removal or other work that
involves heavy equipment or machines except during normal
construction work hours authorized by the Solana Beach Municipal
Code. The restricted work hours in this condition will not prohibit any
work required to prevent an actual, immediate harm to property or
persons, or any work during an emergency declared by the City. The
Director or the Director's designee may issue a stop work order for
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any activities that violates this condition.

Permittee expressly acknowledges and agrees that the City’s
officers, officials, staff or other designee may enter onfo the site and
inspect the improvements and equipment upon reasonable prior
notice to Permittee; provided, however, that the City's officers,
officials, staff or other designee may, but will not be obligated to,
enter onto the site area without prior notice to support, repair, disable
or remove any improvements or equipment in emergencies or when
such improvements or equipment threatens actual, imminent harm to
property or persons. Permittee will be permitted to supervise the
City's officers, officials, staff or other designee while any such
inspection or emergency access occurs.

Permittee shall furnish the Director with accurate and up-to-date
contact information for a person responsible for the wireless facility,
which includes without limitation such person’s full name, title, direct
telephone number, facsimile number, mailing address and email
address. Permittee shall keep such contact information up-to-date at
all times and immediately provide the Director with updated contact
information in the event that either the responsible person or such
person’s contact information changes.

Permitiee must maintain complete and accurate copies of all permits
and other regulatory approvals issued in connection with the wireless
facility, which includes without limitation this approval, the approved
plans and photo simulations incorporated into this approval, all
conditions associated with this approval and any ministerial permits
or approvals issued in connection with this approval. In the event that
Permittee does not maintain such records as required in this
condition, any ambiguities or uncertainties that would be resolved
through an inspection of the missing records will be construed
against Permittee. Records may be kept in electronic format.

Permittee shall taper the FRP screen walls o the existing building
facade on all sides, beginning at the bottom 1/3 of the screen wall.

Permittee shall paint and texture the vertical cable riser to match the
existing alternating colors on the building.

Permittee shall paint and texture the FRP screen walls to match the
existing color on the building at the height of the screen walis.

Permittee shall paint and texture the CMU retaining walls around the
equipment enclosure to match the existing walls in the stairwelis.

Permittee shall hire and pay for a licensed arborist to select, plant
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and maintain a replacement tree in an appropriate location for the
species. Only ISA Certified tree workers under the supervision of a
licensed arborist shall be used to install the replacement tree. The
replacement tree shall be at least a 48" box size, and a type that
generally does not exceed 25' in mature overall height, so as not to
protrude above the roofline when viewed from vantage points in
publicly accessible spaces to the east of the site location. The
planting hole shall be at least three times the diameter of the root ball
but only as deep as the root ball. The trunk flare at the base of the
tree shall be visible after the replacement tree has been planted.
Permittee shall, at all times, be responsible to maintain the
replacement tree.

Permittee shall replace any landscape features damaged or
displaced by the construction, installation, operation, maintenance or
other work performed by Permitiee or at Permittee’s direction on or
about the site.

Permittee shall install, and at times maintain in good condition, all
equipment, including without limitation antennas, remote radio units,
power surge suppressors, GPS antennas, equipment cabinets,
power cabinets, battery cabinets and utility panels, fully concealed
from public view within FRP screening or the CMU wall enclosure, as
applicable.

Permittee shall keep all access points to the main/uppermost rooftop
area closed and locked at all times except when active maintenance
is being performed on the mainfuppermost rocftop or the equipment
on the main/uppermost rooftop.

Permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, an
“‘RF Information” or “RF Notice” sign at any main/uppermost rooftop
access point(s). Permittee shali install the sign(s) required under this
condition so that a person may clearly see and understand the sign
before he or she accesses the main/uppermost rooftop area. The
sign(s) required under this condition shall be placed in a location
where it will be visible whether the door, hatch or other barrier to the
main/uppermost rooftop area is in both the open or ciosed position
(e.g., placed on the wall adjacent to the door where it would not be
covered by the door in the open position).

Permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, a
polyurethane chain-link barrier in approximately the locations shown
in Figure 1 below. Permittee shall also install, and at all times
maintain in good condition an "RF Caution” sign on the chain-link
barrier in locations where they will be visible to a person approaching
the antennas from the mainfuppermost rooftop area. In the
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alternative, Permittee may install aiternating floor stripes within the
area shown in Figure 1.

Permitiee shall keep the access point to the antenna enclosure
closed and locked at all times, except when active maintenance is
being performed on the antenna enclosure or the equipment within
the antenna enclosure.

Permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, an
‘RF Caution” sign adjacent to the access ladder leading to the
antenna enclosure. Permittee shall install the sign required under this
condition so that a person may clearly see and understand the sign
before he or she accesses the antenna enclosure. The sign required
under this condition shall be placed in a location where it will be
visible whether the door, hatch or other barrier to the antenna
enclosure is in both the open or closed position.

Permittee shall ensure that all signage complies with FCC OET
Bulietin 65 or ANS! C95.2 for color, symbol, and content conventions.
All such signage shall at all times provide a working local or toll-free
telephone number to its network operations center, and such
telephone number shall be able to reach a live person who can exert
transmitter power-down control over this site as required by the FCC.

AT&T shall power-down the antennas whenever maintenance
personnel other than AT&T perform any work on the roof of the
building.

AT&T shall install and at all times maintain in good condition an RF
Notice at all access poinis 1o the roof area. AT&T shall install the RF
Notice signs in a location where anyone approaching the roof access
point may clearly see the sign.

. AT&T shall install and at all times maintain in good condition a

physical barrier that (1) restricts physical access to the controlled
zones in front of the 50" TN and 240" TN sectors and (2)
substantially conforms to the example provided in Figure 1, of the
report dated December 5, 2013. Each barrier shall include an RF
Caution sign placed where anyone approaching the barrier will
clearly see it before entering the controlled zone.

AT&T shall ensure that all signs comply with FCC OET Bulletin 65 or
ANSI C85.2 for color, symbol, and content conventions. All such
signage shall at all times provide a working local or toll-free
telephone number to its network operations center, and such
telephone number shall be able to reach a live person who can exert
transmitter power-down control over this site as required by the FCC.
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All equipment such as, but not limited to, emergency generators and
air conditioners, shail be designed and operated consistent with the
City’s noise standards.

All facilities, related equipment, and landscaping shall be maintained
in good condition and free from trash, debris, graffiti, and any form of
vandalism. Damaged equipment and damaged, dead or decaying
landscaping shall be replaced promptly.

Routine maintenance of equipment located in residential zones or
within 100 feet of a residential district shall be conducted only during
the hours of 8am and 5pm on weekdays, not including holidays. In
other areas, routine maintenance may be conducted within a
reasonable length of time to be determined by the City Manager or
his designee in the cases of power outages and equipment failure or
malfunction. Equipment “change out” and overhaul can occur any
time within 30 days notice to the Director of Community Development
to allow notice to property owners and residents within 300 feet of the
facility.

. Maintenance shall not take place on Sundays or holidays.

XXXIV. Security lighting should be kept to a minimum and should only be

XXXV.

triggered by a motion detector where practical.

Within 6 months after the issuance of occupancy and with each time
extension or amendment request, the developer/foperator shall
submit to the Planning Director either a verification that the WCF is
categorically excluded from having to determine compliance with the
guidelines per 47 CFR 1.1307(b)(1) or a project implementation
report that provides cumulative field measurements of RF
electromagnetic fields of all antennas installed a the subject site. The
report shall quantify the RF emissions and compare the results with
the projects preliminary proposal report submitted with the initial
project application and the accepted ANSI/IEEE standards. If, on
review, the Planning Director finds that the project does not meet
ANSVIEEE standards, the City may take any action necessary, as
provided by law, to require compliance including, but not limited to,
revoking the CUP.

XXXVI. Any WCF that is not operated for a continuous periocd of 90 days

will be considered abandoned.

XXXVIL. Within 90 days of receipt of notice from the City notifying the owner

of such abandonment, the WCF owner must remove the facility and
restore the site, as much as is reasonable and practical, to its prior
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condition. If such WCF is not removed within 90 days, the WCF will
be considered a nuisance and in addition to any other available
remedy, will be subject to abatement under Chapter 6.04 of the
SBMC. If there are two or more users of a single WCF, then this
provision will not become effective until all users stop using the WCF.
The provider or owner must give notice to the City of the intent to
discontinue use of any facility before discontinuing the use.

5. ENFORCEMENT: Pursuant to SBMC 17.72.120(B) failure to satisfy any and all
of the above-mentioned conditions of approval is subject to the impaosition of
penalties as set forth in SBMC Chapters 1.1.6 and 1.18 in addition to any
applicable revocation proceedings.

6. EXPIRATION: The Conditional Use Permit for WCF's shall be granted for a
period not to exceed ten (10) years. Upon a request for either an extension of an
amendment of a CUP, the WCF should be reevaluated to assess the impact of
the facility on adjacent properties, the record of maintenance and performance
with reference to the conditions of approval and consistency with these
guidelines. The project will expire on December 13, 2027 or sooner if the WCF is
not operated for a continuous period of 90 days in that case the WCF will be
considered abandoned.

7. INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT: The Applicant shall defend, indemnify, and
hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees from any and all
claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs, including attorney's
fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the
issuance of this permit including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set
aside, void, challenge, or annul this development approval and any
environmental document or decision. The City will promptly notify Applicant of
any claim, action, or proceeding. The City may elect to conduct its own defense,
participate in its own defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in defense of
any claim related to this indemnification. In the event of such election, Applicant
shall pay all of the costs related thereto, including without limitation reasonable
attorney’s fees and costs. In the event of a disagreement between the City and
Applicant regarding litigation issues, the City shail have the authority to control
the litigation and make litigation related decisions, inciuding, but not limited to,
settlement or other disposition of the matter. However, the Applicant shall not be
required o pay or perform any settlement unless such settlement is approved by
Applicant.

8. NOTICE TO APPLICANT: Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, you are
hereby notified that the 90-day period to protest the imposition of the fees,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this resolution
commences on the effective date of this resolution. To protest the imposition of
any fee, dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this resolution
you must comply with the provisions of Government Code Section 66020.
Generally the resolution is effective upon expiration of the tenth day following the
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date of adoption of this resolution, unless the resolution is appealed or called for
review as provided in the Solana Beach Zoning Ordinance.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regutar meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana
Beach, California, held on the 13" day of December, 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers —
NOES: Councilmembers —
ABSENT: Councilmembers —

ABSTAIN: Councilmembers —

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk
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WIRELESS PLANNING MEMORANDUM

TO: Corey Andrews
FROM: Michael D. Johnston
REVIEWERS: Dr. Jonathan L. Kramer, Robert C. May
DATE: May 4, 2017

RE: 17-17-15: Technical Review for New Building Mounted
Wireless Facility

Applicant: AT&T Mobility
Site Address: 201 Lomas Santa Fe Drive
Site 1D: Lomas Santa Fe

The City of Solana Beach (the “City”) requested a review of the AT&T Mobility (“"AT&T")
proposal to construct and operate a new wireless site mounted on the building at 201
Lomas Santa Fe Drive. This memorandum addresses the following questions: (1) whether
Section 6409(a) applies to AT&T's proposal; (2) whether AT&T's proposal complies with
the Solana Beach Municipal Code and City Council Policy No. 21; (3) whether potential
alternatives exist that deserve additional consideration; and (4) whether AT&T’s proposal
demonstrates planned compliance with the federal radio frequency exposure guidelines.

This memorandum reviews the application and related materials for technical and
regulatory issues specific to wireless infrastructure. Although many technical issues
implicate legal issues, the analysis and recommendations contained in this memorandum
do not constiiute legal advice.

1. Project Description

AT&T proposes to construct a new wireless facility on an office building located in the
Office Professional ("OP”) zone. This project is a relocation from an existing site that is
being decommissioned due an expired lease with the current property owner. AT&T's
project plans dated March 20, 2017 (the "Plans”} and submitted with this application show
that the facility would be concealed behind fiber-reinforced plastic (“FRP") screens
painted and textured to match the underlying building. AT&T would install twelve panel
antennas evenly distributed in four sectors center-mounted at 53.5' above ground level
(“*AGL").

Behind the antennas, AT&T proposes to install eight remote radio units (‘RRUs") in each
sector for a total of 32 RRUs, six DC power surge protectors (“Raycaps”) and two GPS

{00009926;2) 2001 S. Barrington Ave, » Suite 305 = Loy Angaies « CA 90025 « T 310-312.
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antennas. The Plans depict that all the antennas and associated equipment will be fully
concealed behind the FRP screens, which would measure 8' by 10' 9" and would protrude
from the existing building by 1' 6".

At ground level adjacent to the building entrance stairs, AT&T proposes to remove a
portion of an existing 5.5' tall retaining wall, remove some of the existing landscaping and
an existing diseased tree in order to install a new 8' tall concrete masonry unit (*CMU")
wall. AT&T would construct new stairs, a new landing and plant new landscaping to
replace the diseased tree. Within the CMU wali enclosure, AT&T proposes to install four
stack-mounted radio equipment cabinets, cne power cabinet, one battery cabinet, and
telephone and electric utility panels all on a concrete slab foundation. The CMU wall
enclosure would be painted to match the existing surrounding and fully enclosed on top
with a new streel grate lid.

In accordance with discussions between the City and AT&T that occurred during a
November 2016 pre-application meeting for this project, AT&T also proposes to improve
the sidewalk, road and landscaping along the eastern property line at Granados Avenue.

2. Section 6409(a) Analysis

As a threshold matter, the City must determine whether federal law mandates approval
for this permit application. Section 6409(a) of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job
Creation Act of 2012 requires that State and local governments “may not deny, and shall
approve” any “eligible facilities request” for a wireless site collocation or modification so
long as it does not cause a “substant[ial] change in [that site's] physical dimensions.™
FCC regulations interpret key terms in this statute and impose certain substantive and
procedural limitations on local review.? Localities must review applications submitted for
approval pursuant to Section 6409(a), but the applicant bears the burden to show it
qualifies for mandatory approval.

Section 6409(a)(2) defines an “eligible facilities request” as a request o collocate, remove
or replace transmission eguipment on an existing wireless tower or base station.® This
definition necessarily excludes permit requests for new facilities. Thus, no matter how
large or small, Section 6409(a) does not mandate approval for a permit to construct an
entirely new wireless facility.

Here, AT&T did not submit an eligible facilities request because rather than collocate on
an existing facility, AT&T proposes to construct a new wireless facility where none
currently exists. Accordingly, Section 6409(a) does not require that the City approve
AT&T's application. Rather, the City should review AT&T's proposal for compliance with

T See Section 6409(a) of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, Pub. L. No. 112-96,
126 Stat. 166. (Feb. 22, 2012) (codified as 47 U.S.C. § 1455(a)).

2 See In the Matter of Acceleration of Broadband Deployment by Improving Wireless Facilities Siting
Policies, Report and Order, 29 FCC Red. 12864 (Oct. 17, 2014) {codified as 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.40001, ef seq.).
3 See 47 U.S.C. § 1455(a)(2).
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the local values expressed in the Sclana Beach Municipal Code (“SBMC") and City
Council Policy No. 21 (“Council Policy No. 21") subject to certain federal limitations in
Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Telecom Act”).

3. Compliance with Solana Beach Municipal Code and City Council Policy No. 21

The City requires a conditional use permit for all wireless facilities, which must comply
with Coungil Policy No. 21.% Council Policy No. 21 provides general location and design
guidelines for new wireless facilities as discussed below.

3.1. Proposed Location

Council Policy No. 21 establishes hierarchical preferences for site locations as follows in
order of preference and in relevant part: (1) collocations in non-residential zones; (2)
industrial zones; (3) commercial zones; (4) other non-residential zones except open
space.® Wireless facilities should be located in areas that are least visible to the public
and least disruptive to the underlying property.® If the proposed location is visible to a
residential area, the facility must be architecturally integrated with the surrounding site.”

Here, AT&T proposes to construct the site in the fourth-most preferred location category.
Even though Council Policy No. 21 does not expressly account for the OP zone, the catch-
all in the fourth preference includes the proposed location because the OP zone is a non-
residential and non-open space zone.

However, other potential locations around the proposed site rank higher under Council
Policy No. 21 and the City may wish to consider the foliowing locations as potential
alternative locations that are more-preferred:

* 210 Lomas Santa Fe Dr. (Light Commercial}
e 124 Lomas Santa Fe Dr. (Special Commercial}
+ 100/125 lLomas Santa Fe Dr. (Special Commercial)

In addition, to the extent that nearby wireless facilities already exist, the City may also
wish to request that AT&T provide a list of sites that provide potential collocation
opportunities.

To determine whether these more preferred locations are potentially available and
technically feasible, the City may wish to request that AT&T provide a meaningful
comparative analysis for each location that addresses (1) what general site parameters
AT&T believes it would need to achieve reasonably similar service improvement as
compared to the proposed location, (2) whether and under what general circumstances

* See SoLANA BEACH Mun. CoDE §17.60.120.G(1)
5 See Council Policy No. 21 § A1,

§Seeid §A.3.

7 See id.
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AT&T could obtain access to these locations and (3) any other information AT&T believes
would assist the City to compare the proposed location against the potential alternatives.

3.2. Proposed Design

Council Policy No. 21 requires that all wireless facilities must exhibit stealth design
technigues that conceal the equipment and visually blend with support structure and
natural or manmade environment. Applicants should place equipment within existing
buildings, and new shelters or enclosures should mimic existing architecture and
landscaping. Roof mounted antennas shouid not be placed on roof peaks.®

Here, the proposed design generally conforms to most design guidelines in Council Policy
No. 21, but the City may wish to consider some modifications to promote compliance with

the guidelines. The following list outlines some issues and potential solutions for the City
to consider:

* Antenna Equipment and Architectural Screening

AT&T would install the transmission equipment behind FRP screens that generally
integrate with the existing architecture. However, AT&T's photo simulations depict a minor
inconsistency between the proposed architectural screening and the underlying building.
Rather than maintain the white paint along the level of the building with the “Wedbush”
sign, AT&T would paint the entire screening grey.

igure 1: AT&T's Photo Simulations (Source: DC! Pacific AEC Works)

& See id. § B.6.b.
{00009926:2})
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Accordingly, the City may wish to consider the following conditions of approval in the
event that the City approves AT&T’s application in concept:

1. The permittee shall, and at all times maintain in good condition, architectural
screening that is painted and textured to match the colors and textures of the
underlying support structure.

2. The permittee acknowledges and agrees that the scale and proportionality of
the architectural screening used to conceal and integrate the permittee’s
wireless facility with the underlying support structure constitutes concealment
elements that are a material consideration upon which the City bases its
decision to approve the permittee’s facility.

+ Equipment Enclosure Concealment

Council Policy No. 21 requires all enclosures to be located within existing buildings to the
extent feasible.® To the extent the equipment must be located outside, the enclosure must
mimic the existing manmade and natural features at the subject property.'®

Here, AT&T proposes to install a new equipment enclosure outside the building.
Accordingly, the City may wish to request that AT&T address whether locating the
equipment within the existing building would be feasible. To the extent that an interior
equipment room is not available for AT&T's use, the Plans indicate that the equipment
enclosure will match the existing architecture and building finishes as required by Council
Policy No. 21.

+ GPS Antennas

AT&T indicates that it would install two GPS antennas on title sheet T01 of the Plans, but
does not sheet AO2 only shows one GPS antenna. The City may wish to request that
AT&T resolve this discrepancy in the Plans and consider the following condition of
approval to ensure that such equipment is fully concealed from public view:

3. The permittee shall install, and at times maintain in good condition, all
equipment, including without limitation antennas, remote radio units, power
surge suppressors, GPS antennas, equipment cabinets, power cabinets,
battery cabinets and utility panels, fully concealed from public view within FRP
screening or the CMU wall enclosure, as applicable.

5 8eeid §B.2.
0 See id.
2}
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4. Planned Compliance with RF Exposure Regulations

Under the Telecom Act, the FCC completely occupies the field with respect to RF
emissions regulation. The FCC established comprehensive rules for human exposure to
RF emissions (the “FCC Guidelines")." State and local governments cannot regulate
wireless facilities based on environmental effects from RF emissions to the extent that
the emissions comply with the FCC Guidelines.'?

Although localities cannot establish their own standards for RF exposure, local officials
may require wireless applicants to demonstrate compliance with the FCC Guidelines.'?
Such demonstrations usually involve a predictive calculation because the site has not yet
been built.

4.1.FCC Guidelines, Categorical Exclusions and Exposure Mitigation Measures

FCC Guidelines regulate exposure rather than emissions.'* Although the FCC
establishes a maximum permissible exposure (“MPE") limit, it does not mandate any
specific limitations on power levels applicable to all antennas and requires the antenna
operator to adopt exposure-mitigation measures only to the extent that certain persons
might become exposed to the emissions. Thus, a relatively low-powered site in proximity
to the general population might require more comprehensive mitigation measures than a
relatively high-powered site in a remote location accessible only to frained personnel.

The MPE limit also differentiates between “general population” and “occupational” people.
Most people fall into the generai population class, which includes anyone who either does
not know about potential exposure or knows about the exposure but cannot exert control
over the transmitters.’® The narrower occupational class includes persons exposed
through their employment and able to exert control over their exposure,’® The MPE limit
for the general population is five times lower than the MPE limit for the occupational class.

Lastly, the FCC “categorically excludes” certain antennas from routine environmental
review when either (1) the antennas create exposures in areas virtually inaccessible to

" See 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)B)(iv); see also 47 C.F.R. § 1.1307 et seq.; FCC Office of Engineering and
Technology, Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency
Electromagnetic Fields, OET Bulletin 65, ed. 97-01 (1997).

2 See 47 U.S.C. § 332{c7}B)iv).

3 See In re Procedures for Reviewing Requests for Relief from State and Local Regulations Pursuant to
Section 332(c){7)B)(iv) of the Communications Act of 1934, Report and Order, 15 FCC Red. 22821,
22828-22829 (Nov. 13, 2000) (declining to adopt rules that limit local authority to require compliance
demonstrations).

4 See generally Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields: Guidelines for Cellular and PCS Sites,
Consumer Guide, FCC (Oct. 22, 2014), available at hitps.//www.fcc.gov/guidesfhuman-exposure-ri-fields-
guidelings-cellular-and-pcs-sites {discussing in general terms how wireless sites transmit and how the FCC
regulates the emissions).

5 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.1310, Note 2.

% See id.
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humans or (2) the antennas operate at extreme low power. As a general rule, a wireless
site qualified for a categorical exclusion when mounted on a structure built solely or
primarily to support FCC-licensed or authorized equipment (i.e., a tower) and such that
the lowest point on the lowest transmitter is more than 10 meters (32.8 feet) above
ground."”

Categorical exclusions establish a presumption that the emissions from the antennas will
not significantly impact humans or the human environment. Such antennas are exempt
from routine compliance evaluations but not exempt from actual compliance. Under some
circumstances, such as a heavily collocated tower or when in close proximity to general
population members, even a categorically excluded site will require additional analysis.

4.2. Planned Compliance Evaluation and Recommendations

The FCC Guidelines do not categorically exclude AT&T's proposal because AT&T
proposes to mount the antennas on an office building that was constructed for commercial
use rather than to support wireless antennas. Accordingly, an independent RF
compliance evaluation would be appropriate.

Here, AT&T submitted a Radio Frequency Safety Survey Report Prediction prepared by
Waterford Consultants, LLC dated March 30, 2017 (the "Waterford Report”). Based on
a computer-simulated analysis, the Waterford Report finds that the RF exposure from the
AT&T antennas will exceed the maximum limit for the general population in some areas
on the rooftop, but that AT&T can demonstrate planned compliance through appropriate
mitigation measures.

The Waterford Report contains the basic RF emissions data needed to independently
evaluate planned compliance. Based on the power output levels and operating
frequencies for sectors A, C and D, AT&T’s transmitters would create a controlled access
zone that extends approximately 34' horizontally from the face of the antennas, at
approximately 53" AGL, with few stray emissions in any other direction. Based on the
power output levels and operating frequencies for sector B, AT&T's transmitters wouid
create a controlled access zone that extends approximately 50.3',

A controlled access zone does not mean that the facility will not comply with the FCC
Guidelines. In this case, the controlled access zones would extend into generally
accessible areas in all sectoers under fairly limited circumstances. For instance,
maintenance workers and painting crews that access the rooftop to service mechanical
equipment and/or paint the building exterior could potentially be unknowingly
overexposed to RF emissions because the antennas are fully concealed from view, and
in Sector A, the controlled zone extends across an accessible rooftop area.

7 See id. § 1.1307(b)(1).
(000099262}
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Accordingly, AT&T must take affirmative steps o post notice near, and in some cases
restrict access to, the adjacent areas on the rooftop or building where the exposure
exceeds the FCC’s limits. Consistent with the Waterford Report, the City should require
AT&T to erect a barrier and place signage on a portion of the upper level rooftop, as
depicted below in Figure 3. However, in contrast to the recommendation in the Waterford
Report, the City should require a larger restricted access area to encompass the entire
controlled access zone. Figure 2 depicts the controlled access zone in the Waterford
Report. Figure 3 depicts the boundaries of the controlled access zone as calculated by
this firm based on a worst-case scenario.
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Figure 2: Proposed restricted access zone depicted in dotted orange line (Source: Waterford Report).
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Al
Figure 3: Restricted access zone, depicted in solid red line (
Johnston).

Source: Google mps, annotated by M.

In the event that the City approves AT&T’s application in its current form and to promote
compliance with the FCC Guidelines, the City may wish to consider the foilowing
conditions of approval related to routine access restrictions and signage protocols as
potential mitigation measures:

1. The permittee shall keep all access points to the rooftop locked at all times except
when active maintenance is performed on the rooftop.

{00009926:2}
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2. The permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, an “RF
information” sign at all rooftop access point(s). Permittee shall install the signs
required under this condition so that a person may clearly see and understand the
sign before he or she accesses the rooftop.

3. The permittee shall install, and at all times maintain in good condition, a
polyurethane chain link barrier approximately 34 feet from the face of the antennas
in sector A that extends from the north parapet wall to the sky light. The permittee
shall also install, and at all times maintain in good condition, an “RF Caution” sign
on the chain link barrier in front of sector A. The permittee shall install the sign
required under this condition so that a person may clearly see and understand the
sign as he or she approaches the control access zone for sector A.

4. The permittee shall install and at ali times maintain in good condition, an “RF
Caution” sign adjacent to the access ladder between sector A and sector B. The
permittee shall install the sign required under this condition so that a person may
clearly see and understand the sign as he or she approaches the access ladder.

5. The permittee shall ensure that all signage complies with FCC OET Bulletin 65 or
ANSI C85.2 for color, symbol, and content conventions. All such signage shall at
all times provide a working local or toli-free telephone number to its network
operations center, and such telephone number shall be able to reach a live person
who can exert transmitter power-down control over this site as required by the
FCC.

5. Conclusion

AT&T's application materials do not contain all the information needed to determine
whether the proposed location for AT&T's new wireless facility most closely complies with
the City's preferences under Council Policy No. 21. Accordingly, the City should consider
requesting that AT&T submit addition information that evaluates locations in the three
more preferred locations as described in Section 3.1 of this memorandum.

In the event that no more preferred location that is potentially available and technically
feasible exists, the City may wish to consider approving AT&T's proposed facility subject
to the recommended conditions of approval in Section 3.2 of this memorandum.

In the event that the City approves AT&T's application in the same antenna configuration
as proposed, the facility can demonstrate planned compliance with the FCC Guidelines
related to RF exposure subject to the recommended conditions of approval in Section 4.2
of this memorandum.

MJ/jlk/rm
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WIRELESS PLANNING MEMORANDUM

TO: Corey Andrews
FROM: Robert C. May 1l
DATE: August 30, 2017

RE: 17-17-15: Technical Review of Conditional Use Permit and
Structure Development Permit Application

Applicant: AT&T Mobility
Site Address: 201 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Solana Beach, California 92075
Site ID: SD0925

The City of Solana Beach (the “City") requested that Telecom Law Firm, PC review the
AT&T Mobility (“AT&T") application to relocate an existing wireless site to a new location
at 201 Lomas Santa Fe Drive. This memorandum reviews the application and related
materials for technical and regulatory issues specific to wireless infrastructure. Although
many technical issues may implicate legal and/or regulatory issues, the analysis and
recommendations contained in this memorandum do not constitute legal advice.

1. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION

This firm issued a memorandum dated May 4, 2017 (the “May Memorandum”) to the City
that evaluated AT&T's current proposal to relocate an existing wireless facility to a
commercial office building located at 201 Lomas Santa Fe Drive (the “Proposed
Location”).’ The May Memorandum concluded that AT&T should investigate whether
three potential alternatives in more-preferred locations would be technically feasible or
potentially available.

On or around July 30, 2017, AT&T provided an alternative sites analysis dated May 2017
(the “May 2017 Alternatives Analysis”). The City subsequently requested an
independent evaluation from this firm.

2, TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SITES

The May 2017 Alternatives Analysis evaluates four possible alternatives: (1) no relocated
site at all; (2) a new site located at 210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive; (3) a new site located at
124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive; and (4) a new site located at 100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive. In
light of the propagation map that AT&T provided to show predicted service levels at the

' See Memorandum from Michael D. Johnston, Telecom Law Firm, PC, to Corey Andrews, Principal
Planner, Solana Beach, Cal. (May 4, 2017).

2081 5. Barrington Ave. - Suite 306 - Lo Angeiss « CA 90025« T 310-312-9500
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Proposed Location as shown in Figure 1, the following discussion evaluates AT&T's

supplementai alternative sites analysis and offers additional recommendations.

As a threshold matter, the City should note that the signal propagation maps provided by
AT&T contains subjective characterizations rather than objective service levels. This
practice limits the City's ability to meaningfully compare various alternatives because the
City cannot determine whether AT&T’s opinion about whether particular services are
“good” or “bad” meet generaily accepted benchmarks. These propagation maps are
generally less reliable for the same reason.

For the present purposes only, the evaluation and analysis in this memorandum will
assume that the various characterizations roughly translate to generally accepted
benchmarks (“good” = -75 dBm, “fair” = -85 dBm; and “bad” = -95 dBm). However, to the
extent that the City and AT&T disagree about the technical feasibility for any particular
alternative, the City may wish to consider requiring AT&T to perform an empirical drive
test that would definitely show actual differences in service levels from one or more
alternative sites as compared to the Proposed Location.

This slide shows the coverage

the proposed from 201 LSF per
the July 25, 2017 site plans
design. This location is the
highest elevation in the area
and with OP zone and height
limit of 45° offers the best
coverage both east and north
of any candidate and best
integration into a existing
building.

Figure 1: (Source: AT&T.)
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2.1. ATE&T Alternative 1: No Relocated Site

ATA&T provided a propagation map in Figure 2 to show the predicted service levels if the
City denied any relocation site. According to this propagation map, AT&T believes it would
be limited to “bad” coverage in the areas along Highway 101 between San Elijo Lagoon
to the north, Dahlia Drive to the south, the Pacific Ocean to the west and the ridgeline
along Nardo Avenue below Lomas Santa Fe and Mar Vista above L.omas Santa Fe.

This slide shows the gap in
coverage without the
proposed site or any
alternative locations

Figure 2: (Source.

)
Whether the City accepts the propagation maps as valid or not, there seems to be little
doubt that AT&T would experience a gap in its coverage if it decommissioned one site
and did not replace it with another. Accordingly, the City should not consider this to be a
technically feasible option.

2.2. AT&T Alternative 2: 210 L.omas Santa Fe Drive

AT&T notes that this location is approximately 10 feet lower in elevation and subject to
35-foot zone height limit, which would result in an antenna centerline approximately 20

Telezem Law Firm PC
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feet lower than the Proposed Location. AT&T also comments that the existing commercial

structure at this location is a single-story building with fewer concealment opportunities.

This slide shows the coverage at
the location across the street
from the proposed site. Ground
elevation is 10" lower than the
propased location and height limit
is 35" in LC zone, which is 10
lower than OP. This center is
made up of single stary
commercial space making it
difficult to design a antenna
structure that would not stand
out significantly. A site at this
location would need to be 20’
abave the zones height limit to
match the coverage of the

propased.

Figure 3: (Source: AT&T.)

This alternative appears to be technically feasible as a single-site replacement. A
comparison between the coverage achievable from this location and the coverage
achievable from the Proposed Location shows little meaningful difference. Both sites
would provide comparable “good” and “fair” coverage to roughly the same areas.
Although a site at this alternative location would potentiaily be less optimal insofar as the
“bad” coverage areas to the north would be slightly larger, those areas are generally open
space or within the San Elijo Lagoon where users would typically be outdoors with fewer
physical obstructions to attenuate the signal.

Moreover, the propagation map in Figure 3 appears to show that the comparable
coverage could be achieved without the additional 20-foot extension mentioned in AT&T's
Alternatives Analysis. To be sure, the single-story, flat-roofed commercial building would
present some concealment challenges. Possible designs might include, for example, a
configuous raised parapet around the entire rooftop or a freestanding architectural
feature. However, even if the City ultimately prefers the design at the Proposed Location

Telecom Law Firm PC
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over what could be built at 210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, this alternative would still be
potentially viabie.

Accordingly, the City should consider a site at 210 Lomas Santa Fe as a possible
alternative and should request that AT&T provide additional analysis into possible designs
for this location.

2.3. AT&T Alternative 3: 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive

AT&T notes that this location is approximately 30 feet lower in elevation and subject to
25-foat zone height limit, which would result in an antenna centerline approximately 50
feet lower than the Proposed Location. AT&T concludes that a site at this location would
create a need for a second site to cover the area along Lomas Santa Fe between the
freeway and Nardo Avenue.

This slide shows the gap in
coverage that a WCF at this
location would provide. Being 30
lower in ground elevation and a
height limk of 25’ for 5C the
coverage to the east up LSF where
coverage would meet the existing
coverage is reduced significantly
creating a gap In coverage and
need for a second site.

Figure 4: (Source: AT&T.)
Unlike the alternative at 210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, this alternative appears to create the

need for an additional site to provide supplemental coverage to the areas between Nardo
Avenue and the freeway. Even if the propagation maps were disqualified as not reliable,

Tefecom Law Firm PC
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the 50-foot difference between antenna centerlines possible at this alternative and at the

Proposed Location would have a significant impact on signal propagation.

Nevertheless, the City may wish to consider a multi-site solution with another site in a
preferred zone. Some possible locations for the second site might be either (1) the Light
Industrial parcels along Stevens Avenue West; (2) the Commercial parcels along San
Rodolfo Drive; or {3) Solana Beach Presbyterian Church at 120 Stevens Avenue.

Accordingly, the City should consider a site at 124 Lomas Santa Fe as a possible
alternative in a multi-site solution. If the City would consider a multi-site deployment, it
should request that AT&T provide additional analysis into possible designs for the three
locations listed above and any other possible alternatives.

2.4. AT&T Alternative 4: 100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive

AT&T notes that this location is approximately 40 feet lower in elevation and subject to
25-foot zone height limit, which would result in an antenna centerline approximately 60
feet lower than the Proposed Location. AT&T concludes that a site at this location would
either need to be 60 feet above the zone height limit to achieve the same coverage as
the Proposed Location, or create a need for a second site to cover the area along Lomas
Santa Fe between the freeway and Nardo Avenue,

[balance of page intentionally left blank]
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-

Figure 5: (Source: AT&T.)

Like the alternative at 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, this alternative does appear to create
the need for an additional site to provide supplemental coverage to the areas between
Nardo Avenue and the freeway. In addition, the propagation maps appear to show
additional coverage degradation in the residential areas above Lomas Santa Fe Drive
that was not present from an alternative at 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive.

Although the City may wish to consider possible alternatives at those same locations
around Stevens Avenue West or San Rodolfo Drive described in Section 2.3 of this
memorandum, the more logical location to reach the northern areas would be the Solana
Beach Presbyterian Church (120 Stevens Avenue). This alternative would provide AT&T
with higher elevations and additional opportunities for concealment because of the
variations in the architecture of the structures on the property.

Accordingly, the City should consider a site at 100 Lomas Santa Fe as a possible
alternative in a multi-site solution. If the City would consider a multi-site deployment, it
should request that AT&T provide additional analysis into possible designs for the Solana
Beach Presbyterian Church and any other possible alternatives.
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3. DESIGN ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the analysis above, it appears that the City may have at least two options for
single-site solutions (the Proposed Location and 210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive) and
potentially many options for a multi-site solution. Information available at this time
suggests that all options may have some less-than-desirable trade-offs between location
and possible concealment designs. Accordingly, this section evaluates the pros and cons
among various alternatives to assist the City strike an appropriate balance that it finds
most consistent with its local values expressed in the General Plan, the Solana Beach
Municipal Code ("SBMC") and Council Policy No. 21.

Facilities must be compliant with the applicable zone development rules, and the
applicable height fimit for structures on this parcel is 45 feet.? Rooftop appurtenances in
the OP zone must be screened from view from adjacent properties, public streets and on-
site parking areas.® More specifically, wireless facilities must be screened from view with
“stealth” techniques, such as false architectural elements, and rooftop sites should not be
placed on rooftop peaks.* Ancillary wireless equipment must be located indoors to the
extent feasible, or screened with walls, plants or other materials when such equipment
must be placed outdoors.® The use must not produce any negative external effects, such
as noise, odors, particulate matter, glare or electrical emissions that interfere with other
lawfully operated equipment or instruments.®

3.1. City Single Site Alternative 1: 210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive

Based on the information provided by AT&T, an alternative site located at 210 Lomas
Santa Fe Drive appears to be technically feasible as single-site solution. Although the
existing structure may not be as well-suited for concealment as the Proposed Location,
the City could require AT&T to vet possible designs for both roof-mounted and
freestanding facilities before this alternative is ruled out on aesthetic grounds.

Rooftop facilities might include a parapet wall extension with antennas distributed around
the perimeter or a mechanical penthouse to house the antennas in a centralized location.
The parapet wall extension would likely result in a cleaner design that maintains a
consistent roofline, but would need to be approximately eight feet tall to conceal the
antennas and would also add significant bulk to the building. A mechanical penthouse
would obstruct a smaller area and add less overall bulk, but may seem out of place on
this low, flat rooftop.

2 See Council Policy No. 21 § B.4; SoLANA BEACH, CAL. MUN. CoDE § 17.24.030(D).

3 See SoLANA BEACH, CAL. MUN, CoDE § 17.24.030(E)2).

4 See Council Policy No. 21 8§ B.1 and B.6.b.

> Seeid. § B.2.

& See SOLANA BEACH, CAL. MUN. CoDE § 17.24.030(F); see also Council Policy No. 21 § C.1 (requiring
compliance with generaily applicable noise standards).
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The most likely freestanding design that would blend with the existing environment would
be a monument such as a clock tower or commercial sign. Although these approaches
would leave the existing structure as-is and completely conceal all the proposed
equipment, both types of structures may draw attention to themselves because they
would be the tallest structures in the vicinity.

Recommendation: The City may wish to require that AT&T provide the City
with conceptual-level drawings or renderings to give the City a sense about
potential designs that can be compared to proposed design at the Proposed
Location.

3.2. City Single Site Alternative 2: the Proposed Location

The City may also wish to consider the Proposed Location, either as currently proposed
or with alternative concealment.

Location Considerations

The City could potentially find that the Proposed Location is equally preferable o the
identified alternative locations. Whereas Council Policy No. 21 does not expressly rank
its preference for facilities in OP zones, the OP zone could be fairly construed as a
commercial zone given that permitted uses here include commercial uses and many
similar passive operations are deemed either “permitted uses” or “conditionally permitted
uses” under the SBMC.”

Moreover, while AT&T's proposal does not qualify as either a “minor utility project” or a
“major utility project” under the SBMC,® major utility projects such as power plants and
natural gas storage facilities would be considered a conditionally permitted use in this
zone ® It is unlikely that an unmanned commercial wireless facility would have a greater
adverse impact on community aesthetics or traffic circulation than a power plant or natural
gas storage facility, and the City may find that a wireless facility in an OP zone would be
comparably preferable to a wireless facility in a commercial zone.

Interactions between Overall Height and Concealment
Due to the underlying structure’s design and layout, there is a tradeoff between overall
height and concealment. The most concealed design violates the zone height limit but the

designs at lower overall heights would be closer and maore visible to residential properties.

The overall height of AT&T's proposed facility would be approximately 64 feet above the
lowest finished grade, which is the same overall height as the existing skylight on the

7 See generally SOLANA BEACH, CAL. MUN. CODE § 17.12.020-A.

8 See id. § 17.12.030, Appendix A (defining these terms).

% Compare id. § 17.12.020-A(27} {defining major public utility installations as a conditionally permitted use
in the OP zone).
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rooftop.™® To reduce the overall height approximately 19 feet for compliance with the zone

height limit would lower the antennas below the roofline. AT&T would then be required to

split the sectors and mount the antennas in sectors A and B on the east-facing and south-
facing facades.

AT&T’s current single elevator-penthouse extension design appears more preferable to
the lower height alternative because such an alternative would move the antennas in
sectors A and B closer to residential uses and facade-mounted antennas would be less
concealed. Whereas the antennas in the proposed design would be approximately 166
feet from the nearest residential use (122 South Rios Avenue), facade-mounted antennas
in sector A would be approximately 116 feet from residences at 140 South Granados
Avenue and facade-mounted antennas in sector B would be approximately 90 feet from
residences at 122 South Rios Avenue.

Facade-mounted antennas would also be more visible than the proposed penthouse
design as they would likely require pop-out screen boxes to screen them from view. These
screen boxes hide the antennas from view but create odd protrusions from the wall, which
are generally less “stealth” than a mechanical penthouse that might otherwise appear as
an ordinary architectural feature.'’ Moreover, pop-out boxes on the facade would
potentially protrude more than 18 inches from the wall to allow sufficient space for the
antennas, mounting equipment, RRUs, surge suppressors and the screening and framing
material.'? The comparison in Figure 6 illustrates the difference in design.

Figure 6: Comparison between proposed mechanical penthouse design and “pop-out box” concealment for facade
mounted antennas, (Source: AT&T and Jonathan L. Kramer.)

In this case, strict compliance with the City's zone height limit would likely result in a
design that is more visible and more intrusive than if the City permitted AT&T's proposed

*® This estimate is based on the Topographic Survey included with AT&T's plans, which calls out the lowest
finished grade as approximately 89 feet above MSL and the proposed antenna enclosure as approximately
153 feet above MSL (i.e., 153 - 89 = 64).

1 See Council Policy No. 21 § B.1 {requiring stealth designs such as false architectural elements).

*2 See id. § B.6.a (prohibiting protrusions that exceed 18 inches from the wall).
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design. Overall height excluded, AT&T's current design would generally comply with the

SBMC and Council Policy No. 21 because the equipment would be fully screened,

architecturally integrated and would not produce any noise, emissions or other nuisance-
type external effects.

3.3. City Multi-Site Alternative 1: 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive

The potential alternative at 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive may require that the City permit
an additional site in order for AT&T to meet its technical service objectives. Whether the
City prefers this alternative would depend on the extent to which the combination of a
wireless facility located at 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive and another facility located to the
east would comply with the SBMC and Council Policy No. 21.

Recommendation: To the extent that the City would consider a multi-site
solution with one site at 124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, it should require AT&T
to evaluate and submit design proposals at this location. In addition, the City
should request that AT&T evaluate the following potential alternative sites
for technical feasibility and potential availability:

» Light Industrial (LI) Parcels Along Stevens Avenue West (including
without limitation):
o Solana Beach Storage (545 Stevens Avenue)
o Public Storage (477 Stevens Avenue)
o Price Self Storage (533 Stevens Avenue West)
o Smart Self Storage of Solana Beach (537 Stevens Avenue
West)
» Commercial (C) Parcels Along San Rodolfo Drive and Solana Hills
Drive (including without limitation)
o Solana Beach Town Centre (663-689 Lomas Santa Fe Drive)
o First Citizens Bank (706 Lomas Santa Fe Drive)
o Citibank (740 Lomas Santa Fe Drive)
* The Solana Beach Presbyterian Church (120 Stevens Avenue)

A mulii-site solution involving these locations would use more-preferred locations, but
would undermine the City’s general policy to reduce cumulative impacts from multiple
sites through careful site selection. Moreover, we cannot reach any conclusion at this time
as to whether the potential concealment design would be more or less preferable relative
to single-site locations.

3.4. City Multi-Site Alternative 2: 100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive

As discussed in Section 2.4 of this memorandum, the potential alternative at 100 Lomas
Santa Fe Drive may also require that the City permit an additional site in order for AT&T
to meet its technical service objectives. Whether the City prefers this alternative would
depend on the extent to which the combination of a wireless facility located at 100 Lomas
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Santa Fe Drive and another facility located at 120 Stevens Avenue would comply with the
SBMC and Council Policy No. 21,

Recommendation: To the extent that the City would consider a multi-site
solution with one site at 100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, it should require AT&T
to evaluate and submit design proposals at this location. In addition, the City
should request that AT&T evaluate the Solana Beach Presbyterian Church
at 120 Stevens Avenue for technical feasibility and potential availability.

This potential alternative comes with the same tradeoffs as a multi-site solution with 124
Lomas Santa Fe. These locations would use more-preferred locations, but would
undermine the City's general policy to reduce cumulative impacts from multiple sites
through careful site selection. Although the Solana Beach Presbyterian Church seems
promising from a concealment standpoint, we cannot reach any conclusion at this time
as to whether the potential concealment design would be more or less preferable relative
to single-site locations.

5. CONCLUSION

Based on the May 2017 Alternatives Analysis, there appears to be at least one more
potentially viable single-site solution (210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive} and also various other
multi-site solutions along Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Stevens Avenue and the commercial
areas near Rodolfo Drive. Although the record does not currently contain sufficient
information to meaningfuily compare these various alternatives, it appears that fidelity to
one preference compromises another. The City will need to weigh the tradeoffs between
strict compliance with Council Policy No. 21 and potentially better concealment
opportunities at lesser-preferred locations or taller structures.

The City will need additional analysis and information from AT&T to meaningfully compare
the various tradeoffs among viable alternatives. Accordingly, the City should require
AT&T to produce the additional information identified in this memorandum. AT&T's
responses should be directly comparable to the materials provided in support of the
Proposed Location. While it would not be appropriate at this time to require full zoning
drawings for each alternative, any sketches or simulations should be sufficiently detailed
to allow the City to comprehend the size, scale and visual impact of any alternatives.

RM
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WIRELESS PLANNING MEMORANDUM

TO: Corey Andrews
FROM: Robert C. May
REVIEWER: Jonathan L.. Kramer
DATE: October 18, 2017

RE: 171715

Applicant: AT&T Mobility
Site Address; 201 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Solana Beach, California 92075
Site 1D: SD0925

The City of Solana Beach (the “City") requested a review for AT&T Mobility (‘AT&T") to
install a new building-mounted wireless site located at 201 Lomas Santa Fe Drive. This
memorandum reviews the application and related materials for technical and reguiatory
issues specific to wireless infrastructure. Although many technical issues implicate legal
issues, the analysis and recommendations contained in this memorandum do not
constitute legal advice.

1. Project Background and Description

On May 4, 2017, this firm issued a memorandum o the City (the “May Memo”) that
recommended additional alternative sites analysis because it appeared that other, more-
preferred alternatives would be technically feasible and potentially available. On or
around July 30, 2017, AT&T responded with additional analysis (the “May Alternatives
Analysis”} that evaluated the currently proposed site location at 201 Lomas Santa Fe
Drive, a scenario in which AT&T did not replace the decommissioned site (“Alternative
No. 17) and three others located at 210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive (“Alternative No. 2"), 124
Lomas Santa Fe Drive (“Alternative No. 3") and 100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive (“Alternative
No. 47).

On August 30, 2017, this firm issued a memorandum to the City (the *August Memo”)
that evaluated the May Alternatives Analysis and concluded that (1) Alternative No. 1
would not be technically feasible because it would result in a gap in AT&T’s service; (2)
Alternative No. 2 appeared technically feasible as a singie-site alternative but
recommended additional information about the site design due to potential concealment
concerns; (3) Alternative Nos. 3 and 4 would most likely require a second site elsewhere

2001 §. Barrington Ave, » Suite 306 « Los Angoles « CA 80025 « T 310-312.5800

6986 La Jolta Boulevard » Sulte 204 « Lz Jolis + CA 92037 + T $18.272-6200
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in the City to achieve reasonably comparable service coverage. The August Memo also
included several suggested locations for a potential multi-site solution to be implemented

if the City preferred Alternative Nos. 3 or 4 to the currently proposed site.

On September 21, 2017, AT&T responded to the August Memo (the “September
Alternatives Analysis”). In the September Alternatives Analysis, AT&T (1) provided
details to the potential design and concealment elements for Alternative No. 2; (2) ruled-
out multi-site solutions proposed in the August Memo based on design concerns; and (3)
ruled-out other alternative site locations based on their proximity to an existing AT&T site.
While the September Alternatives Analysis responds to some of the design and viewshed
concerns related to Alternative No. 2, it fails to provide adequate information to allow this
firm or the City to fully evaluate AT&T’s claim that a muiti-site solution would not be
feasible using the alternative sites proposed in the August Memo.

2. Alternative Sites Analysis
2.1. Alternative No. 2 (210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive}

Alternative No. 2 would be technically feasible as a stand-alone site or multi-site solution.
However, the underlying building presents practical challenges for effective concealment.

AT&T evaluated a parapet wall extension at this location and points out that this
configuration would result in a more dramatic change to the building envelope as
compared to the single-enclosure in its current proposal. Specifically, AT&T would have
to install a parapet wall extension approximately eight feet tall around the entire perimeter
of the rooftop to conceal a potential site completely. That addition would significantly
displace the viewshed to the west of the property because the parapet extension would
block the existing view of the beach shoreline from the east. The September Alternatives
Analysis aiso inciuded photo simulations to illustrate the visual impact that would result
from a split-sector design, which is reproduced in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Photo simulation to show possible parapet extension to screen antennas. {Source: AT&T )

We tend to agree with AT&T on this point. Although the parapet wall depicted in the
simulation could be designed and finished to blend with the underlying building, the
extension at this location would displace more viewshed than the design proposed at 201
Lomas Santa Fe. Given the City's preference for building-mounted facilities over
freestanding towers, additional efforts to investigate other designs may not be fruitful.
Moreover, a stand-alone site at this location would create a similar viewshed
displacement issue because it would place a tall visual obstruction on the property where
no obstruction currently exists. Accordingly, the proposed location would appear to have
less of a negative visua! impact than a technically feasible design at this location.

2.2, Alternative No. 3 (124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive)

AT&T did not consider Alternative No. 3 because it would require a second site o
complete its coverage objectives, and because the building at 210 Lomas Santa Fe would
block the signal propagation to the east. AT&T relies on the coverage maps submitted to
the City as evidence of this alternative’s inability o achieve the desired coverage
objectives. This is not an adequate response to rule-out this location as a potential
candidate for a multi-site solution because the coverage maps show AT&T could achieve
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the desired coverage objective to the west at this location. Although this location could

present viewshed issues similar to those discussed for Alternative No. 2, AT&T did not

provide enough information to evaluate what type of design, and potential visual impact,
would occur here.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 2.5 to this memorandum, there appear to be several
potential locations for a second site that could achieve AT&T’s coverage objectives when
combined with a site at this location. The September Alternative Analysis includes a
conclusory statement that this location has “low building height and limited architectural
features” for a feasible design. However, AT&T did not provide a factual analysis that
addresses the possibility of a feasible multi-site design that involves this location.
Accordingly, the City should find that AT&T has not provided a technical reason why a
site at Alternative No. 3 would be infeasible even when combined with a second site to
the east.

2.3. Alternative No. 4 (100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive)

AT&T did not consider Alternative No. 4 because it would require a second site to
complete its coverage objectives. This is not an adequate response to rule-out this
location as a potential candidate for a multi-site solution because AT&T admittedly did not
consider how it could achieve the coverage objectives coupling this location with a
second-site location. Like Alternative No. 3, AT&T's coverage map for this location
appears to show a site would achieve the coverage objective to the west but AT&T
eliminated this option because the location has “low building height and limited
architectural features.” Again, AT&T did not provide factual evidence to show a site at this
location would create viewshed displacement as AT&T showed for Alternative No. 2.

As discussed in Sections 2.4 and 2.5 to this memorandum, there appear to be several
potential locations for a second site that could achieve AT&T’s coverage objective when
combined with a site at this location. Accordingly, the City should find that AT&T has not
provided a technical reason why a site at Alternative No. 4 would be infeasible even when
combined with a second site to the east.

2.4. Alternative No. 5 (Solana Beach Presbyterian Church)

The Solana Beach Presbyterian Church appears to be technically feasible as a
supplement to either Alternative Nos. 3 or 4. AT&T "[a] simulation of the best location to
cover the apex of Lomas Santa Fe to the west is provided in the coverage map package.”
The coverage map mentioned in the quoted text above appears in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Coverage map to show predicted service from Solana Beach Presbytenian Church. {Source: AT&T.)

Upon review, a proposed site at the Solana Beach Presbyterian Church would not be
technically feasible as a stand-alone site but may be a potentially feasibie supplement to
Alternative Nos. 3 or 4. A site at this location would not be technically feasible as a stand-
alone site because it would not be able to achieve the coverage objective to the west.
Although the site on its own cannot reach areas to the west, which are shaded due to the
rise in elevation, it could be a technically feasible multi-site solution with Alternatives Nos.
3 or 4. Predicted service levels for a site at this location drop off fairly sharply west of
South Nardo Avenue. However, a side-by-side comparison shows that the combined
coverage would reach all areas in AT&T's search ring. Accordingly, the Solana Beach
Presbyterian Church appears to be a technically feasible alternative under a multi-site
solution.
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Figure 3: Side-by-side coverage maps to show predicted service with Altemative Nos. 3 and 4 and Solana Beach
Presbyterian Church. {Source: AT&T.)

Although the Solana Beach Presbyterian Church may be technically feasible, it also
presents some possible challenges. As AT&T points out, it initially ignored this location
due to the general opposition it receives to proposed installations on churches with pre-
school or daycare facilities.

There is no indication in the record as to whether the church would grant AT&T a lease.
To fully vet this potential alternative, the City should require AT&T to investigate whether
the church would be a willing landlord. If so, the City should consider this a potential
location in a multi-site solution. If not, the City should consider this location ruled-out.

2.5. Alternative No. 6 (Multi-Site Deployment)

As mentioned above, AT&T states that it did not consider any multi-site deployment due
to “low building height and limited architectural features at [Alternative Nos. 3and 4] . ..
" However, the low overall height at these locations was the precise reason why we
recommended that AT&T evaluate whether a second or third site in the more preferred
zones along Stevens Avenue or Lomas Santa Fe might compensate for any deficit in
coverage. Moreover, while the City may determine that limited architectural features at
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Alternatives No. 3 and 4 render them less desirable than other alternatives, the applicant
cannot base its own analysis on subjective aesthetics.’

AT&T also analyzed all seven locations along Stevens Avenue and L.omas Santa Fe and
determined all seven would be technically infeasible as potential stand-alone sites.
According to the September Alternatives Analysis, the potential sites in the light industrial
zone along Stevens Avenue and the commercial zone along Lomas Santa Fe Drive would
be outside the "coverage objective” and “too close” to another AT&T site located at 200
Marine View Avenue (Site No. SD0429) “less than 2000 feet” away.

Sites situated outside the “coverage objective” would not necessarily rule them out as
potential supplemental sites to Alternative Nos. 3 or 4; however, their proximity to Site
No. SD0429 might cause interference at the cell edge. To determine whether any sites
within these more preferred zones would still be technically feasible as a supplemental
site, the distances between Site No. SD0429 and each aiternative have been measured.
In addition, two other potential supplemental sites have been identified and included. The
results appear in Table 1.

Alternative Site | Zone | Dist. to SD0429
Alternatives from August Memo

545 Slevens Avenue | LI ~2,220 feet
537 Stevens Avenue | LI ~2,095 feet
533 Stevens Avenue | Ll ~1,860 feet
477 Stevens Avenue | LI ~1,240 feet
740 Lomas SaniaFe | C ~1,670 feet
706 Lomas SanfaFe | C ~1,720 feet
663 Lomas Santa Fe | C ~1,800 feet
Additional Alternatives ldentified

685 San Rodolfo Dr. | C -2,150 feet
380 Stevens Avenue | ¢ ~2,015 feet

Table 1: Approximate distance from proposed alternative
sites to AT&T existing site SD0429.

Based on the 2,000-foot separation requirement in AT&T's September Alternatives
Analysis, the following locations appear to be technically feasible as supplemental sites
to Alternatives Nos. 3 or 4. (1) 545 Stevens Avenue; (2) 537 Stevens Avenue; (3) 685
San Rodolfo Drive; and (4) 380 Stevens Avenue. Each is more than 2,000 feet from the
existing Site No. SD0429. While none may be technically feasible as a stand-alone site,
each appears technically feasible as a supplemental site in a multi-site solution. As such,
the City should require AT&T to investigate each location listed Table 1 that is over 2,000
feet from Site No. SD0429 to determine if the location would be technically feasible as a
multi-site solution and if the respective landowners for the technically feasible solutions
would be willing landiords.

' See, e.g., American Tower Corp. v. City of San Diego, 763 F.3d 1035, 1057 (9th Cir. 2014).
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3. Conclusion and Recommendations

The following summarizes the conclusions to be drawn from the September

Alternatives Analysis, and recommended next steps the City may wish {o take:

1.

Alternative No. 2 (210 Lomas Santa Fe Drive): Alternative No. 2 remains
potentially viable. This location would be technically feasible either as a stand-
alone facility or in a multi-site solution. However, the record contains no information
about whether the owner would lease space to AT&T, and the building design
presents less desirable conceaiment options than are available at 201 Lomas
Santa Fe Drive. The City should require AT&T to investigate other concealment
options to decrease the potential viewshed displacement and the landowner’s
willingness to lease the necessary space for the site.

Alternative No. 3 (124 Lomas Santa Fe Drive): Alternative No. 3 remains
potentially feasible. AT&T declined to evaluate this location in a multi-site solution
and therefore has not identified a technical feasibility or potential availability reason
why this alternative should be ruled-out. Additional evaluation should be performed
by AT&T as requested by the City. Specifically, the City should require additional
information about whether a multi-site solution is feasible and if the landowner
would be interested in a lease.

Alternative No. 4 (100 Lomas Santa Fe Drive): Alternative No. 4 remains
potentially feasible. AT&T declined to evaluate this location in a multi-site solution
and therefore has not identified a technical feasibility or potential availability reason
why this alternative should be ruled-out. Additional evaluation should be performed
by AT&T as requested by the City. Specifically, the City should require additional
information about whether a multi-site solution is feasible and if the landowner
would be interested in a lease.

Alternative No. 5 (Solana Beach Presbyterian Church): Alternative No. 5 would
not be technically feasible as a stand-alone site, but appears to be technically
feasible in a multi-site solution with opportunities for concealment. However, the
record contains no information about whether the owner would lease space to
AT&T. The City should require additional information about whether the church
would be interested in a lease.

Aiternative No. 6 (Multi-Site Solutions): A multi-site solution remains potentially
feasible. Although AT&T provided a valid technical reason to rule-out five potential
locations identified in the August Memo, four potential sites appear technically
feasible. The remaining sites are: 380 Stevens Avenue; 545 Stevens Avenue; 537
Stevens Avenue; and 685 San Rodolfo Drive. AT&T should perform additional
evaluation as requested by the City. Specifically, the City should require additional
information for each location about whether a multi-site solution is feasible and if
the landowner would be interested in a lease.
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For the alternatives discussed above, AT&T should provide any sketches, coverage maps or
simulations with enough detail to allow the City to evaluate the technical feasibility, size, scale
and visual impact of each location.

RM
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STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Community Development Department
SUBJECT: Public Hearing: Development Review Permit (DRP) and

Structure Development Permit (SDP) Modification for 225
Pacific Avenue (Case # 17-12-21 Applicants: Mark and
Felicia Barr) Resolution 2017-138

BACKGROUND:

The Applicants, Mark and Felicia Barr, are seeking the Council's approval of a
Development Review Permit (DRP) and Structure Development Permit (SDP)
modification to demolish an existing single-story home, attached garage and detached
accessory structure and to construct a new 1,935 square foot two-story, single-family
residence with an attached 393 square foot garage located at 225 Pacific Avenue. As
designed, the first floor would consist of 756 square feet of living area and the second
floor would consist of 1,179 square feet of living area. The project included a 10-foot
cantilevered design component which originally would have been supported by caissons
located at the 40-foot required rear yard setback. The caissons have since been
removed and the revised cantilevered foundation would be located 46 feet east of the
top of bluff. The maximum height of the proposed residence would be 24.99 feet above
the existing grade. Grading proposed for the project would include 65 cubic yards of soil
to be removed and re-compacted onsite for the siab and 25 cubic yards of excavated
soil to be exported for the revised foundation design. The new residence would be
considered a bluff top redevelopment project as defined by the City’s Local Coastal
Program (LCP) Land Use Plan (LUP).

The issue before the Council is whether the Council can make the required findings to
adopt Resolution 2017-138 (Attachment 1) to approve the Applicants’ request to modify
the original project approvals as provided under the SBMC 17.68.040(K).

COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDA ITEM B.2.
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DISCUSSION:

The original project design for the residence was approved with the adoption of
Resolution 2015-093 (Attachment 2) at the August 25, 2015 City Council Public
Hearing.

The approval under Resolution 2015-094 was set to expire on August 25, 2017. The
Applicants were unable to obtain building permits and start construction by that date
because of delays in receiving final California Coastal Commission (CCC) approval. In
accordance with Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Section 17.72.110, the
Applicants applied for a DRP/SDP extension on June 8, 2017. SBMC Section
17.72.110(B)(1) indicates that:

One or more (but not more than a total of four} extensions may be granted
not exceeding a cumulative total of 24 months affer the date the original
approval of the project expires. The duration of an extension shall be in an
increment of 30 days. The minimum duration of an extension shall be six
months. The maximum duration of an extension shall not be more than 12
months. The duration of an extension shall be determined at the discretion
of the issuing authority.

While reviewing the request for a time extension, Staff noted that one of the required
findings that the City Council would need to be able to make in order to approve a time
extension is that,

There have not been any significant changes in the general plan,
applicable specific plan, if any, zoning, or character of the area within
which the project is located that would cause the approved project fo
become inconsistent, incompatible, or nonconforming therewith.

Since the original project approval on August 25, 2015, the SBMC requirements of the
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance were updated with the adoption of Ordinance 467
which became effective on December 1, 2015. With the updated Ordinance, the project
requires the approval of a Landscape Documentation Package which was not
previously required. Therefore, the application for a time extension was converted to an
application for a DRP/SDP modification. The Applicants submitted preliminary
landscape plans and the City's third-party landscape architect found them in compliance
with the Water Efficient Landscape Reguiations. If the Council is able to make the
required findings to approve the project, the Applicants would be required to submit
detailed construction landscape drawings that will be reviewed by the City’s third-party
landscape architect for conformance with the conceptual plan prior to building permit
issuance. In addition, the City’s third-party landscape architect will perform inspections
during the construction phase of the project.

In addition, the design of the proposed residence has been modified since the original
approval. On June 8, 2016, CCC approved a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the
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proposed project subject to conditions of project approval which required the Applicants
to modify the project design. The Notice of Intent to Issue a Permit from the CCC has
been provided (Attachment 3) and the conditions of approval which necessitate project
revisions include the following:

1.

Any reference to the caisson foundation on all plans shall be eliminated; a
deepened footing and structural beam foundation (maximum 5 ft. in depth) may
be substituted.

The foundation of the proposed home shall be located no less than 46 feet
landward of the existing upper bluff edge.

The proposed development, including the deepened footing and grade beam
foundation, shall be specifically designed and constructed such that it could be
removed in the event of endangerment of the residential structure.

All grading and excavation shall be prohibited within 46 feet of the existing bluff
edge and all references to the 36 inch deep excavated area beneath the
cantilever portion of the residence on the plans shall be eliminated.

All runoff from impervious surfaces on the top of the bluff shall be collected and
directed away from the bluff edge towards the street.

The Applicants revised their project plans in conformance with the conditions of
approval from the CCC and are asking for the City Council to approve a DRP/SDP
modification for the revised project design. The original project plans and the revised
project plans have been provided in Attachments 4 and 5. The proposed revisions
include the following:

1.

Removal of the caisson foundation to be replaced with a cantilevered foundation.
The new foundation would be landward of the 46 foot top of bluff setback
established by the CCC and the proposed residence would cantilever ten feet
seaward of the 46 foot bluff top setback.

The grading quantities were increased by 4 cubic yards of export. Originally, 21
cubic yards of material was proposed to be cut and exported off-site in order to
construct the proposed caisson foundation. With the revised foundation design
the project will require an 25 cubic yards of cut to be exported off-site for the
footing excavation, to allow room for waterproofing and to account for the
potential of existing site material that is not usable for compacted fill. Both
projects would require an additional 65 cubic yards to be removed and re-
compacted onsite for the sfab.

The western wall of the proposed first floor of the residence would be moved to
the east six feet in order to maintain a 36 foot setback from the top of bluff which
results in a reduction of 198 square feet on the first floor.



December 13, 217
17-12-21 DRP/SDP Mod. Barr
Page 4 0of6

4. The Applicants have proposed to add square footage in areas that are within the
three dimensional envelope of the previously-installed story poles in order to
make up for the 198 square foot reduction from moving the westernmost wall 6
feet to the east (no view claims were filed for the original project). The original
project received There are three areas on the first floor plan that would total an
addition of approximately 140 square feet and one area on the second floor plan
which would total approximately 30 square feet.

5. The proposed modifications would result in the following square footage
breakdown:

ble 1

.. . ' PROJECT AND PARCEL INFORMATION
Property Address: 225 Pacific Avenue Maximum Allowable Floor Area Per

Zone: Medium Residential (MR) SROZ: 1,950.5 fit2

Overlay Zone: SROZ 2
. Approved Floor Area: 1,949.25
Legal Lot Size: 4,175 " Below Max. Floor Area by: 0.75 ft?

Actual Lot Size: 3,901 f&?

(Lot After Bluff Erosion) Proposed Floor Area: 1,935 ft*
Maximum Building Height: 25 fi. Below Max. Floor Area by: 15.5 ft
Proposed Building Height: 24.99 ft.

. PROPOSED PROJECT INFORMATION -
Approved Square Footage Breakdown: | Proposed Square Footage Breakdown
First Floor Living Area: 816.25 ft* | First Floor Living Area: 756 ft
Second Floor Living Area: 1,133 ft* | Second Floor Living Area: 1,179 ft2
Attached Garage: 400 f | Attached Garage: 393 ft?
Subtotal: 2,349.25 ft* | Subtotal: 2,328 ft*
Required Parking Exemption: - 400 ft* | Required Parking Exemption: - 393 ft?
Total: 1,949.25 ft* | Total: 1,935 ft°
Grading Quantities: Grading Quantities:

65 cubic yards of cut for removal and 65 cubic yards of cut for removal and

recompaction and 21 cubic yards to be cut | recompaction and 25 cubic yards to be cut

and exported for the caisson foundation. and exported for the revised foundation
design.

It should be noted that during the review of this DRP/SDP modification, the Applicants
received CCC final approval on November 16, 2017. The building permit plans have
been reviewed and are ready to be issued if the City Council is able to make the
required findings and approve the DRP/SDP modification.
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Should the Council approve the DRP/SDP modification, the applicable conditions of the
original project approval from Resolution 2015-093 (Attachment 2) have been
incorporated in to the Resolution 2017. Should the request for a modification of the
project be denied, the Applicants would be required to process a new application for a
revised project before any work could be done onsite.

A draft Resolution 2017-138 (Attachment 1) has been prepared by Staff for Council
consideration. The draft Resolution is based upon the information provided in this
report. The Council may direct Staff to modify Resolution 2017-138 to refiect the
findings and conditions it deems appropriate as a part of the public hearing process. In
the alternative, if Council determines the request is to be denied, Staff will prepare a
Resolution of Denial for an action to be taken at a subsequent Council meeting.

Public Hearing Notice:

Notices of a public hearing for this project were mailed to property owners and
occupants within 300 feet of the project site more than 10 days prior to the Council date.
As of the date of preparation of this Staff Report, no phone calls, letters, or emails have
been received by Staff in regard to the extension request.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Class 3 consists of construction and
location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures. Examples of this
exemption include one single-family residence or second dwelling unit in a residential
zone. In urbanized areas, up to three-single-family residences may be constructed or
converted under this exemption.

FISCAL IMPACT: N/A

WORK PLAN: N/A

OPTIONS:

Approve Staff recommendation adopting the attached Resolution 2017-138.

Approve Staff recommendation subject to additional specific conditions necessary
for the City Council to make all required findings for the approval of a SDP and
DRP,

Deny the project if all required findings for the DRP cannot be made.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the public hearing, Report Council
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disclosures, Receive public testimony, Close the public hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
pursuant to Section 153083 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. If the Council can make the required findings, adopt Resolution 2017-138,
approving the request for a DRP/SDP modification for the proposed single-
family residence and attached garage at 225 Pacific Avenue.

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Depantment Recogmmendation

| Gregory Wade, City Manager

Attachments:

Resolution 2017-138

Resolution 2015-093

CCC Notice of intent to Approve
8-25-15 Approved Project Plans
Revised Project Plans

R LN



RESOLUTION 2017- 138

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CONDITIONALLY
APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERMIT AND
STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT MODIFICATION FOR
A NEW TWO-STORY BLUFF TOP SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE AT 225 PACIFIC AVENUE IN SOLANA BEACH

APPLICANTS: Mark and Felicia Barr
CASE NO.: 17-12-21 DRP/ SDP Modification

WHEREAS, Mark and Felicia Barr (hereinafter referred to as “Applicants”) have
submitted a request for a Development Review Permit (DRP) and Structure
Development Permit (SDP) medification to demolish the existing residence and
construct a new two-story, single-family residence on the coastal bluff at 225 Pacific
Avenue, pursuant to Title 17 (Zoning), of the Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC);
and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution 2015-093 approving the project at
the regularly scheduled August 25, 2015 City Council meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Applicants have requested a DRP/SDP modification to comply with
the California Coastal Commission’s required project revisions; and

WHEREAS, on December 13, 2017, the City Council held a duly noticed Public
Hearing to consider the DRP/SDP modification; and

WHEREAS, the Public Hearing was conducted pursuant to the provisions of SBMC
17.72.030 of the Solana Beach Zoning Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, at the Public Hearing, the City Council received and considered
evidence concerning the request for a DRP/SDP modification; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach found the project exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15303 of the
State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, this decision is based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, and
any information the City Council gathered by viewing the site and the area as disclosed
at the hearing.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California, does
resolve as follows:

1. That the foregoing recitations are true and correct.
2. That the request for a Development Review Permit (DRP) and Structure
Development Permit (SDP) modification to demolish an existing single-story

home, attached garage and detached accessory structure and to construct a new
1,935 square foot two-story, single-family residence with an attached 393 square

ATTACHMENT 1
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foot garage located at 225 Pacific Avenue is conditionally approved based on the
following Findings and on all terms and conditions of Resolution 2015-093, which
are in effect:

3. FINDINGS:

1.

In.

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and all
applicable requirements of SBMC Title 17 (Zoning Ordinance),
including special regulations, overlay zones and specific plans.

General Plan Consistency: The proposed project, as conditioned, is
consistent with the City's General Plan designation of Medium Density
Residential, which allows for single-family residential development with
a maximum density of 5-7 dwelling units per acre. Further, the
proposed development is consistent with the objectives of the General
Plan as it encourages the development and maintenance of healthy
residential neighborhoods, the stability of transitiona!l neighborhoods,
and the rehabilitation of deteriorated neighborhoods.

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Consistency: The proposed
project is consistent with all applicable requirements of the City's certified
Local Coastal Program lLand Use Pian including key policies related to
blufi edge setbacks for new development, cantilevered design
components and definitions.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency: The proposed project is consistent with
all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 17) (SBMC
17.20.030 and 17.48.040), which delineates maximum allowable FAR,
Permitted Uses and Structures (SBMC Section 17.20.020), which
provides for uses of the property for a single-family residence. Further,
the proposed project adheres to all property development regulations
established for the MR Zone and cited by SBMC Section 17.020.030 as
well as the specific development regulations of the Scaled Residential
Overly Zone (SROZ) cited in SBMC Section 17.48.040.

The design of the proposed project is consistent with the provisions for
minimum yard dimensions (i.e., setbacks) and the maximum FAR,
maximum building height, and parking requirements. Prior to building
permit issuance, the project will be reviewed for compliance with the
landscape regulations as established by Solana Beach Municipal Code
Section 17.56.

The proposed development complies with the following development
review criteria set forth in Solana Beach Municipal Code Section
17.68.040.F:

a. Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses: The development shall
be designed in a manner compatible with and complementary
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to existing development in the immediate vicinity of the project
site and the surrounding neighborhood. The development as
proposed shall also be compatible in scale, apparent bulk, and
massing with such existing development in the surrounding
neighborhood. Site planning on or near the perimeter of the
development shall give consideration to the protection of
surrounding areas from potential adverse effects.

The property is located within the Medium Residential (MR)
Zone on the west side of Pacific Avenue along the City's
coastal bluffs. The properties immediately adjacent to the
north, south, and east are also located within the MR Zone.
Surrounding properties are developed with one and two-story
single-family residences. The project, as designed, is
consistent with the permitted uses for the MR Zone as
described in SBMC Sections 17.20.010 and 17.12.020, and is
also consistent with the General Plan, which designates the
property as Medium Density Residential. The proposed
development is consistent with the objectives of the General
Plan as it encourages the development and maintenance of
healthy residential neighborhoods, the stability of transitional
neighborhoods, and the rehabilitation of deteriorated
neighborhoods.

. Building and Structure Placement: Buildings and structures shall
be sited and designed fo minimize adverse impacts on the
surrounding properties and designed in a manner which visually
and functionally enhance their intended use and complement
existing site topography. Multi-family residential buildings shall be
sited to avoid crowding and to allow for a functional use of the
space between buildings.

The new residence, as viewed from Pacific Avenue, will appear
as a contemporary two-story residence similar to other recent
remodeled residences in the neighborhood.

The proposed project, as designed, is below the maximum
allowable SROZ FAR for the property and is consistent with
applicable LUP policies including those for required setbacks
and cantilevered construction.

The original project design proposed that the new residence
would be sited on caissons in compliance with LUP Policies
4.23 and 4.25 located 40 feet from the coastal bluff edge.
However, the CCC required the removal of the caissons from
the project design. As modified, the project proposes a
cantilevered foundation 46 feet from the top of bluff and the
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proposed western side of the residence would cantilever 10
feet over the 46 foot setback line to the west.

. Landscaping: Landscaping. The removal of significant native
vegetation shall be minimized. Replacement vegetation and
landscaping shall be compatible with the vegetation of the
surrounding area. To the maximum extent practicable,
landscaping and plantings shall be used to screen parking
areas, slorage areas, access roads, and other service uses of
the site. Trees and other large plantings shall not obstruct
significant views when installed or at maturity. Drought tolerant
plant materials and water conserving irrigation systems shall be
incorporated into all landscaping plans.

The original project was not subject to the water efficient
landscaping regulations of SBMC 17.56. On December 1,
2015, Ordinance 467 became effective which reduced the
threshold that requires review of a landscape documentation
package. The revised project is now subject to the current
water efficient landscaping regulations because a landscape
documentation package is required for new development
projects with an aggregate landscape greater than or equal to
500 square feet requiring a building permit, plan check or
development review.

The Applicants submitted a conceptual landscape plan that has
been reviewed by the City’s third-party landscape architect who
has recommended approval of the conceptual landscape plan.
The Applicants will be required to submit detailed construction
landscape drawings that will be reviewed by the City's third-
party landscape architect for conformance with the conceptual
plan prior to building permit issuance. In addition, the City's
third-party landscape architect will perform inspections during
the construction phase of the project. The project has been
conditioned to comply with LUP Policy 4.26 which requires the
removal or capping of any permanent irrigation system within
100 feet of the bluff edge in connection with issuance of
discretionary permits for new development, redevelopment,
shoreline protection, or bluff erosion, unless the bluff property
owner demonsirates to the satisfaction of the Public Works
Director, or the CCC if the project is appealed, that such
irrigation has no material impact on bluff erosion (e.g., watering
hanging plants over hardscape which drains to the street).

. Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas: Any
development involving more than one building or structure shall
provide common access roads and pedestrian walkways.
Parking and outside storage areas, where permitted, shall be
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screened from view, to the extent feasible, by existing
topography, by the placement of buildings and structures, or by
landscaping and plantings.

The project is for a new single-family residence with an
attached garage, therefore, common access roads and
pedestrian walkways are not required. The proposed revised
project includes an attached 393 SF garage at the northeast
corner of the residence that is accessed from Pacific Avenue.
SBMC Section 17.52.040 and the Off-Street Parking Design
Manual (OSPDM) require each single-family residence to
provide two parking spaces that are 9’ X 19’ clear. If the spaces
are provided in a garage, up to 200 square feet per required
parking space is exempt from the calculation of the FAR. The
proposed attached garage provides two parking spaces that
are in compliance with the regulations and, therefore, 393
square feet has been exempted from the calculation.

. Grading: To the extent feasible, natural topography and scenic
features of the site shall be retained and incorporated into the
proposed devefopment. Any grading or earth-moving
operations in connection with the proposed development shall
be planned and execufed so as to blend with the existing
terrain both on and adjacent to the site. Existing exposed or
disturbed slopes shall be landscaped with native or naturalized
non-native vegetation and existing erosion problems shall be
corrected.

Sixty-five (65) cubic yards will be removed and re-compacted
onsite for the slab. Originally, an additional 21 cubic yards of
material was proposed to be cut and exported off-site in order
to construct the proposed caisson foundation, however, the
CCC required the Applicants to eliminate the caisson
foundation. With the revised foundation design the project will
require an additional 25 cubic yards of cut to be exported off-
site for the footing excavation, to allow room for waterproofing
and to account for the potential of existing site material that is
not usable for compacted fill.

Lighting: Light fixtures for walkways, parking areas, driveways,
and other facilities shall be provided in sufficient number and at
proper locations to assure safe and convenient nighttime use.
All light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light
or glare is transmitted or reflected in such concentrated
quantities or intensities as to be detrimental to the surrounding
areas per SBMC 17.60.060 (Exterior Lighting Regulations).
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A condition of project approval includes that all new exterior
lighting fixtures comply with the City-Wide Lighting Regulations
of the Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). All light fixtures
shall be shielded so that no light or glare is transmitted or
reflected in such concentrated quantities or intensities as to be
detrimental to the surrounding area.

g. Usable Open Space: Recreational facilities proposed within
required usable open space shall be located and designed to
maintain essential open space values.

The project consists of a new single-family residence, attached
garage and associated site improvements, therefore, usable
open space and recreational facilities are not required
according to SBMC 17.20.040.

All required permits and approvals including variances, conditional use
permits, comprehensive sign plans, and coastal development permits
have been obtained prior to or concurrently with the development
review permit.

All required permits are being processed concurrently with the
Development Review Permit modification. The Applicants received
final approval from the CCC on November 16, 2017.

If the development project also requires a permit or approval to be
issued by a state or federal agency, the city council may conditionally
approve the development review permit upon the Applicants obtaining
the required permit or approval from the other agency.

The Applicants received final approval from the CCC on November 16,
2017.

B. In accordance with Section 17.63.040 (Structure Development Permit) of
the Sotana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:

Notices were mailed to all property owners and residents within 300
feet of the property and the deadline to file for View Assessment was
Jdune 1, 2015. No applications for View Assessment were received.
Therefore, the requirements for the approval of a SDP have been met.
Thus, the SDP will be issued administratively with the DRP.

As a condition of project approval, once construction has begun, the
Applicants shall submit a height certification prior to the framing
inspection, one for the tallest portion of the residence and one for the
highest point above MSL. The Height Certification must be signed by a
licensed land surveyor and will verify that the framing materials and the
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proposed roofing materials will not exceed the maximum building
heights approved by the SDP.

4. CONDITIONS

Prior to use or development of the property in reliance on this permit, the
Applicants shall provide for and adhere to the applicable conditions of the
original project approval of Resolution 2015-093.

5. ENFORCEMENT: Pursuant to SBMC 17.72.120(B) failure to satisfy any and ali
of the above-mentioned conditions of approval is subject to the imposition of
penalties as set forth in SBMC Chapters 1.16 and 1.18 in addition to any
applicable revocation proceedings.

6. EXPIRATION: The DRP/SDP modification for the project will expire 24 months
from the date of adoption of this resolution, unless the Applicants have obtained
building permits and have commenced construction prior to that date, and
diligently pursued construction to completion. No additional extensions of the
application may be granted by the City Council.

7. INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT: The Applicants shall defend, indemnify, and
hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees from any and all
claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs, including attorney's
fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the
issuance of this permit including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set
aside, void, challenge, or annul this development approval and any
environmental document or decision. The City will promptly notify the Applicants
of any claim, action, or proceeding. The City may elect to conduct its own
defense, participate in its own defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in
defense of any claim related to this indemnification. In the event of such election,
the Applicants shall pay all of the costs related thereto, including without
limitation reasonable attorney's fees and costs. In the event of a disagreement
between the City and Applicants regarding litigation issues, the City shall have
the authority to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions,
including, but not limited to, settlement or other disposition of the matter.
However, the Applicants shall not be required to pay or perform any settlement
unless such settlement is approved by the Applicants.

NOTICE TO APPLICANTS: Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, you are
hereby nofified that the 90-day period to protest the imposition of the fees,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this Resolution commences
on the effective date of this resolution. To protest the imposition of any fee,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this Resolution you must
comply with the provisions of Government Code Section 66020. Generally the
Resolution is effective upon expiration of the tenth day following the date of adoption
of this Resolution, unless the resolution is appealed or called for review as provided
in the Solana Beach Zoning Ordinance.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana
Beach, California, held on the 13" day of December 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Counciimembers —
NOES: Councilmembers -
ABSENT: Councilmembers —
ABSTAIN: Councilmembers —

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk



RESOLUTION 2015-093

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CONDITIONALLY
APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERMIT AND AN
ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT TO
DEMOLISH ALL STRUCTURES ONSITE AND
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW RESIDENCE AND ATTACHED
GARAGE AT 225 PACIFIC AVENUE, SOLANA BEACH

APPLICANTS: Mark and Felicia Barr
CASE NO.: 17-12-21 DRP/SDP

WHEREAS, Mark and Felicia Barr (hereinafter referred to as “Applicants”) have
submitted an application for a Development Review Permit (DRP) and administrative
Structure Development Permit (SDP) pursuant to Title 17 (Zoning), of the Solana Beach
Municipal Code (SBMC); and

WHEREAS, the Public Hearing was conducted pursuant to the provisions of Solana
Beach Municipal Code Section 17.72.030; and

WHEREAS, at the Public Hearing on August 25, 2015, the City Council received
and considered evidence concerning the proposed application; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach found the application
request exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Section
15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, this decision is based upon the evidence presented at the hearing and

any information the City Council gathered by viewing the site and the area as disclosed
at the hearing.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California, does
resolve as follows:

1. That the foregoing recitations are true and correct.

2. That the request for a Development Review Permit and an administrative
Structure Development Permit to demolish all existing structures onsite and
redevelop the site with a new 1,949.25 square foot single family, two-story
residence (816.25 first floor, 1,133 second fioor) and 400 square foot attached
garage with caissons and a 10-foot westerly cantilevered design component to
be installed 40 feet east of the bluff edge to support the new square footage is

conditionally approved based upon the following findings and subject to the
following conditions:

ATTACHMENT 2
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3. FINDINGS

A. In accordance with Section 17.68.040 (Development Review Permit) of the
City of Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the foliowing:

l.

il.

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and all
applicable requiremenis of SBMC Title 17 (Zoning Ordinance),
including special regulations, overlay zones and specific plans.

General Plan Consistency: The proposed project, as conditioned, is
consistent with the City's General Plan designation of Medium Low
Density Residential, which allows for single-family residential
development with a maximum density of 5-7 dwelling units per acre.
Further, the proposed development is consistent with the objectives of
the General Plan as it encourages the development and maintenance
of healthy residential neighborhoods, the stability of transitional
neighborhoods, and the rehabilitation of deteriorated neighborhoods.

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Consistency: The proposed
project is consistent with all applicable requirements of the City's certified
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan including key policies related to
bluff edge setbacks for new development, use of caissons, cantilevered
design components and definitions.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency: The proposed project is consistent with
all applicable requiremenis of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 17) (SBMC
17.20.030 and 17.48.040), which delineates maximum allowable FAR,
Permitted Uses and Structures (SBMC Section 17.20.020), which
provides for uses of the property for a single-farnily residence. Further,
the proposed project adheres to all property development regulations
established for the MR Zone and cited by SBMC Section 17.020.030 as
well as the specific development regulations of the Scaled Residential
Qverly Zone (SROZ) cited in SBMC Section 17.48.040.

The design of the proposed project is consistent with the provisions for
minimum yard dimensions {i.e., setbacks) and the maximum FAR,
maximum building height, and parking requirements. Prior to building
permit issuance, the project will be reviewed for compliance with the

landscape regulations as established by Solana Beach Municipal Code
Section 17.56.

The proposed development complies with the following development

review criteria set forth in Solana Beach Municipal Code Section
17.68.040.F;
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a. Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses: The development shall
be designed in a manner compatible with and where feasible,
complimentary to existing and potential development in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. Site planning on the
perimeter of the development shall give consideration to the
protection of surrounding areas from potential adverse effects,

as well as protection of the property from adverse surrounding
influences.

The property is located within the Medium Residential (MR)
Zone on the west side of Pacific Avenue along the City's
coastal bluffs. The properties immediately adjacent to the
north, south, and east are also located within the MR Zone.
Surrounding properties are developed with one and two story
single-family residences. The project, as designed, is
consistent with the permitted uses for the MR Zone as
described in SBMC Sections 17.20.010 and 17.12.020, and is
also consistent with the General Plan, which designates the
property as Medium Density Residential. The proposed
development is consistent with the objectives of the General
Plan as it encourages the development and maintenance of
healthy residential neighborhoods, the stability of transitional
neighborhoods, and the rehabilitation of deteriorated
neighborhoods.

b. Building and Structure Placement: Buildings and structures shall

be sited and designed in a manner which visually and functionally
enhances their intended use.

The new residence, as viewed from Pacific Avenue, will appear
as a contemporary two-story residence similar to other recent
remodeled residences in the neighborhood.

The proposed project, as designed, is below the maximum
allowable SROZ FAR for the property and is consistent with

applicable LUP policies including those for required setbacks
and caissons.

The new residence will be sited on caissons in compliance with
LUP Policies 4.23 and 4.25 (described in the Staff Report) and
will be located 40 feet from the coastal biuff edge. In addition,
the second story includes an uncovered deck on the west side
of the residence. Both the first and second stories are
cantilevered 10 feet west of the 40 foot setback line and the
locations of the caissons. The Certified LUP includes a
definition of “cantilever” with a corresponding development
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standard which limits designs incorporating a cantilevered
design component to a maximum 10 feet westerly projection
over the 40 foot biuff edge setback.

. Landscaping: The removal of significant native vegetation shall
be minimized. Replacement vegetation and landscaping shall
be compatible with the vegetation of the surrounding area.
Trees and other large plantings shall not obstruct significant
views when installed or at maturity.

The project is not subject to the water efficient landscaping
regulations of SBMC 17.56 because the project is an existing
single family residence with less than 2,500 SF of landscaped
area. Some of the existing landscaping would remain. The
project has been conditioned, however, to comply with LUP
Policy 4.26 which requires the removal or capping of any
permanent irrigation system within 100 feet of the biuff edge in
connection with issuance of discretionary permits for new
development, redevelopment, shoreline protection, or bluff
erosion, unless the bluff property owner demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Director, or the CCC if the
project is appealed, that such irrigation has no material impact

on bluff erosion (e.g., watering hanging plants over hardscape
which drains to the street).

. Aoads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas: Any
development involving more than one building or structure shall
provide common access roads and pedestrian walkways.
Parking and outside storage areas, where permitted, shall be
Screened from view, fo the extent feasible, by existing

topography, by the placement of buildings and structures, or by
landscaping and plantings.

The project is for a new single-family residence with an
attached garage, therefore, common access roads and
pedestrian walkways are not required. The proposed project
includes an attached 400 SF garage at the northeast comer of
the residence that is accessed from Pacific Avenue. SBMC
Section 17.52.040 and the Off-Street Parking Design Manual
(OSPDM) require each single-family residence to provide two
parking spaces that are 9 X 19 clear. If the spaces are
provided in a garage, up to 200 square feet per required
parking space is exempt from the calculation of the FAR. The
proposed attached garage provides two parking spaces that
are in compliance with the regulations and, therefore, 400
square feet has been exempted from the calculation. No
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additional parking or outside storage areas are required or
proposed.

e. Grading: To the extent feasible, natural topography and scenic
features of the site shall be retained and incorporated into the
proposed development. Any grading or earth-moving
operations in connection with the proposed development shall
be planned and executed so as to blend with the existing
terrain both on and adjacent to the site. Existing exposed or
disturbed slopes shall be landscaped with native or naturalized

non-native vegetation and existing erosion problems shall be
corrected.

65 cubic yards will be removed and re-compacted onsite for the

slab. 21 cubic yards of material will be cut and exported off-site
for the caissons.

f. Lighting: Light fixtures for walkways, parking areas, driveways,
and other facilities shall be provided in sufficient number and at
proper locations to assure safe and convenient nighttime use.
All light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light
or glare is transmitted or reflected in such concentrated
guantities or intensities as to be detrimental to the surrounding
areas per SBMC 17.60.060 (Exterior Lighting Regulations).

A condition of project approval includes that all new exierior
lighting fixtures comply with the City-Wide Lighting Regulations
of the Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). All light fixtures
shall be shielded so that no light or glare is transmitted or
reflected in such concentrated quantities or intensities as to be
detrimental to the surrounding area.,

g. Usable Open Space: Recreational faciliies proposed within

required usable open space shall be located and designed to
maintain essential open space values.

The project consists of a new single-family residence, attached
garage and associated site improvements, therefore, usable
open space and recreational facilities are not required
according to SBMC 17.20.040.

All required permits and approvals including variances, conditional use
permits, comprehensive sign plans, and coastal development permits

have been obtained prior to or concurrently with the development
review permit.
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All required permits, including an administrative Structure Development
Permit, are being processed concurrently with the Development
Review Permit. As a condition of project approval, the Applicants will
be required to obtain approval from the California Coastal Commission
prior to issuance of building permits by the City.

In accordance with Section 17.63.040 (Structure Development Permit) of
the Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:

Notices were mailed to all properly owners and residents within 300
feet of the property and the deadline to file for View Assessment was
June 1, 2015. No applications for View Assessment were received.
Therefore, the requirements for the approval of a SDP have been met.
The SDP will be issued administratively with the DRP should the

Council determine that the findings can be made to approve the
project.

As a condition of project approval, once construction has begun, the
Applicants will be required to submit a height certification prior to the
framing inspection, one for the tallest portion of the residence and one
for the highest point above MSL. The Height Certification will be signed
by a licensed land surveyor and will verify that the framing materials
and the proposed roofing materials will not exceed the maximum
building heights approved by the SDP.

4. CONDITIONS

Prior to use or development of the property in reliance on this permit, the
Applicants shall provide for and adhere to the following conditions:

A.

Community Development Depariment Conditions:

;.

1.

The Applicants shall pay required Public Facilities Fees, as
established by SBMC Section 17.72.020 and Resolution 1997-36.

Building Permit plans must be in substantial conformance with the
plans presented to the City Council on August 25, 2015, and located
in the project file with a submittal date of July 28, 2015.

Prior to requesting a framing inspection, the Applicants will be
required to submit two height certifications signed by a licensed land
surveyor certifying that the structure will not exceed 24.99 feet in
height or 105.7 feet above MSL from the proposed finished grade.

Any proposed onsite fences, walls and any proposed railing located
on top or any combination thereof shall comply with applicable
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regulations of SBMC Section 17.20.040 and 17.60.070 (Fences and
Walls).

The Applicants shall obtain required California Coastal Commission
(CCC) approval of a Coastal Development Permit, Waiver or
Exemption as determined necessary by the CCC, prior to the
issuance of a building permit by the City.

The Applicants shall remove or cap any/all permanent irrigation
systems onsite unless the biuff property owner demonstrates, to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Director, that such irrigation has no
material impact on biuff erosion (e.g., watering hanging plants over
hardscape which drains to the street).

All new bluff property landscaping shall consist of native, non-
invasive, drought-tolerant, fire-resistant, and salt-tolerant species.

All storm water drain systems that currently drain or previously
drained towards the west over the bluff shall be capped. These
systems should be redesigned to drain directly, or through a sump
system and then pumped, to the street in compliance with RWQCB
final order permit number R9-2013-0001 and consistent with SUSMP
requirements.

Any new exterior lighting fixtures shall be in conformance with the
City-Wide Lighting Regulations of SBMC 17.60.060.

All light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or
glare is transmitted or reflected in such concentrated quantities or
intensities that render them detrimental to the surrounding area.

Fire Department Conditions: Please note that this list provides detailed Fire
Department requirements and is not meant to be an all-inclusive plan check
list of the Fire Department comments.

Provide a note on the plans stating: Approved numbers and/or
addresses shall be placed on all new buildings and at appropriate
additional locations as to be plainly legible and visible from the
street or road fronting the property and either direction of approach.
These numbers shall contrast with their background and shall be a
minimum of 4" inches high with a minimum width of .5 inches.

Additional numbers shall be required where deemed necessary by
the Fire Marshal.

Provide a note on the plans stating: “AUTOMATIC FIRE
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SPRINKLER SYSTEM - An Automatic Fire Sprinkler System shall
be installed as per N.F.P.A. 13D (the most current edition shall be
used) and to the satisfaction of the Solana Beach Fire Department
prior to installation.

All structures shall be provided with a Class "A” Roof covering to
the satisfaction of the Solana Beach Fire Department.

C. Engineering Depariment Conditions:

Obtain an Encroachment permit in accordance with Chapter 11.20
of the Solana Beach Municipal Code prior to the construction of any
improvements within the public right-of way. Improvements within
the public right-of-way shall include the construction of a G14-A
driveway approach, the replacement of the sidewalk and curb, and
the installation of the sidewalk steel channel outlet pipes as shown
on the grading plan prepared by the Sea Bright Company. Obtain a
Grading Permit in accordance with Chapter 15.40 of the Solana
Beach Municipal Code. Conditions prior to the issuance of a
grading permit shall include, but not be limited to the following:

a. The Grading Plan shall be prepared by a Registered
Engineer and approved by the City Engineer. On-site
grading design and construction shall be in accordance with
Chapter 15.40 of the Solana Beach Municipal Code. The
Grading Plan shall be in accordance with the Grading Plan
prepared by The Sea Bright Company dated September 7,
2014 and the Drainage Study prepared by The Sea Bright
Company dated March 12, 2014. All recommendations of the
Drainage Study shall be incorporated into the Grading Plan.

b. A Soils Report shall be prepared by a registered Soil
Engineer and approved by the City Engineer. All necessary
measures shall be taken and implemented to assure slope
stability, erosion control and soil integrity. The Grading Plan
shall incorporate all recommendations contained in the Soils
Report.

C. All retaining walls and drainage structures shall be shown.
Hetaining walls shown on the Grading Plan shall conform to
the San Diego Regional Standards or be designed by a
licensed Civil Engineer. Engineering calculations for all
designed walls with a surcharge and nonstandard walls shall
be subritted at Grading Plan check. Retaining walls may
not exceed the allowable height within the property line
setback as determined by the City of Solana Beach
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Municipal Code. Contact the Community Development
department for further information.

The Applicants are responsible to protect the adjacent
properties during construction. If any grading or other types
of construction are anticipated beyond the property lines, the
Applicants shall obtain a written permission from the
adjoining property owners for incidental grading or
construction that may occur and submit the letter to the City
Engineer prior to the anticipated work.

Pay Grading Plan check fee in accordance with the current
Engineering Fee Schedule at initial Grading Plan subrmittal.

Inspection fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Grading
Permit.

Obtain and submit grading security in a form prescribed by
the City Engineer.

Obtain haul permit for import / export of soil. The Applicants
shall transport all excavated material to a legal disposal site.

Submit certification from the Engineer of Record and the
Soils Engineer that all public or private drainage facilities and
finished grades are functioning and are installed in
accordance with the approved plans. This shall be
accomplished by the Engineer of Record incorporating as-
built conditions on the Mylar Grading Plans and obtaining
signatures of the Engineer of Record and the Soils Engineer
certifying the as-built conditions.

An Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared. Best
management practices shall be developed and implemented
to manage storm water and non-storm water discharges
from the site at all times during excavation and grading
activities. Erosion prevention shall be emphasized as the
most important measure for keeping sediment on site during
excavation and grading activities. Sediment controls shall

be used as a supplement to erosion prevention for keeping
sediment on site.

Show all proposed on-site private drainage facilities intended
to discharge water run-off. Elements of this design shall
include a hydrologic and hydraulic analysis verifying the
adequacy of the facilities and identify any easements or
structures required to properly convey the drainage. The
construction of drainage structures shall comply with the
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standards set forth by the San Diego Regional Standard
Drawings.

k. Post Construction Best Management Practices meeting City
and RWQCB Order No. R9-2013-001 requirements shall be
implemented in the drainage design.

The Applicants shall prepare a City of Solana Beach Storm
Water Checklist for Standard Projects to address potential
water quality impacts to ensure that pollutants and runoff
from this development are reduced to the maximum extent
practicable,

m. No increased cross lot drainage shall be allowed.

mn An Encroachment Maintenance Removal Agreement shall
be recorded for maintenance of the sidewalk steel channel

outlet pipes by the property owner in perpetuity, prior to the
occupancy of this project.

IIl. Al construction demolition materials shall be recycled according to
the City's Construction and Demolition recycling program and an
approved Waste Management Plan shall be submitted.

lll. Due to actual field conditions encountered during construction,

additional Engineering Department conditions may be added as
warranted,

5. ENFORCEMENT: Pursuant to SBMC 17.72.120(B) failure to satisfy any and all
of the above-mentioned conditions of approval is subject to the imposition of
penalties as set forth in SBMC Chapters 1.1.6 and 1.18 in addition to any
applicable revocation proceedings.

6. EXPIRATION: The Development Review Permit and Structure Development
Permit for the project will expire on August 25, 2017, unless the Applicants have
obtained building permits and have commenced construction prior o that date,

and diligently pursued construction to completion. An extension of the application
may be granted by the City Council.

7. INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT: The Applicants shall defend, indemnify, and
hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees from any and all
claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs, including attorney’s
fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the
issuance of this permit including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set
aside, void, challenge, or annul this development approval and any
environmental document or decision. The City will promptly notify the Applicants
of any claim, action, or proceeding. The City may elect to conduct its awn
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defense, participate in its own defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in
defense of any claim related to this indemnification. In the event of such election,
the Applicants shall pay all of the costs related thereto, including without
limitation reasonable attorney's fees and costs. In the event of a disagreement
between the City and Applicants regarding litigation issues, the City shall have
the authority to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions,
including, but not limited to, settlement or other disposition of the matter.
However, the Applicants shali not be required to pay or perform any settlement
unless such settlement is approved by the Applicants.

NOTICE TO APPLICANTS: Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, you are
hereby notified that the 90-day period to protest the imposition of the fees,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this resolution commences
on the effective date of this resolution. To protest the imposition of any fee,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this resolution you must
comply with the provisions of Government Code Section 66020. Generally the
resolution is effective upon expiration of the tenth day following the date of adoption

of this resolution, unless the resolution is appealed or called for review as provided
in the Solana Beach Zoning Ordinance.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a s‘eeciaf meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana
Beach, California, held on the 25" day of August 2015, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers — Heebner, Zito, Zahn, Marshall
NOES: Councilmembers — None

ABSENT:  Councilmembers — Nichols

ABSTAIN: Councilmembers — None

(C54 Yt bry

LESA HEEBNER, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attormey

"




RESOLUTION CERTIFICATION

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO §

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
CiTy OF SOLANA BEACH

l, ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk of the City of Solana Beach, California, DO HEREBY

CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution 2015-093
conditionally approving a Development Review Permit (DRP) and Structural
Development Permit (SDP) at 225 Pacific Ave, Case No. 17- 12-21, Applicant; Barr as
duly passed and adopted at a Special Solana Beach City Council meeting held on the

25" dg_g of August 2015 and the original is on file in the City Clerk's Office.

s

CERTIFICATION DATE: %‘/ 2015
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June 21, 2016
Permit Application No.: 6-15-1717

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE IS TO INFORM THE APPLICANT OF THE STEPS
NECESSARY TO OBTAIN A VALID AND EFFECTIVE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(“CDP7). A Coastal Development Permit for the development described below has been approved
but is not yet effective. Development on the site cannot commence until the CDP is effective. In
order for the CDP to be effective, Commission staff must issue the CDP to the applicant, and the
applicant must sign and return the CDP. Commission staff cannot issue the CDP until the
applicant has fulfilled each of the “prior to issuance” Special Conditions. A list of all the Special
Conditions for this permit is attached.

The Commission’s approval of the CDP is valid for two years from the date of approval. To prevent
expiration of the CDP, you nyust fulfill the “prior to issuance™ Special Conditions, obtain and sign
the CDP, and commence development within two years of the approval date specified below. You
may apply for an extension of the permit pursuant to the Commission’s regulations at Cal, Code
Regs. title 14, section 13149,

On June 8, 2016, the California Coastal Commission epproved Coastal Development Permit No. 6-
15-1717 requested by Mark and Felicia Barr subject (o the attached conditions, for development
consisting of: Demolition of an existing single family home and eonstruction of a new 1,950 sq.
ft., two story, single family home with an attached 400 sq. fi. garage on a 3,901 sq. ft. blufftop
lot more specifically described in the application filed in the Commission offices. Commission
staff will not issue the CDP until the “prior fo issuance” special conditions have been satisfied.

The development is within the coastal zone at 225 Pacific Ave, Solana Beach (San Diego County)
(APN(s): 263-312-15)

4e
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1
Permit Application No.; 6-15-1717

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:

IR

-

Revised Final Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEV ELOPMENT
PERMIT, the applicants shall submit for review and written approval of the Executive Director,
revised final plans stamped approved by the City of Solana Beach and in substantial
conformance with the submitted plans dated September 28, 2013, by James A. Chinn, Architect,
except they shall be revised to reflect the following:

a} Any reference to the caisson foundation on all plans shall be eliminated; a deepened footing
and structural grade beam foundation (maximum 3 fi. in depth) may be substituted.

b} The foundation of the proposed home shall be Iocated no less than 46 feet landward of the
existing upper bluff edge.

¢} The proposed development, including the deepened footing and grade beam foundation, shall
be specifically designed and constructed such that it could be removed in the event of
endangerment of the residential structure.

d) All grading and excavation shall be prohibited within 46 ft. of the existing bluff edge and all
references to the 36 inch deep excavated area beneath the cantilever portion of the residence
on all plans shall be eliminated.

e} All runoff from impervious surfaces on the top of the bluff shall be collected and directed
away from the biuff edge towards the street.

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

Final Landscape and Fence Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall submit to the Executive Director for review and
written approval, final landscaping and fence plans approved by the City of Solana Beach, The
landscaping and fence plans shal! include the following:

ar A view corridor 2 minimum of 3 feet wide shall be created in the north and south side vards
of the subject site. All proposed landscaping in this yard area shall be maintained at 2 heigh
of three feet or lower (including raised planters) to preserve views rom the street toward the
1l be species with »

i
ocean, All landscape materials within the identified side vard sethacks sha

erowth potential not to exceed three feet ar marurity,

s
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

b) By acceptance of this permit, the applicants agree, on behalf of themselves and all successors
and assigns, that no new shoreline armoring, including reconstruction of existing shoreline
armoring, shall ever be constructed to protect the bluffiop residence in the event that the
development is threatened with damage or destruction from waves, erosion, storm conditions,
bluff retreat, landslides or other natural hazards. By acceptance of this Permit, the applicants
hereby waive, on behalf of themselves and all successors and assigns, any rights to shoreline
armoring that may exist under Public Resources Code Section 30235 or under the certified
Solana Beach LUP;

¢} By acceptance of this permit, the applicants agree, on behalf of themselves and all successors
and assigns, that the bluffiop residence will remain only as long as it is reasonably safe from
failure and erosion without having to propose any shoreline armoring to protect the blufftop
residence in the future;

d} By acceptance of this Permit, the applicants further agree, on behalf of themselves and all
successors and assigns, that the landowners shall remove the blufftop residence if any
government agency has ordered that the structure is not to be occupied due to any of the
hazards identified above. Such removal shall require a coastal development permit. In the
event that portions of the development fall to the beach before they are removed, the
permittees shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the development from the
beach and ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an approved disposal site;

¢) In the event the edge of the bluff recedes to within 10 feet of the foundation of the blufftop
residence, the permittees shall submit a geotechnical investigation prepared by a licensed
geologist or civil engineer with coastal experience, that addresses whether any portions of the
blufftop residence are threatened by waves, erosion, storm conditions, or other natural
hazards. The report shall identify all those immediate or potential future measures that could
stabilize the blufftop residence without new shoreline armoring, including, but not limited to,
removal or relocation of portions of the bluffiop residence. The report shall be submitied o
the Executive Director and the appropriate local government official within 90 days of the
bluff edge reaching 10 feet of the foundation of the bluffiop residence. If the Executive
Director determines based on the geotechnical report that the blufftop residence or any
portion of the blufftop residence is no longer safely sited, the permittees shall, within 90 days
of submitting the report, apply for a coastal development permit or amendment to this CDP
to undertake measures required 1o remove the bluffiop residence or reduce the size of the
bluffiop residence to reduce the hazard potential.

Site Stability Report. Between December 12, 2029 and December 12, 2030 (20 years from the
date that the CDP for the existing seawall was issuad), the permittees shall submit a new
geotechnical/engineering report assessing bluff stability and whether the bluffiop residence
remains in a safe location. Specifically, the permittees shall submit to the Commission & site
assessment evaluating the site conditions to determine whether alterations to the bluffiop
residence or removal of the bluffiop residence are necessary to avoid risk to life or property. The
study shall ite specific analvsis of sit
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NGOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

retreat or rate of retreat, and the stability of the overall bluff face and the impact of the
cantiievered portion of the home on the natural bluff. The report shall include
recomumendations on how to remove any cantilevered portion of the home that is seaward of
the bluff edge.

An agreement that if after inspection, it is apparent that any cantilevered portion of the home
15 seaward of the bluff edge, the permittee shall apply for a Coastal Development Permit
amendment within 90 days of submittal of the monitoring report to remove the cantilevered
portion of the home located seaward of the bluff edge.

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

Best Management Practices and Construction Responsibilities. The permittee(s) shall comply
with the following construction-related requirements:

a)

b)

All debris resulting from demolition and construction activities shall be removed and
disposed of at an authorized disposal site.

Temporary sediment contro! Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as straw bales, fiber
rolls, or silt fencing shall be installed prior to, and maintained throughout, the construction
period to intercept and slow or detain runoff from the construction, staging, and
storage/stockpile areas; allow entrained sediment and other pollutants to settle and be
removed; and prevent discharge of sediment and pollutants toward the bluff edge. When no
longer required, the temporary sediment control BMPs shall be removed, Fiber rolls shall be
100% biodegradable, and shall be bound with non-plastic biodegradable netting such as jute,
sisal, or coir fiber; photodegradable plastic netiing is not an acceptable alternative, Rope used
to secure fiber rolls shall also be biodegradable, such as sisal or manila rope.

Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement. By acceptance of this
permit, the applicants acknowledge and agree (1) that the site may be subject to hazards from
erosion and coastal bluff collapse; (if) to assume the risks to the applicanis and the property
that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with
this permitted development; (iif) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or lHability
against the Commission, its officers, agents, and emplovees for injury or damage from such
azards: and (iv) o indemnify and hold harmless the Commission. its officers, agents, and

loyees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against any and all
bility, claims, demands. damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such

ilebilia, =

{
T8}, expenses, and amounts paid in sertlement arising from any injury or damage due o

o



STATE CF CALIFORRMIA - NATUD AL FESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G BROWN, J., GOUERNGR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SAN DIEGD COATT DISTRICT OFFICE
TS METROFQLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 102
SAN DEEGO, CALIFORNIA 23108-2402
PH {6191 767-2370  FAN (619} 787.2384
WY COARTAL CA GDY

Page 1
June 21, 2016
Permit Application No.: 6-15-1717

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE IS TO INFORM THE APPLICANT OF THE STEPS
NECESSARY TO OBTAIN A VALID AND EFFECTIVE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(“CDP7). A Coastal Development Permit for the development described below has been approved
but is not yet effective. Development on the site cannot commence until the CDP is effective. In
order for the CDP 1o be effective, Commission staff must issue the CDP to the applicant, and the
applicant must sign and return the CDP. Commission staff cannot issue the CDP until the
applicant has fulfilled each of the “prior to issuance” Special Conditions. A list of all the Speciai
Conditions for this permit is attached.

The Commission’s approval of the CDP is valid for two years from the date of approval. To prevent
expiration of the CDP, you must fulfill the “prior to issuance™ Special Conditions, obtain and si gn
the CDP, and commence development within two years of the approval date specified below. You
may apply for an extension of the permit pursuant to the Commission’s regulations at Cal. Code
Regs. title 14, section 13169,

On June 8, 2016, the California Coastal Commission approved Coastal Development Permit No. 6-
15-1717 requested by Mark and Felicia Barr subject to the attached conditions, for development
consisting of: Demolition of an existing single family home and construction of a new 1,950 sq.
ft., two story, single family home with an attached 400 sq. ft. garage on a 3,901 sq. ft. blufftop
lot more specifically described in the application filed in the Commission offices. Commission
staff will not issue the CDP until the “prior to issuance” special conditions have been satisfied.

The development is within the coastal zone at 225 Pacific Ave, Solana Beach (San Diege County)
{APN(s): 263-312-15)

If you have any questions regarding how to fulfill the "prior to issuance” Special Conditions for CDP
No. 6-15-1717, please contact the Coastal Program Analvst identified below.



Page 3
June 21, 2016
Permut Application No.: 6-15-1717

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:

I.

3]

Revised Final Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the applicants shall submit for review and written approval of the Executive Director,
revised final plans stamped approved by the City of Solana Beach and in substantial
conformance with the submitted plans dated September 28, 2015, by James A. Chinn, Architect,
except they shall be revised to reflect the following:

a) Any reference to the caisson foundation on all plans shall be eliminated; a deepened footing
and structural grade beam foundation (maxinum 5 fi. in depth) may be substituted.

b) The foundation of the proposed home shall be Jocated no less than 46 feet landward of the
existing upper bluff edge.

c¢) The proposed development, including the deepened footing and grade beam foundation, shall
be specifically designed and constructed such that it could be removed in the event of
endangerment of the residential structure.

d) All grading and excavation shall be prohibited within 46 ft. of the existing bluff edge and all
references to the 36 inch deep excavated area beneath the cantilever portion of the residence
on all plans shall be eliminated,

¢) All runoff from impervious surfaces on the top of the bluff shall be collected and directed
away from the bluff edge towards the street.

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

Final Landscape and Fence Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall submit to the Executive Director for review and
written approval, final landscaping and fence plans approved by the City of Sclana Beach. The
landscaping and fence plans shall inelude the following:

ar A view corrider a minimum of 5 feet wide shall be created in the north and south side vards
of the subject site. All proposed landscaping in this vard area shall be maintained at a hei chr
of three feet or lower (including raised planters) to preserve views from the street toward the
ocean. All landscape materials within the identified side vard setbacks shall be species with a
growth potential not to exceed three feet at marurity.
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June 21, 20146
Permit Application No.: 6-15-1717

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

b} By acceptance of this permit, the applicants agree, on behalf of themselves and all successors
and assigns, that no new shoreline armoring, including reconstruction of existing shoreline
armoring, shall ever be constructed to protect the blufftop residence in the event that the
development is threatened with damage or destruction from waves, erosion, storm conditions,
bluff retreat, landslides or other natural hazards. By acceptance of this Permit, the applicants
hereby waive, on behalf of themselves and all successors and assigns, any rights to shoreline
armoring that may exist under Public Resources Code Section 30235 or under the certified
Solana Beach LUP; -

¢} By acceptance of this permit, the applicants agree, on behalf of themselves and all suceessors
and assigns, that the bluffiop residence will remain only as long as it is reasonably safe from
failure and erosion without having to propose any shoreline armoring to protect the bluffiop
residence in the future;

d) By acceptance of this Permit, the applicants further agree, on behalf of themselves and all
successors and assigns, that the landowners shall remove the bluffiop residence if any
government agency has ordered that the structure is not to be occupied due to any of the
hazards identified above. Such removal shall require a coastal development permit. In the
event that portions of the development fall to the beach before they are removed, the
permittees shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the development from the
beach and ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an approved disposal site;

¢) Inthe event the edge of the biuff recedes to within 10 feet of the foundation of the blufftop
residence, the permittees shall submit a geotechnical investigation prepared by a licensed
geologist or civil engineer with coastal experience, that addresses whether any portions of the
blufftop residence are threatened by waves, erosion, storm conditions, or other natural
hazards. The report shall jdentify all those immediate or potential future measures that could
stabilize the bluffiop residence without new shereline armoring, including, but not limited to,
removal or relocation of portions of the blufftop residence. The report shall be submitted to
the Executive Director and the appropriate local government official within 90 davs of the
bluff edge reaching 10 feet of the foundation of the blufftop residence. If the Executive
Director determines based on the geotechnical report that the blufftop residence or any
portion of the blufftop residence is no longer safely sited, the permittees shall, within 90 days
of submitting the report, apply for a coastal development permit or amendment to this CDP
10 undertake measures required to remove the bluffiop residence or reduce the size of the
biufftop residence to reduce the hazard potential.

Site Stability Report. Between December 12, 2029 and December 12, 2030 (20 years from the
date that the CDP for the existing seawall was issued), the permittees shall submit a new
geotechnical/engineering report assessing bluff stability and whether the blufftop residence
remains in a safe location. Specifically, the permittees shall submit to the Commission a site
assessment evaluating the site conditions to determine whether alterations to the biufftop
residence or removal of the blufftop residence are necessary 1o avoid risk to life or property. The
study shall be based upon a site specific analysis of site stability. bluff alteration due to natural

and manmnade processes. and the hazard potential at the site, The required study shall be prepared



NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

retreat or rate of retreat, and the stability of the overall bluff face and the impact of the
cantilevered portion of the home on the natural bluff. The report shall include

recommendations on how to remove any cantilevered portion of the home that is seaward of
the bluff edge.

An agreement that if after inspection, it is apparent that any cantilevered portion of the home
is seaward of the bluff edge, the permittee shall apply for a Coastal Development Permit
amendment within 90 days of submittal of the monitoring report to remove the cantilevered
portion of the home located seaward of the bluff edge.

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

Best Management Practices and Construction Responsibilities. The permittee(s) shall comply
with the following construction-related requirements:

a)

b)

All debris resulting from demolition and construction activities shall be removed and
disposed of at an authorized disposal site.

Temporary sediment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as straw bales, fiber
rolls, or silt fencing shall be installed prior to, and maintained throughout, the construction
period to intercept and slow or detain runoff from the construction, staging, and
storage/stockpile areas; allow enftrained sediment and other pollutants to setile and be
removed; and prevent discharge of sediment and pollutants toward the bluff edge. When no
longer required, the temporary sediment control BMPs shall be removed. Fiber rolls shall be
100% biodegradable, and shall be bound with non-plastic biodegradable netting such as jute,
sisal, or coir fiber; photodegradable plastic netting is not an acceptable alternative. Rope used
to secure fiber rolls shall also be bindegradable, such as sisal or manila rope.

Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement. By acceptance of this
permit, the applicants acknowledge and agree (i) that the site may be subject to hazards from

erosion and coastal bluff collapse; (ii} to assume the risks to the applicants and the property

that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with
this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability

against the Commission, its officers, agents, and emplovees for injury or damage from such

hazards: and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and
employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against anv and all
liability, claims, demands, damages. costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such
clalms), expenses. and amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury or demage due 10
such hazards.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA —~ THE REBQURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSICN

San Diegos Coasi District Office
TS7E Matropolitan Orive, Sulte 1038
San Diege, G& 2108

{618} 767-2370

TO: Mark and Felicia Barr Permit No.: 6-15-1717

FROM: San Diego Coast District Office of the California Coastal Commission

RE: Instructions for the Completion of Enclosed Deed Restriction

- NOTE: THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS MUST BE ADHERED TO AS CLOSELY
AS POSSIBLE. FAILURE TO COMPLETE EACH ITEM PROPERLY MAY
NECESSITATE RETURN OF THE DOCUMENT FOR RE-RECORDATION,
WHICH WILL DELAY ISSUANCE OF THE PERMIT. IF YOU HAVE ANV
QUESTIONS REGARDING THESE INSTRUCTIONS PLEASE DISCUSS THE
QUESTIONS WITH THE COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF ANALVYST
ASSIGNED TO YOUR PERMIT.

This packet is designed to assist you with a requirement you must satisfy in order to obtain
your permit. In order to satisfy this requirement, you must do the followine six thines (some
of which are described in greater detail below):

¢ Make sure you know the exact name(s) of each of the true owner(s) of the property
covered by the permit (including the correct name of the trust if the property is held in
trust).

e Fill in all the blank spaces on the attached Deed Restriction form as indicated in the
line-by-line instructions on pages 3 and 4 of this packet. Do not alter the form (unless
explicitly instructed to do so, pursuant to the second instruction on page 3).

¢ Have the signature page notarized.
e Attach the two necessary exhibits.

¢ Take the document to the County Recorder’s Office for the county in which the
property is located and ask to have it “recorded.”

¢ Afier the document has been recorded at the County Recorder’s Office, obtain the
following two items from a licensed title insurance company and submit them to the
Coastal Commission district office from which you received this document: {l}e
preliminary title report (or other title analysis that satisfies the criteria listed below)
that identifies the deed restriction and (2) a certified copv of the recorded Deed
Restriction. If you submitted the deed restriction to the County Recorder’s Office
vourself, you should wait until it has had time to get into the system before
obtaining the preliminary title report; otherwise, the title report will not identify the
deed restriction.



The first five steps are necessary to record the Deed Restriction correctly. More detailed
instructions for the first four steps are provided on pages three and four herein. Again, if vou
have any questions regarding these instructions, please contact the Coastal Commission staff
analyst assigned to your permit. If the Deed Restriction is recorded incorrectly, it may require
further processing on your part and may substantially delay the issuance of your permit.

The final step is necessary in order to demonstrate that the first five steps were completed
correctly. You must obtain either a preliminary title report or another title analysis regularly
issued by a title insurance company that (1) discloses both the ownership status and the lecal
description of the property and (2) reflects the presence of the recorded Deed Restriction on the
title. The preliminary title report or similar document must be prepared by a licensed title
insurance company and dated after the date (or time) of recordation of the Deed Restriction.
Again, if you submitted the deed restriction to the County Recorder’s Office yourself, you should
wait until it has had time to get into the system before obtaining the preliminary title report;
otherwise, the deed restriction will not show up on the report and you will have to obtain a
second or supplemental report. You must also have the title insurance company obtain a
certified copy of the Deed Restriction as it was recorded. Submit both documents to the Coastal
Commission district office from which vou received this document. Amy discrepancy between
the ownership status (as set forth in Recital I of the Deed Restriction and on the signature
line) and/or the property description (as set forth in Exhibit A of the Deed Restriction), on
the one hand, and the information contained in the preliminary title report (or other
satisfactory title analysis), on the other, may result in our requiring you to re-record the
Deed Restriction or to record ap amendment to the Deed Restriction to correct the
discrepancy before your permit can be issued.

When the above steps have been satisfactorily completed and all other prior-to-issuance
conditions have been satisfied, the District Office will issue the permit.

4



PAGE 1

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE DEED RESTRICTION

Lines 11-12: List the full name(s) of all the property owners in their correct capacity of

Line 21:

Lines 24:

Line 25:

Line 27:

PAGE 3
Line 22:

Line 235:

ownership. The ownership information must appear on the deed restriction exactly as
it appears on the title report. For example, if a hyphenated last name is used on the
deed, the same hyphenated last name should be used on this Deed Restriction.
Similarly, if the ownership is held under a trust name. then list all of the trustees and
the proper title of the trust, for example: Don W. Smith and Gloria Smith, Trustees of
the Don W, and Gloria Smith Trust, dated August 8, 1974, (NOTE: This information
can be obtained from your grant deed or title report.)

If the property owner was not the applicant for the permit, identify the permit
applicant in Recital IV (followed by the parenthetical phrase “(hereinafter referred 1o
“Owner(s)” and replace it), and then use the term “Applicant” in place of: 1) the
second reference to “Owner(s)” in Recital VII (page 2, line 11) and 2) the first
reference to “Owner(s)” in the “NOW, THEREFORE" clause (page 2, line 12).

Insert the date of the public hearing at which the Commission approved the permit
application. This information can be obtained from the “NOTICE OF INTENT TO
ISSUE PERMIT.”

Insert the Coastal Development Permit Number (e.g., 5-04-0xx).

Insert the date the “NOTICE OF INTENT TG ISSUE PERMIT™ was issued.

Insert the date that the Deed Restriction is executed.

Al legal owners must sign. If the property is held by one or more persons in
his/her/their capacity as trustee(s) of a living or family trust, the trustee(s)’s name(s)
must be listed at the beginning of the document and the trustee(s) must sign, but the
trust status must be listed along with the trustee(s)’s name(s) at the beginning and
printed or typed below the signature line at the end (i.e., John Smith, Trustee of the
Smith Family Trust dated 0/0/00.) If the property is owned by a company/business
organization (1.e., corporation. partnership, limited liability company (LLC), etc.), the
company/business name must be listed and the Deed Restriction must indicate clearly
that the person executing it is doing so on behalf of the business that owns the
property, and in his’her capacity as an officer. partner, or other auwthorized
representative of the company/business (e.g.. JONES DEVELOPMENT, INC., By
John Jones, President}. Additional signature lines should be added if multiple
signatures are required. For example, if the owner is a corporation, several officers



may be required 1o sign. The name of the owner listed here must match the name
listed on page 1 and on the preliminary title report (which shows how title is legally
held) exactly. If vou have anv guestions about this, please contact the Commission’s
district office from which vou received this document. Mistakes in the ownership
information are the most common errors and frequently lead to the need to re-record.

PAGE 4  All signatures must be notarized.

EXHIBIT(SY

Exhibit A A formal legal description of every parcel of property on which any of the
development authorized by the permit will occur. This information can be obtained
from your grant deed or title policy. (NOTE: The assessor’s parcel number or a street
address is NOT a valid legal description.) Insert this description(s) behind the page
labeled “Exhibit A (Legal Description of Property).”

Exhibit B: A complete copy of the Notice of Intent to Issue Permit (“NOI”), signed by the

permit applicant(s) and including any exhibits that are required by any conditions of
the permit to be attached to the NOL (NOTE: There will occasionally be a need to
make corrections to a NOI.  In such a case, the Commission staff will issue a
“Corrected™ or “Second Corrected” NOI 1o supersede and replace the previous NOI.
Unly the current NOI should be attached to the Deed Resiriction.) Insert the signed
NOI behind the page labeled “Exhibit B (Notice of Intent to Issue Permit).”

e



RECORDING REQUESTED BY:

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz. CA 83060-4508
Attn: Legal Division

DEED RESTRICTION

L. WHEREAS,

(hereinafter referred to as “Owner(s)") is/are the record owner(s) of

the real property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference
(hereinafier referred to as the “Property™); and

1I. WHEREAS, the California Ceastal Commission (hereinafier referred to as the
“Commission™} is a public agency created and existing under the authority of section 30300 of the
California Public Resources Code (hereinafter referred to as the “PRC™), a section of the California
Coastal Act of 1976 (Division 20 of the PRC: hereinafier referred to as the “Act™): and

. WHEREAS, the Property is located within the coastal zone as defined in the Act (PRC
§ 30103); and

IV, WHEREAS, pursuant to section 30600{a) of the PRC. Ownez(s) applied to the
Commission for a coastal development permit to undertake development, as defined in the Act (PRC

§ 30106}, on the Property; and

V. WHEREAS, on .20 . the Commission conditionaliv approved
coastal development permit number (hereinafter referred to as the “Permit™),
subject to, among other conditions, the conditions listed under the heading “Special Conditions™ in the
Notice of Intent 1o Issue Permit dated .20 . aftached hereto as EXHIBIT B

and incorporated hevein by reference (hereinafter refemed 10 &s the ~Special Conditions™), for the
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reasons stated in the “Findings and Declarations™ adopted by the Commission in support of its action,
which findings and declarations (along with any other documents that the Permit required to be
submitted to the Commission and with which the Permit requires compliance) are available from the
Commission upon request; and

VI, WHEREAS, the Commission found that, but for the imposition of the Special
Conditions, the proposed development could not be found consistent with the provisions of the Act and
that a permit could therefore not have been granted; and

VII.  WHEREAS, Owner(s) has/ve elecied to comply with the Special Conditions, which
require, among other things, execution and recordation of this Deed Restriction. so as o enable
Owner(s) to undertake the development authorized by the Permit;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the issuance of the Permit to Owner(s) by the
Comimission, the undersigned Owner(s), for himselZ/herself/themselves and for his/her/their heirs,
assigns, and successors-in-interest, hereby irrevocably covenant(s) with the Commission that the Special
Conditions {shown in Exhibit B hereto) shall at all times on and after the date on which this Deed
Restriction is recorded constitute for all purposes covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and
enjoyment of the Property that are hereby attached to the deed to the Property as fully effective
components thereof.

i. DURATION. {a) This Deed Restriction shall remain in full force and effect and shall
bind Owner(s) and all his/her/their assigns or successors-in-interest during the period that either the
development authorized by the Permit, or any part or modification thereof, or the Permit, or any
modification or amendment thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to, and thereby confers
benefit upon, the Property.

{b) Furthermore, i the event of a termination or extinguishment of this Deed Restriction
other than pursuant to & Commission-approved amendnient to the Permit, the Special Conditions shall.
notwithstanding any such termination or extinguishment. continue to restrict the use and enjovment of
the Property as thev did prior to that termination or extinguishment and to bind Owner(s) and

his/her/their successors-in-interest, so long as either or both of the conditions deseribed in paragraph (2)
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2. TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS. It is intended that this Deed Restriction is irrevocable
and shall constitute an enforceable reswiction within the meaning of a) Article XIIL section 8, of the
California Constitution; and b) section 402.1 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code or successor
statute. Furthermore, this Deed Restriction shall be deemed to constitute a servitude upon and burden to
the Property within the meaning of section 3712(d) of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, or
successor statute, which survives a sale of tax-deeded property.

-

3. RIGHT OF ENTRY. The Commission or its agent may enter onto the Property at times

reasonably acceptable to Owner(s) to ascertain whether the use restrictions set forth above are being
observed.

4. REMEDIES. Any act, conveyance, contract, or authorization by Owner(s) whether
written or oral which uses or would cause to be used or would permit use of the Property contrary to the
terms of this Deed Restriction will be deemed a violation and a breach hereof. The Commission and
Owner(s) may pursue any and all available legal and/or equitable remedies to enforce the terms and
conditions of this Deed Restriction. In the event of a breach, any forbearance on the part of either party
to enforce the terms and provisions hereof shall not be deemed a waiver of enforcement rights regarding

any subsequent breach.

5. SEVERABILITY. If any provision of these restrictions is held to be invalid, or for any

reason becomes unenforceable, no other provision shall be affecied or impaired.

Dated: .20

Business Name (if property is owned by a business):

Signed: Signed:

PRINT/TYPE NAME & CAPACITY OF ABOVE FRINT/TYPE NAME & CAPACITY OF ABOVE

** NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT ON THE NEXT PAGE #%
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! Notary public or other officer completing this cerificate verifies
| only the identity of the individual who signed the document, 10

| which this certificate is arrached. and nat the rruthfilness,

E accuracy. or validity of that document,

i

1

State of California
County of

On before me, . a Notary Public, personally appeared

- Who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s)
whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the inscrument the person(s), or the entity
upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true

and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature {Seal)

MNotary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies
only the identity of the individual who signed the document,
which this certificate is attached, and not the wruthfulness,
accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of

On before me, . & Notary Public, personally appeared

. who proved tc me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s)

whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity
upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the insrument.

[ certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californiz thet the foregoing paragraph is rue
and correct,
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature {Sealy




(Notice of Intent to Issue Permit)
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STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honorable Mayor and City Counciimembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Community Development Department
SUBJECT: Public Hearing: Request for a Development Review Permit

(DRP) Modification for a Previously Approved Square
Footage Addition to an Existing Single-Family Residence
and Garage at 781 E. Solana Circle (Case # 17-17.25
Applicant: Linda Corsetti; Resolution No. 2017-166)

BACKGROUND:

The Applicant, Linda Corsetti, is requesting Council approval of a Development Review
Permit (DRP) Modification to construct a 894 square foot addition to an existing single-
story, single-family residence and garage on a 7,613 square-foot lot in the Medium
Residential (MR) Zone and Park Del Mar Development. The Applicant is aiso proposing
to construct an approximately 200 square foot roof deck over the southeast corner of
the residence. The maximum building height would be 15 feet and 189 feet above
Mean Sea Level (MSL). The project includes 33.16 cubic yards of excavation for
footings and 13.7 cubic yards of excavation and recompaction. The project requires a
DRP for construction in excess of 60% of the maximum allowable floor area.

The issue before the Council is whether the Council can make the required findings to
adopt Resolution 2017-166 (Attachment 1) to approve the Applicant’'s request to modify
the original project approvals as provided under the Solana Beach Municipal Code
(SBMC) 17.68.040(K).

DISCUSSION:

The 7,613 square-foot lot is a panhandle shape located on the north side of East Solana
Circle. The site is currently developed with a 1,250 square-foot, single-story, single-
family residence with a detached 200 square foot garage. The Applicant received
approval for a 948 square foot addition to the existing residence and garage at the City
Council Public Hearing on March 22, 2017 with the adoption of Resolution 2017-040.
Since that approval, the Applicant decided to modify the project design in order to
incorporate the following revisions:

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

AGeNDA ITEM B.3.
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1. To shift the footprint of the house approximately four to six feet to the east and
eight to nine feet to the south.

2. With the movement of the building foot print, the area of the proposed garage
would be reduced from the approved 464 square feet to 352 square feet. The
garage would provide for one of the required off-street parking spaces. The
remaining required off-street parking space would be uncovered and located on
the west side of the proposed residence within the required side yard setback.

3. A six foot fence would be constructed on the western property line in order to
provide the required screening for locating required parking within the required
side yard setback.

4. The previously approved 684 square foot addition to the residence would be
increased to 742 square feet.

5. The revised project would increase the modified landscape area from 272
square feet to 490 square feet. The approved project and the revised project
design are not subject to the Water Efficient Landscape Regulations.

Table 1 (below) provides a comparison of the original approval and the proposed
modifications according to the Park Del Mar Development regulations with the
Applicant’s proposed design.

' PROJECT AND PARCEL INFORMATION o :
Property Address: 781 E. Solana Circle Zoning Designation: . Park Del Mar (MR)
Zone: Medium Residential {(MR) # of Units Allowed: 1 Dwelling Unit
Overlay Zone: None # of Units Requested: 1 Dwelling Unit
Lot Size: 7,613 #°
Max, Allowable Living SF: 2,000 ft* Approved Project:
Max. Allowable Garage SF: 600 ft* Setbacks: Required Proposed
Max. Allowable Total SF: 2,400 #* Front 10'- 0" 10'- 0"
Side (west) 5-0 6 -0
Approved Project: Side {east}* 7-8 7-6
Total SF: 2,398 ft* Rear 10'-0" 27 - 8"
Below Max. SF by: 2 ft° *Side-yard setback is 5-0" however, there
is an additional 30" setback from the
Proposed Modification: sidewalk required by the Park Del Mar
Proposed Total SF: 2,144 f° HOA
Below Max. SF by: 256 ft? Proposed Modification:
Setbacks: Required Proposed
Maximum Building Height: 16 ft. Front 10'-0" 10 -0
Approved Building Height: 15 ft./189 MSL Side (west) 5-0 11'— 334"
Proposed Building Height: 15 ft./189 MSL Side {east)" 7-8" g -53
Rear 10°- 0" 29" 4127
FLOOR AREA:
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Approved Square Footage Breakdown: Preposed Square Footage Breakdown:
Existing Living Area: 1,250 SF Existing Living Area: 1,250 SF
Proposed Addition: 684 SF Proposed Addition: 742 5F
Existing Garage: 200 SF Existing Garage: 200 SF
Proposed Garage Addition: 264 SF Proposed Garage Addition: 152 SF
Subtotal: 2,398 SF Subtotaf; 2,344 SF
Garage Exemption: - 400 SF Garage Exemption: - 200 SF
Total Proposed Floor Area: 1,998 SF Total Propoged Floor Area: 2,144 SF

The original Staff Report and Resolution which analyzes the original project design
according to the required findings for a DRP including the development review criteria is
provided in attachment 2. The approved plans have been provided in Attachment 3 and
the revised project plans are provided in Attachment 4.

Staff has prepared draft findings for approval of the project in the attached Resolution
2017-166 (Attachment 1) for Council's consideration based upon the information in this
report. The Applicable SBMC sections are provided in italicized text and conditions from
the Planning, Engineering and Fire Departments are incorporated in the Resolution of
Approval. The Council may direct Staff to modify the Resolution to reflect the findings
and conditions it deems appropriate as a result of the Public Hearing process. If the
Council determines the project is to be denied, Staff will prepare a Resolution of Denial
for an action to be taken at a subsequent Council meeting.

Public Hearing Notice:

Notice of the City Council Public Hearing for the project was published in the Union
Tribune more than 10 days prior to the public hearing. The same public notice was
mailed to property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the proposed project site on
November 30, 2017. As of the date of preparation of this Staff Report, Staff has not
received any formal correspondence from neighbors or interested parties in support of,
or in opposition fo, the proposed project.

In conclusion, the proposed project, as conditioned, could be found fo be consistent with
the Park Del Mar Development regulations, the Zoning regulations, and the General
Plan.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15303 is a Class 3 exemption for
new construction or the conversion of small structures. Examples of this exemption
include one single-family residence or second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In
urbanized areas, up to three-single-family residences may be constructed or converted
under this exemption.
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FISCAL IMPACT: N/A

WORK PLAN: N/A

OPTIONS:

Approve Staff recommendation adopting the attached Resolution 2017-166.

Approve Staff recommendation subject to additional specific conditions necessary
for the City Council to make all required findings for the approval of a DRP.

Deny the project if all required findings for the DRP cannot be made.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

The proposed project meets the minimum objective requirements under the Park Del
Mar Development regulations and the underlying SBMC, could be found to be
consistent with the General Plan and could be found, as conditioned, to meet the
discretionary findings required as discussed in this report to approve a DRP. Therefore,
Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the Public Hearing, Report Council
Disclosures, Receive Public Testimony, and Close the Public Hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. If the City Council makes the requisite findings and approves the project, adopt
Resolution 2017-166 conditionally approving a DRP modification to allow for the
construction of a 894 square foot addition to the existing, one-story, single-family
residence and garage at 781 East Solana Circle.

CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Regommendation.

"
ot ’

/' Gregory Wade, City Manager
Attachments:

Resolution 2017-166

Original Staff Report and Resolution
Original Project Plans

Revised Project Plans

nalb ol



RESOLUTION NO. 2017-166

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CONDITIONALLY
APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERMIT
MODIFICATION TO REVISE THE PREVIOUSLY APPROVED
PROJECT DEISGN FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
SQUARE FOOTAGE ADDITION TO AN EXISTING SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE AND GARAGE AND ASSOCIATED
IMPROVEMENTS ON A PROPERTY WITHIN THE PARK DEL
MAR DEVELOPMENT, LOCATED AT 781 EAST SOLANA
CIRCLE, SOLANA BEACH

APPLICANT: Linda Corsetti
CASE NO.: DRP 17-17-25

WHEREAS, Linda Corsetti (hereinafter referred to as “Applicant”) has submitted an
application for a Development Review Permit (DRP) Modification pursuant to Title 17
(Zoning), of the Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC); and

WHEREAS, at the Public Hearing on March 22, 2017 the City Council adopted
Resolution 2017-040 approving a DRP for the project site; and

WHEREAS, on the July 6, 2017, the Applicant submitted an application for a DRP
modification to revise the approved project design; and

WHEREAS, the Public Hearing was conducted pursuant to the provisions of Solana
Beach Municipal Code Section 17.72.030; and

WHEREAS, at the Public Hearing on December 13, 2017, the City Council received
and considered evidence concerning the proposed application; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach found the DRP
Modification request exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, this decision is based upon the evidence presented at the hearing and
any information the City Council gathered by viewing the site and the area as disclosed
at the hearing.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California, does
resolve as follows:

1. That the foregoing recitations are true and correct.

2. That the project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant
to Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

3. That the request for a DRP Modification to construct a 894 square foot addition to

an existing single-story, single-family residence and garage on a 7,613 square-
foot lot in the Medium Residential (MR) Zone and Park Del Mar Development,is

ATTACHMENT 1
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conditionally approved based upon the following Findings and subject to the
following Conditions:

4. FINDINGS

A. In accordance with Section 17.68.040 (Development Review Permit) of the
City of Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:

I

.

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and all
applicable requirements of SBMC Title 17 (Zoning Ordinance),
including special regulations, overlay zones, and specific plans.

General Plan Consistency: The project, as conditioned, is consistent
with the City's General Plan designation of Medium Density
Residential, which allows for five to seven dwelling units per acre.
Further, the proposed development is consistent with the objectives of
the General Plan as it encourages the development and maintenance
of healthy residential neighborhoods, the stability of transitional
neighborhoods, and the rehabilitation of deteriorated neighborhoods.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency: The proposed project is consistent with
all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 17) Permitted
Uses and Structures (SBMC 17.20.020), which provides for use of the
property as a single-family residence. The proposed project also adheres
to the specific development regulations established for the Park Del Mar
Development.

The design of the project is consistent with the provisions for minimum
setbacks, the maximum floor area ratio (FAR), maximum building height,
and parking requirements.

The proposed development complies with the following development
review criteria set forth in Solana Beach Municipal Code Section
17.68.040(F):

a. Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses: The development shall be
designed in a manner compatible with and where feasible,
complimentary fo existing and potential development in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. Site planning on the
perimeter of the development shall give consideration to the
protection of surrounding areas from potential adverse effects, as
well as protection of the property from adverse surrounding
influences.

The property is located within the Medium Residential (MR) Zone
and Park Del Mar Development. Properties surrounding the lot
located are within the same zone and also part of the Park Del
Mar Development. They are developed with one-story, single-
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family residences. The project site is currently developed with a
one-story, single-family residence and a detached garage and the
proposed project would allow for a remodel and 742 square foot
addition to the residence and a 152 square foot addition to the
garage. The project, as designed, is consistent with the specific
development standards of the Park Del Mar Development as well
as the permitted uses of the underlying MR Zone as described in
SBMC Sections 17.20.010 and 17.12.020. The proposed
development is consistent with the objectives of the General Plan
as it encourages the development and maintenance of healthy
residential neighborhoods, the stability of fransitional
neighborhoods, and the rehabilitation of deteriorated
neighborhoods.

The property is not located within any other specific plan areas.
As a condition of project approval, the Applicant shall obtain a
Coastal Development Permit, Waiver or Exemption from the
California Coastal Commission prior to the issuance of a Building
Permit.

. Building and Structure Placement: Buildings and structures shall be
sited and designed in a manner which visually and functionally
enhances their intended use.

The Park Del Mar Development regulations allow reduced
setback areas as compared to the underlying MR Zone. They
also limit maximum structure height to 16 feet above the existing
grade. The project complies with the setbacks and height
restrictions set forth in the Park Del Mar Development
Regulations.

The existing property is relatively flat and the Applicant is not
proposing changes to the grade except for the proposed footings
for the additional square footage and the site walls. The proposed
improvements consist of square footage additions to the
residence and the detached garage that would attach the garage
to the residence. Pedestrian and vehicular access would be
maintained on the southwest side of the residence from the
existing shared driveway. The Applicant is proposing to remove
and replace 480 square feet of existing landscape on the east
side of the residence. The Applicant also proposes to construct an
approximately 200 square-foot, uncovered roof deck over the
southeast side of the residence.

. Landscaping: The removal of significant native vegetation shall be
minimized. Replacement vegetation and landscaping shall be
compatible with the vegetation of the surrounding area. Trees and
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other large plantings shall not obstruct significant views when
instalfed or at maturity.

The project is not subject to the water efficient landscaping
regulations of SBMC Chapter 17.56. According to SBMC Section
17.56.040, the regulations apply to modified irrigated landscaped
areas that exceed 500 square feet. As designed, 490 square feet
of the landscaped area would be removed and replaced along the
east side of the residence. The plans show a hatched area on the
eastern side of the proposed residence where existing trees and
ground cover would be removed and replaced. A condition of
project approval has been added to indicate that native or
drought-tolerant and non-invasive plant materials and water
conserving irrigation systems are required to be incorporated into
the landscaping to the extent feasible.

. Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas: Any
development involving more than one building or structure shall
provide common access roads and pedestrian walkways. Parking
and oulside storage areas, where permitted, shall be screened
from view, to the extent feasible, by existing topography, by the
placement of buildings and structures, or by landscaping and
plantings.

SBMC Section 17.52.040 and the Off-Street Parking Desing
Manual (OSPDM) require two (2) off-street parking spaces for a
single-family residence. The Applicant is proposing a 152 square
foot addition to the existing 200 square foot detached garage. The
proposed square footage addition would attach the existing
garage to the residence and would be less than 600 square feet
which is the maximum area permitted by the Park Del Mar
regulations. The proposed garage would provide one off-street
parking space that is 9' X 19" and clear of obstruction, therefore a
maximum of 200 square feet would be exempt from the
calculation of floor area. The other required parking space will be
uncovered and located adjacent to the proposed residence in the
required side yard setback along the western property line. The
OPSDM indicates that parking can be located within a required
side yard setback provided it is separated from adjacent
properties by a 6 foot high solid fence or wall. The Applicant has
shown on the project plans that a 6 foot wall is proposed along
the western property line.

The OSPDM also indicates that when a required parking space
will be located next to a fence or a wall that exceeds 6 inches in
height, the width of the parking space shall be increased from a
minimum of 8-6" to 10'-6". The proposed uncovered space will
be a minimum of 10'-6” X 19’.
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e. Grading: To the extent feasible, natural topography and scenic
features of the site shall be retained and incorporated into the
proposed development. Any grading or earth-moving operations
in connection with the proposed development shall be planned
and executed so as to blend with the existing terrain both on and
adjacent to the site. Existing exposed or disturbed slopes shall be
landscaped with native or naturalized non-native vegetation and
existing erosion problems shalf be corrected.

The proposed grading quantities include 33.16 cubic yards for the
excavation for the new footings for the square foot additions and
for the footings for the proposed site walls. The project also
includes the excavation and recompaction of 13.7 cubic yards of
soil for the new slab on grade foundation. The proposed total
aggregate amount of grading is 46.86 cubic yards.

1. Lighting: Light fixtures for walkways, parking areas, driveways,
and other facilities shall be provided in sufficient number and at
proper locations to assure safe and convenient nighttime use. All
light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or
glare is transmitted or reflected in such concentrated quantities or
intensities as to be detrimental to the surrounding areas per
SBMC 17.60.060 (Exterior Lighting Regulations).

A condition of project approval includes that all new exterior
fighting fixtures comply with the City-Wide Lighting Regulations of
the Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). All light fixtures shall be
shielded so that no light or glare is transmitted or reflected in such
concentrated quantities or intensities as to be detrimental to the
surrounding area.

g. Usable Open Space: Recreational facilities proposed within required
usable open space shall be located and designed to maintain
essential open space values.

The project consists of the construction of a square footage
addition to a one-story, single-family residence and garage;
therefore, usable open space and recreational facilities are
neither proposed nor required according to SBMC Section
17.20.040.

All required permits and approvals issued by the City, including
variances, conditional use permits, comprehensive sign plans, and
coastal development permits, have been obtained prior to or
concurrently with the development review permit.



V.

Resolution 2017-166
DRP mod. 17-17-25 Corsetti Residence
Page 6 of 11

All required permits are being processed concurrently with the DRP.
As a condition of project approval, the Applicant shall obtain approval
from the CCC prior to issuance of Building Permits.

The project will not exceed 16 feet above the existing grade; therefore,
a Structure Development Permit (SDP) is not required. However, the
project is proposed at 15 feet above the existing grade; therefore, as a
condition of project approval, the Applicant shall submit a height
certification from a licensed land surveyor to validate that the SDP is
not necessary and the project is in compliance with the Park Del Mar
Development Regulations.

If the development project also requires a permit or approval to be
issued by a state or federal agency, the city council may conditionally
approve the development review permit upon the applicant obtaining
the required permit or approval from the other agency.

As a condition of project approval, the Applicant will be required to
obtain approval from the California Coastal Commission (CCC) prior to
the issuance of Building Permits.

5. CONDITIONS

Prior to use or development of the property in reliance on this permit, the
Applicant shall provide for and adhere to the following conditions:

A.  Community Development Department Conditions:

.

The Applicant shall pay required Public Facilities Fees, as
established by SBMC Section 17.72.020 and Resolution 1987-36.

Building Permit plans must be in substantial conformance with the
plans presented to the City Council on December 13, 2017 and
located in the project file with a submittal date of November 2, 2017.

Prior to requesting a framing inspection, the Applicant will be required
to submit a height certification signed by a licensed land surveyor
certifying that the residence will not exceed 15 feet in height above
the existing grade or 189 feet above MSL.

Any proposed onsite fences, walls, and retaining walls and any
proposed railing located on top, or any combination thereof, shall
comply with applicable regulations of SBMC Section 17.20.040 and
17.60.070 (Fences and Walls).

The Applicant shall obtain required CCC approval of a Coastal
Development Permit, Waiver or Exemption as determined necessary
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by the CCC, prior to the issuance of a Grading or Building Permit.

Native or drought tolerant and non-invasive plant materials and water
conserving irrigation systems shall be incorporated into any proposed
landscaping and compatible with the surrounding area to the extent
feasible.

Any new exterior lighting fixtures shall be in conformance with the
City-Wide Lighting Regulations of SBMC 17.60.060,

All light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or
glare is transmitted or reflected in such concentrated quantities or
intensities that render them detrimental to the surrounding area.

Fire Department Conditions: Piease note that this list provides detailed Fire
Department requirements and is not meant to be an all-inclusive plan check
list of the Fire Department comments.

V.

VI

VII.

OBSTRUCTION OF ROADWAYS DURING CONSTRUCTION: All
roadways shall be a minimum of 24 feet in width during construction
and maintained free and clear, including the parking of vehicles, in
accordance with the California Fire Code and the Fire Department.

ADDRESS NUMBERS: STREET NUMBERS: Approved numbers
and/or addresses shall be placed on all new and existing buildings
and at appropriate additional locations as to be piainly visible and
legible from the street or roadway fronting the property from either
direction of approach. Said numbers shall contrast with their
background, and shall meet the following minimum standards as to
size: 4" high with a %" inch stroke width for residential buildings, 8"
high with a %" stroke for commercial and muiti-family residential
buildings, 12" high with a 1" stroke for industrial buildings. Additional
numbers shall be required where deemed necessary by the Fire
Marshal, such as rear access doors, building corners, and entrances
to commercial centers.

AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLERS SYSTEM: ADDITIONS: An
automatic sprinkier system installed in accordance with 903.3 may be
required to be installed throughout structures when the addition is
more than 50% of the existing building or when the altered building
will exceed a fire flow of 1,500 gallons per minute as calculated per
section 507.3. The fire code official may require an automatic
sprinkler system be installed in buildings where no water main exists
to provide the required fire flow or where a special hazard exists such
as: poor access roads, grade, bluffs and canyon rims, hazardous
brush and response times greater than 5 minutes by a fire
department.
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AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLERS: REMODELS: An automatic
sprinkler system installed in accordance with section 903.3 may be
required if the scope of work includes significant modification to the
interior of the dwelling or the roof of the building, and the cost of the
installation does not exceed 15 percent of the construction costs of
the remodel. This section is not intended to require fire sprinkler
retrofits for maintenance or improvements of the infrastructure
around the structure. Maintenance shall be defined for this section as
the normal replacement of existing fixtures. Examples of
maintenance work include items such as fiooring, plumbing repairs or
windows, Improvements required by legislation such as the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) do not require fire sprinkier
protection under this section.

SMOKE DETECTORS/CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS/FIRE
SPRINKLER SYSTEMS: Smoke detectors/carbon monoxide
alarmsf/fire sprinklers shall be inspected by the Solana Beach Fire
Department.

CLASS "A" ROOF: All structures shall be provided with a Class “A”
Roof covering to the satisfaction of the Solana Beach Fire
Department.

Engineering Department Conditions:

The Applicant shall prepare a City of Solana Beach Storm Water
Checklist for Minor Projects to address potential water quality
impacts to ensure that poliutants and runoff from this development
are reduced to the maximum extent practicable.

All construction demolition materials shall be recycled according to
the City's Construction and Demolition recycling program and an
approved waste management plan shall be submitted.

Obtain a Minor Grading Permit. Conditions prior to the issuance of a
minor grading permit shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

a. The Grading Plan shall be prepared by a Registered Civil
Engineer and approved by the City Engineer. On-site grading
design and construction shall be in accordance with Chapter
15.40 of the Solana Beach Municipal Code.

b. All retaining walls and drainage structures shall be shown.
Retaining walls shown on the minor Grading Plan shall conform
to the San Diego Regional Standards or be designed by a civil
engineer. Engineering calculations for all designed walls with a
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surcharge and nonstandard walls shall be submitted at minor
Grading Plan check. Retaining walls may not exceed the
allowable height within the property line setback as determined
by the City of Solana Beach Municipal Code.

The Applicant is responsible to protect the adjacent properties
during construction. If any grading or other types or construction
are anticipated beyond the property lines, the Applicant shall
obtain a written permission from the adjoining property owners
for incidental grading or construction that may occur and submit
the letter to the City Engineer prior to the anticipated work.

Pay minor Grading Plan check fee in accordance with the
current Engineering Fee Schedule at initial grading plan
submittal. Inspection fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the
minor Grading Permit.

Obtain and submit minor grading security in a form prescribed
by the City Engineer.

Obtain a haul permit for important/export of soil. The Applicant
shall transport all excavated material to a legal disposal site.

Submit certification from the Engineer of Record and the Soils
Engineer that all public or private drainage facilities and finished
grades are functioning and are installed in accordance with the
approved plans. This shalli be accomplished by the Engineer of
Record incorporating as-built conditions on the Mylar grading
plans and obtaining signatures of the Engineer of Record and
the Soils Engineer certifying the as-built conditions.

An Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Plan shall be
prepared. Best Management Practices shall be developed and
implemented to manage storm water and non-storm water
discharges from the site during excavation and grading
activities. Erosion prevention shall be emphasized as the most
important measure for keeping sediment on site during
excavation and grading activities. Sediment controls shall be
used as a supplement to erosion prevention for keeping
sediment on site.

Show all proposed on-site private drainage facilities intended to
discharge water run-off. Elements of this design shall include a
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis verifying the adequacy of the
facilities and identify any construction of drainage structures
shall comply with the standards set forth by the San Diego
Regional Standard Drawings.
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j.  Post Construction best Management Practices meeting City and
RWQCB Order No. R8-2013-001 requirements shall be
implemented in the drainage design.

k. Noincreased lot drainage shall be allowed.

6. ENFORCEMENT: Pursuant to SBMC 17.72.120(B) failure to satisfy any and all
of the above-mentioned conditions of approval is subject to the imposition of
penalties as set forth in SBMC Chapters 1.16 and 1.18 in addition to any
applicable revocation proceedings.

7. EXPIRATION: The DRP and SDP for the project will expire 24 months from the
date of this Resolution, unless the Applicant has obtained building permits and
have commenced construction prior to that date, and diligently pursued
construction to completion. An extension of the application may be granted by
the City Council, subject to SBMC Section 17.72.110.

8. INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT: The Applicant shall defend, indemnify, and
hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees from any and all
claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs, including attorney’s
fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the
issuance of this permit including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set
aside, void, challenge, or annul this development approval and any
environmental document or decision. The City will promptly notify the Applicant
of any claim, action, or proceeding. The City may elect to conduct its own
defense, participate in its own defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in
defense of any claim related to this indemnification. In the event of such election,
the Applicant shall pay all of the costs related thereto, including without limitation
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs. In the event of a disagreement between
the City and Applicant regarding litigation issues, the City shall have the authority
to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions, including, but not
limited to, settlement or other disposition of the matter. However, the Applicant
shall not be required to pay or perform any settiement unless such settlement is
approved by the Applicant.

NOTICE TO APPLICANTS: Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, you are
hereby notified that the 90-day period to protest the imposition of the fees,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this resolution commences
on the effective date of this resolution. To protest the imposition of any fee,
dedications, reservations or other exactions described in this resolution you must
comply with the provisions of Government Code Section 66020. Generally the
resolution is effective upon expiration of the tenth day following the date of adoption
of this resolution, unless the resolution is appealed or called for review as provided
in the Solana Beach Zoning Ordinance.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED at a reguiar meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana
Beach, California, held on the 13" day of December 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers —
NOES: Councilmembers -
ABSENT: Councilmembers —

ABSTAIN: Councilmembers —

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk



STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

Honocrable Mayor and City Councilmembers
Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: March 22, 2017
ORIGINATING DEPT: Community Development Department
SUBJECT: Public Hearing: Request for a Development Review Permit

for a Square Footage Addition to an Existing Single-
Family Residence and Garage at 781 E. Solana Circle
(Case # 17-16-42 Applicants: Linda Corsetti; Resolution
No. 2017-040)

BACKGROUND:

The Applicant, Linda Corsetti, is requesting Council approval of a Development Review
Permit (DRP) to construct a 948 square foot addition to an existing single-story, single-
family residence and garage on a 7,613 square-foot lot in the Medium Residential (MR)
Zone and Park Del Mar Development. The Applicant is also proposing to construct an
approximately 200 square foot roof deck over the southeast corner of the residence.
The maximum building height would be 15 feet and 189 feet above Mean Sea Level
(MSL). The project includes 33.16 cubic yards of excavation for footings and 13.7 cubic
yards of excavation and recompaction. The project requires a DRP for construction in
excess of 60% of the maximum allowable floor area,

The issue before the Council is whether to approve, approve with conditions, or deny
the Applicants’ request.

DISCUSSION:

The 7,613 square-foot lot is a panhandle shape located on the north side of East Solana
Circle. The site is currently developed with a 1,250 square-foot, single-story, single-
family residence with a detached 200 square foot garage. The proposed addition would
add 264 square feet to the existing garage and 684 square feet to the existing
residence. After construction the garage would be attached to the residence. The
project plans are provided in Attachment 1.

The property is zoned MR, however, it is aiso located in the Park Del Mar Development,
which has specific development regulations (Attachment 2) set forth in a Use Permit

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

ATTACHMENT 2
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Issued in 1863 by the County of San Diego prior to the City's incorporation. The Park
Del Mar Development regulations, therefore, supersede those of the MR Zone. At the
request of the Park Del Mar Homeowner's Association, the Solana Beach City Council
approved a Conditional Use Permit in 2001 to modify the Use Permit issued by the
County to clarfy the specific development regulations, which differ from the underlying
zone. The primary use of each site in the development is limited to one detached,
single-family dwelling with one garage or carport. Each dwelling unit is limited to a
maximum of 2,000 square feet and the garage or carport to a maximum of 600 square
feet. In addition, the averall square footage on the site cannot exceed 2,400 square feet.
In accordance with underlying SBMC Zoning regulations, detached accessory
structures are permitted and are deducted from the total aliowed garage or carport
square footage. The regulations also limit all structure heights to 16 feet above the
tower of finished or proposed grade. Specific setback dimensions are also provided for
each lot in the community. As proposed, the project complies with the regulations of the
Park Del Mar Development,

Table 1 (below) provides a comparison of the Park Del Mar Development regulations
with the Applicants' proposed design.

Jabled .

Lot INFORMATION

Property Address: 781 E. Solana Cir, | Zoning DES‘EHB“ON Park Del Mar (MR)

Lot Size: 7.613 Sf | # of Units Allowed: 1 Dwetling Unit
Max. Allowable Living SF 2,000 SF | # of Units Requested: 1 Dwelling Unit
Max. Allowable Garage SF 600 SF | Setbacks: Required Proposed
Max. Allowable Total SF 2400 SF Front 10'-0° 10°- 07
Proposed Total SF 2,398 SF Side (west) 5.0" 6-0
Below Max. SF by 25F Side (east)* 7-8" 7-6"
Max. Allowable Height: 16.00 ft SIdI:(_earrd e 5100' -hO" 27"i -6"
Max. Proposed Height: 15,0 ft | "Side-yard se is 30" however, there is an
H:ghest Pointhldge 189 ML | Addtional 30 ,ig‘ia“" from the sidewalk required by the

- PROPOSED PROJECT INFORMATION -

Square Footage / Floor Area Breakdown:

Existing Living Area: 1,250 SF

Proposed Addition: 684 SF . i

Existing Garage: so0sp | Required Permits: .Thq project requires a
Pronosed Garage Addition: 284 &F DRP for construction in excess of 60% of

Pa J : the maximum allowable floor area.

Subtotal: 2,398 SF

Garage Exemption: - 400 SF

Total Proposed Floar Area: 1,898 SF

Proposed Grading:
Excavalion for Building/Wall Footings: 33.16 yd® Excavation and Recompaction: 13.7 yd®

Proposed Parking: Attached 2-car garage | Existing Development:

Proposed Fences and Walls: Yes Single-Family Residence and Detached Garage
Proposed Accessory Structure: No —
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Staff has prepared draft findings for approval of the project in the attached Resoclution
2017-040 (Attachment 3} for Council’s consideration based upon the information in this
report. The Applicable SBMC sections are provided in italicized text and conditions from
the Planning, Engineering and Fire Departments are incorporated in the Resolution of
Approval. The Council may direct Staff to modify the Resolution to reflect the findings
and conditions it deems appropriate as a result of the public hearing process. If the
Council determines the project is to be denied, Staff will prepare a Resolution of Denial
for an action to be taken at a subsequent Council meeting.

The following is a discussion of the findings for a DRP as each applies to the proposed

project, as well as, references to recommended conditions of approval contained in
Resolution 2017-040.

Development Review Permit Compliance (SBMC Section 17.68.40):

A DRP is required because the total proposed floor area exceeds 60% of the maximum
allowable. The total floor area proposed is 1,998 square feet and 2,400 square feet is
the maximum. Therefore, the proposal is 83% of the allowable floor area.

In addition to meeting the Park Del Mar Development specific regulations and any other
underlying zoning requirements, the project must also be found in compliance with
development review criteria. The following is a list of the development review criteria
topics:

Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses

Building and Structure Placement

Landscaping

Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking, and Storage Areas
Grading

Lighting

Usable Open Space

Noohwn =

The Councit may approve, or conditionally approve, a DRP only if all of the findings
listed below can be made. Resolution 2017-040 provides the full discussion of the
required findings below:

1. The proposed development is consistent with the general plan and all
applicable requirements of this title, including special regulations,
overlay zones, and specific plans.

2. The proposed development complies with the development review
criteria.

3. All required permits and approvals issued by the city, including
variances, conditional use permits, comprehensive sign plans, and
coastal development permits have been obtained prior to or
concurrently with the development review permit.
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4. If the development project also requires a permit or approval to be
issued by a state or federal agency, the city council may conditionally
approve the development review permit upon the applicant obtaining
the required permit or approval from the other agency.

If the above findings cannot be made, the Council shall deny the DRP. The following is
a discussion of the applicable development review criteria as they relate to the
proposed project,

Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses:

The property is located within the Medium Residential (MR) Zone and Park Del Mar
Development. Properties surrounding the lot located within the same zone and also
part of the Park Del Mar Development. They are developed with one-stary, single-
family residences. The project site is currently developed with a one-story, single-family
residence and a detached garage and the proposed project would allow for a remodel
and 948 square foot addition. The project, as designed, is consistent with the specific
development standards of the Park Del Mar Development as well as the permitted uses
of the underlying MR Zone as described in SBMC Sections 17.20.010 and 17.12.020.
The proposed development could be found o be consistent with the objectives of the
General Plan as it encourages the development and maintenance of healthy residential
neighborhoods, the stability of transitional neighborhoods, and the rehabilitation of
deteriorated neighborhoods.

The property is not located within any other specific plan areas. As a condition of
project approval, the Applicants would be required to obtain a Coastal Development
Permit, Waiver or Exemption from the California Coastal Commission prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit.

Building and Structure Placement:

The Park Del Mar Development regulations allow reduced setback areas as compared
to the underlying MR Zone. They also limit maximum structure height to 16 feet above
the existing grade. The project would comply with the setbacks and height restrictions
set forth in the Park Del Mar Development Regulations.

The existing property is relatively flat and the Applicant is not proposing changes to the
grade except for the proposed footings for the additional square footage and the site
walls. The proposed improvements consist of square footage additions to the residence
and the detached garage that would attach the garage to the residence. Pedestrian
and vehicular access would be maintained on the southwest side of the residence from
the existing shared driveway. The Applicant proposes to remove existing landscape
area and provide 224 square feet of new hardscape for a rear patio area on the north
side of the residence and remove four existing trees to be replaced with 48 square feet
of irrigated lawn. The Applicant also proposes to construct an approximately 200
square-foot, uncovered roof deck over the southeast side of the residence.
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Neighborhood Comparison:

Staff compared the proposed project to 31 other properties within the surrounding area.
As shown on the following Zoning Map, they include other properies in the Park Del
Mar Development along West Solana Circle and East Solana Circle.

The neighboring Park Del Mar residences consist of single-story, single-family homes
ranging in size from 1,202 square feet to 1,991 square feet, according to the County
Assessor records. It should be noted that the County Assessor does not include
garages, covered porches, unfinished basements or accessory buildings in the total
square footage. Accordingly, the building area of the proposed project has been
calculated for comparison purposes by deleting the area of the garage as follows:

Project Gross Building Area: 2,398 ft*
Delete Garage Area: - 464 ft°
Project Area for Comparison to Assessor's Data 1,934 ft°

Table 2 is based upon the County Assessors data and SanGIS data. It contains
neighboring lot sizes, the square footage of existing development and the maximum
allowable square footage for potential development on each lot.

1 PropertyAddress

1 | 758 W. Solana Cir, | 4607 | 1262 | 2400 | MR/PDM
2 | 762 W. Solana Cir. 5,993 1,240 2,400 MR/PDM
3 | 766 W. Solana Cir. 7,178 1,420 2,400 MR/PDM
4 | 770 W. Solana Cir. 4,423 1,202 2,400 MR/PDM
5

774 W. Solana Cir. 4736 1,267 2,400 MR/PDM
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6 | 778 W. Solana Cir. 4869 1,240 2,400 MR/PDM
7 | 782 W, Solana Cir. 5,096 1,397 2,400 MR/PDM
8 | 786 W. Solana Cir. 5,281 1,454 2,400 MR/PDM
a | 790W. Bolana Cir. 6,873 1,210 2,400 MR/PDM
10 | 7%4 E. Solana Cir. 4,534 1,627 2,400 MR/PDM
11| 789 E. Solana Cir. 4,537 1,574 2,400 MR/PDM
12 | 785 E. Solana Cir. 6,111 1,480 2,400 MR/PDM
13 { 781 E. Solana Cir. 7,613 1,250 1,934 2,400 MR/IFDM
14 | 777 E. Solana Cir, 4,412 1,795 2,400 MR/PDM
15| 773 E. Solana Cir. 5,109 1,972 2,400 MR/FPDM
16 { 759 E. Solana Cir. 5,728 1,379 2,400 MR/PDM
17 1 747 E. Solana Cir. 3,968 1,330 2,400 MR/PDM
18 | 743 E. Solana Cir. 7,026 1,810 2,400 MR/PDM
19| 741 E. Solana Cir. 7,154 1,262 2,400 MR/PDM
20| 731 E. Solana Cir. 3,806 1,777 2,400 MR/PDM
21| 713 E. Solana Cir. 4,437 1,542 2,400 MR/PDM
22 | 728 E. Solana Cir, 7,983 1,456 2,400 MR/PDM
23 | 736 E. Solana Cir. 9,403 1,552 2,400 MR/PDM
24 | 744 E. Solana Cir. 5,716 1,575 2,400 MR/PDM
25 | 748 E. Solana Cir. 8,086 1,991 2,400 MR/PDM
26 | 752 E. Solana Cir. 8,541 1,655 2,400 MR/PDM
27 | 756 E. Solana Cir. 4,481 1,691 2,400 MR/PDM
28 | 760 E. Solana Cir. 4,586 1,468 2,400 MR/PDM
20 | 764 E. Solana Cir. 9,686 1,717 2,400 MR/PDM
30 | 768 E. Solana Cir. 10,367 1,726 2,400 MR/PDM
31| 772 E. Solana Cir. 5,783 1,643 2,400 MR/PDM
32 | 776 E. Solana Cir. 6,087 1,855 2,400 MR/PDM

Fences, Walls and Retaining Walls:

Within the front yard setback area, the SBMC allows fences and walls or any
combination thereof, to be no higher than 42 inches in height as measured from existing
grade, except for an additional two feet of fence that is at least B0% open to light.
Fences, walls and retaining walls located within the rear and interlor side yards are
aliowed to be up to six feet in height with an additional 24 inches that is 50% open to
light and air.

The Applicant is proposing to construct a 6 foot tall stucco wall next to the residence at
the west property line that will step down to approximately 3.5 feet where adjacent to
the usable rear yard area within the buildable area of the lot. Three additional stucco
walls that are 3.5 feet in height are proposed along the northern and eastern sides of
the usable rear yard area within the buildable area of the lot. As proposed, the fences
and walls would comply with the fence and wall regulations. If the Applicant decides to
modify any of the design of the proposed fences and walls or construct additional
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fences and walls, a condition of project approval indicates that they would be required to
be in compliance with SBMC 17.20.040(0) and 17.60.070(C) and (D).

Landscape:

The project is not subject to the water efficient landscaping regulations of SBMC
Chapter 17.56. According to SBMC Section 17.56.040, the regulations apply to modified
irrigated landscaped areas that exceed 500 square feet. The proposed project would
reduce the existing landscaped area by 204 square feet under the proposed footprint of
the additions. In addition, 224 existing lawn will be removed and replaced with
hardscape and four trees will be removed and replaced with 48 square feet of lawn. A
condition of project approval has been added to indicate that native or drought-tolerant
and non-invasive plant materials and water conserving irrigation systems are required to
be incorporated into the landscaping to the extent feasible.

Parking:

SBMC Section 17.52.040 and the Off Street Parking Design Manual require two (2)
parking spaces for a single-family residence. The Applicant is proposing a 264 square
foot addition to the existing 200 square foot detached garage. The proposed square
footage addition would attach the garage to the residence. The attached garage would
provide two off-street parking spaces that are 9' X 19" and clear of obstruction, therefore
the proposed project would be in compliance with the parking standards. In addition the
proposed 464 square foot garage would be less than 600 square feet which is the
maximum area permitted by the Park Del Mar regulations.

Grading:

The proposed grading quantities include 33.16 cubic yards for the excavation for the
new footings for the square foot additions and for the footings for the proposed site
walls. The project also includes the excavation and recompaction of 13.7 cubic yards of
soil for the new slab on grade foundation. The proposed total aggregate amount of
grading is 46.86 cubic yards.

Lighting:

A condition of project approval includes that all new exterior lighting fixtures comply with
the City-Wide Lighting Regulations of the Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). All light
fixtures shail be shielded so that no light or glare is transmitted or reflected in such
concentrated quantities or intensities as to be detrimental to the surrounding area.

Usable Open Space:

The project consists of the construction of an addition to an existing single-family
residence, therefore, usable open space and recreational facilities are neither proposed
nor required according to SBMC Section 17.20.040.
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Structure Development Permit Compliance:

in accordance with the specific development regulations set forth for the Park Del Mar
Development, the residence would not exceed 16 feet in height. Therefore, the
Applicants are not required to obtain a Structure Development Permit. The Park Del
Mar Development performs an internal review of projects prior to the City's review in
which view preservation Is taken into consideration. The Applicants installed story poles
and obtained authorization from the Park Del Mar Homeowners Association prior to
pursuing authorization from the City.

The project plans show the maximum structure height at 15 feet above the adjacent
grade. A condition of approval has been included to require the Applicant to submit a
height certificate prepared by a licensed land surveyor prior to the framing inspection
certifying that the maximum height of the proposed addition will not exceed 15 feet
above the proposed grade or 189 feet above the Mean Sea Level (MSL), which is the
maximum proposed height reflected on the project plans.

Public Hearing Notice:

Notice of the City Council Public Hearing for the project was published in the Union
Tribune more than 10 days prior to the public hearing. The same public notice was
mailed to property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the proposed project site on
March 8, 2017. As of the date of preparation of this Staff Report, Staff has not received
any formal correspondence from neighbors or interested parties in support of, or in
opposition {o, the proposed project.

In conclusion, the proposed project, as conditioned, could be found to be consistent with
the Park Del Mar Development regulations, the Zoning regulations, and the General
Plan.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15303 is a Class 3 exemption for
new construction or the conversion of small structures. Examples of this exemption
include one single-family residence or second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In
urbanized areas, up to three-single-family residences may be constructed or converted
under this exemption.

FISCAL IMPACT: N/A

WORKPLAN: N/A

OPTIONS:

Approve Staff recommendation adopting the attached Resolution 2017-040.
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Approve Staff recommendation subject to additional specific conditions necessary
for the City Council to make all required findings for the approval of a DRP.

Deny the project if all required findings for the DRP cannot be made.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

The proposed project meets the minimum objective requirements under the Park Del
Mar Development regulations and the underlying SBMC, could be found to be
consistent with the General Plan and could be found, as conditioned, to meet the

discretionary findings required as discussed in this report to approve a DRP. Therefore,
Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Conduct the Public Hearing: Open the Public Hearing, Report Council
Disclosures, Receive Public Testimony, and Close the Public Hearing.

2. Find the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; and

3. If the City Council makes the requisite findings and approves the project, adopt
Resolution 2017-040 conditionally approving a DRP to allow for the construction
of a 948 square foot addition to the existing, one-story, single-family residence
and garage at 781 East Solana Circle.

CITY MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Recommendation.

7

Gregory Wade, City Manager

Attachments:

1. Project Plans
2. Park Del Mar Development Regulations
3. Resalution 2017-040



RESOLUTION 2017-040

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CONDITIONALLY APPROVING
A DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERMIT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A SQUARE FOOTAGE ADDITION TO AN EXISTING SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE AND ASSOCIATED IMPROVEMENTS ON
A PROPERTY WITHIN THE PARK DEL MAR DEVELOPMENT,
LOCATED AT 781 EAST SOLANA CIRCLE, SOLANA BEACH

APPLICANT: Linda Corsetti
CASE NO.: DRP 17-16-42

WHEREAS, Linda Corsetti (hereinafter referred to as “Applicants”) have submitted an

application for a Development Review Permit (DRP) pursuant to Title 17 (Zoning), of the
Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC); and

WHEREAS, the Public Hearing was conducted pursuant to the provisions of Solana
Beach Municipal Code Section 17.72.030; and

WHEREAS, at the Public Hearing on March 22, 2017 the City Council received and
considered evidence concerning the proposed application; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach found the application request

exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Section 15303 of the
State CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, this decision is based upon the evidence presented at the hearing and

any information the City Council gathered by viewing the site and the area as disclosed at
the hearing.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach, California, does
resolve as follows:

1. That the foregoing recitations are true and correct.

2. That the project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

3. That the request for a DRP to construct a 948 square foot addition to an existing
single-story, single-family residence and garage on a 7,613 square-foot lot in the
Medium Residential (MR) Zone and Park Del Mar Development,is conditionally
approved based upon the following Findings and subject to the following Conditions:

4, FINDINGS

A. In accordance with Section 17.68.040 (Development Review Permit) of the City
of Solana Beach Municipal Code, the City Council finds the following:
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The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and all
applicable requirements of SBMC Title 17 (Zoning Ordinance), including
special regulations, overlay zones, and specific plans.

General Plan Consistency: The project, as conditioned, is consistent with
the City's General Plan designation of Medium Density Residential, which
aliows for five to seven dwelling units per acre. Further, the proposed
development is consistent with the objectives of the General Plan as it
encourages the development and maintenance of healthy residential
neighborhoods, the stability of transitional neighborhoods, and the
rehabilitation of deteriorated neighborhoods.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency: The proposed project is consistent with all
applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 17) Permitted Uses
and Structures (SBMC 17.20.020), which provides for use of the property as
a single-family residence. The proposed project also adheres to the specific
development regulations established for the Park Del Mar Development.

The design of the project is consistent with the provisions for minimum
setbacks, the maximum floor area ratio (FAR), maximum building height,
and parking requirements.

The proposed development complies with the following development

review criteria set forth in Solana Beach Municipal Code Section
17.68.040(F):

a. Relationship with Adjacent Land Uses: The development shall be
designed in a manner compatible with and where feasible,
complimentary fo existing and potential development in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. Site planning on the perimeter
of the development shall give consideration to the protection of
surrounding areas from potential adverse effects, as well as
protection of the properly from adverse surrounding influences.

The project is consistent with the permitted uses and development
standards of the Park Del Mar Development Regulations and the
underlying Medium Residential (MR) Zone as described in SBMC
Sections 17.20.010 and 17.12.020. The proposed development is
consistent with the objectives of the General Plan as it encourages
the development and maintenance of healthy residential
neighborhoods, the stability of transitional neighborhoods, and the
rehabilitation of deteriorated neighborhoods.

The property is not located within any of the City's Specific Plan
areas; however, it is located within the boundaries of the Coastal
Zone. The Applicant is required to obtain a Coastal Development
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Permit, Waiver or Exemption from the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

. Building and Structure Placement: Buildings and structures shall be

sited and designed in a manner which visually and functionally
enhances their intended use.

The Park Del Mar Development regulations allow reduced setback
areas as compared to the underlying MR Zone. They also limit
maximum structure height to 16 feet above the existing grade. The
project would comply with the setbacks and height restrictions set
forth in the Park Del Mar Development Regulations.

The existing property is relatively flat and the Applicant is not
proposing changes to the grade except for the proposed footings for
the additional square footage and the site walls. The proposed
improvements consist of square footage additions to the residence
and the detached garage that would attach the garage to the
residence. Pedestrian and vehicular access would be maintained
on the southwest side of the residence from the existing shared
driveway. The Applicant proposes to provide new hardscape for a
rear patio area on the north side of the residence and remove four
existing trees to be replaced with 48 square feet of irrigated lawn.
The Applicant also proposes to construct an approximately 200

square-foot, uncovered roof deck over the southeast side of the
residence.

. Landscaping: The removal of significant native vegetation shall be
minimized. Replacement vegetation and landscaping shall be
compatible with the vegetation of the surrounding area. Trees and

other large plantings shall not obstruct significant views when
installed or at maturity.

The project is not subject to the water efficient landscaping
regulations of SBMC Chapter 17.56. According to SBMC Section
17.56.040, the regulations apply to modified irrigated landscaped
areas that exceed 500 square feet. The proposed project would
reduce the existing landscaped area by 204 square feet under the
proposed footprint of the additions. In addition, 224 existing lawn
will be removed and replaced with hardscape and four trees will be
removed and replaced with 48 square feet of lawn. A condition of
project approval has been added to indicate that native or drought-
tolerant and non-invasive plant materials and water conserving
irrigation systems are required to be incorporated into the
landscaping to the extent feasible.
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d. Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas: Any
development involving more than one building or structure shall
provide common access roads and pedestrian walkways. Parking
and outside storage areas, where permitted, shall be screened from
view, to the extent feasible, by existing topography, by the

placement of buildings and structures, or by landscaping and
plantings.

SBMC Section 17.52.040 and the Off Street Parking Design Manual
require two (2) parking spaces for a single-family residence. The
Applicant is proposing a 264 square foot addition to the existing 200
square foot detached garage. The proposed square footage
addition would attach the garage to the residence. The attached
garage would provide two off-street parking spaces that are 9 X 19’
and clear of obstruction, therefore the proposed project would be in
compliance with the parking standards. In addition the proposed
464 square foot garage would be less than 600 square feet which is
the maximum area permitted by the Park Del Mar regulations.

e. Grading: To the extent feasible, natural topography and scenic
features of the site shall be retained and incorporated into the
proposed development. Any grading or earth-moving operations in
connection with the proposed development shall be planned and
executed so as to blend with the existing terrain both on and
adfacent to the site. Existing exposed or disturbed slopes shall be
landscaped with native or naturalized non-native vegetation and
existing erosion problems shalf be corrected.

The proposed grading quantities include 33.16 cubic yards for the
excavation for the new footings for the square foot additions and for
the footings for the proposed site walls. The project also includes
the excavation and recompaction of 13.7 cubic yards of soil for the
new slab on grade foundation. The proposed total aggregate amount
of grading is 46.86 cubic yards.

f. Lighting: Light fixtures for walkways, parking areas, driveways, and
other facilities shall be provided in sufficient number and at proper
locations to assure safe and convenient nighttime use. All light
fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or glare is
transmitted or reflected in such concentrated quantities or intensities
as to be detrimental to the surrounding areas per SBMC 17.60.060
(Exterior Lighting Regulations).

A condition of project approval includes that all new exterior lighting
fixtures comply with the City-Wide Lighting Regulations of the
Zoning Ordinance (SBMC 17.60.060). All light fixtures shall be
shielded so that no light or glare is transmitted or reflected in such
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concentrated guantities or intensities as to be detrimental to the
surrounding area.

g. Usable Open Space: Recreational facilities proposed within required
usable open space shall be located and designed to maintain essential
open space values.

The project consists of the construction of a square footage addition
to a one-story, single-family residence and garage; therefore, usable
open space and recreational facilities are neither proposed nor
required according to SBMC Section 17.20.040.

. All required permits and approvals issued by the City, including variances,
conditional use permits, comprehensive sign plans, and coastal

development permits, have been obtained prior to or concurrently with the
development review permit.

All required permits are being processed concurrently with the DRP. As a
condition of project approval, the Applicants will be required to obtain
approval from the CCC prior to issuance of Building Permits.

The project will not exceed 16 feet above the existing grade; therefore, a
Structure Development Permit (SDP) is not required. However, the
project is proposed at 15 feet above the existing grade; therefore, as a
condition of project approval, the Applicants will be required to submit a
height certification from a licensed land surveyor to validate that the SDP

is not necessary and the project is in compliance with the Park Del Mar
Development Regulations.

V. If the development project also requires a permit or approval to be issued
by a state or federal agency, the city council may conditionally approve

the development review permit upon the applicant obtaining the required
permit or approval from the other agency.

As a condition of project approval, the Applicants will be required to
obtain approval from the California Coastal Commission (CCC) prior to
the issuance of Building Permits.

5. CONDITIONS

Prior to use or development of the property in reliance on this permit, the Applicants
shall provide for and adhere to the following conditions:

A. Community Development Department Conditions:

l. The Applicants shall pay required Public Facilities Fees, as established
by SBMC Section 17.72.020 and Resolution 1987-36.
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Building Permit plans must be in substantial conformance with the plans
presented to the City Council on March 22, 2017 and located in the
project file with a submittal date of March 13, 2017.

Prior to requesting a framing inspection, the Applicants will be required
to submit a height certification signed by a licensed land surveyor
certifying that the residence will not exceed 15 feet in height above the
existing grade or 189 feet above MSL.

Any proposed onsite fences, walls, and retaining walls and any
proposed railing located on top, or any combination thereof, shall

comply with applicable regulations of SBMC Section 17.20.040 and
17.60.070 (Fences and Walls).

The Applicants shall obtain required CCC approval of a Coastal
Development Permit, Waiver or Exemption as determined necessary by
the CCC, prior to the issuance of a Grading or Building Permit.

Native or drought tolerant and non-invasive plant materials and water
conserving irrigation systems shall be incorporated into any proposed

landscaping and compatible with the surrounding area to the extent
feasible.

Any new exterior lighting fixtures shall be in conformance with the City-
Wide Lighting Regulations of SBMC 17.60.060.

All light fixtures shall be appropriately shielded so that no light or glare
is transmitted or reflected in such concentrated quantities or intensities
that render them detrimental to the surrounding area.

Fire Department Conditions: Please note that this list provides detailed Fire

Department requirements and is not meant to be an all-inclusive plan check list
of the Fire Department comments.

V.

VI.

OBSTRUCTION OF ROADWAYS DURING CONSTRUCTION: All
roadways shall be a minimum of 24 feet in width during construction
and maintained free and clear, including the parking of vehicles, in
accordance with the California Fire Code and the Fire Department.

ADDRESS NUMBERS: STREET NUMBERS: Approved numbers
and/or addresses shall be placed on all new and existing buildings and
at appropriate additional locations as to be plainly visible and legible
from the street or roadway fronting the property from either direction of
approach. Said numbers shall contrast with their background, and shall
meet the following minimum standards as to size: 4” high with a %" inch
stroke width for residential buildings, 8" high with a 12" stroke for
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commercial and multi-family residential buildings, 12" high with a 1"
stroke for industrial buildings. Additional numbers shall be required
where deemed necessary by the Fire Marshal, such as rear access
doors, building corners, and entrances to commercial centers.

AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLERS SYSTEM: ADDITIONS: An
automatic sprinkler system installed in accordance with 803.3 may be
required to be installed throughout structures when the addition is more
than 50% of the existing building or when the altered building will
exceed a fire flow of 1,500 galions per minute as calculated per section
507.3. The fire code official may require an automatic sprinkler system
be installed in buildings where no water main exists to provide the
required fire flow or where a special hazard exists such as: poor access
roads, grade, bluffs and canyon rims, hazardous brush and response
times greater than 5 minutes by a fire department.

AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLERS: REMODELS: An automatic
sprinkler system installed in accordance with section 903.3 may be
required if the scope of work includes significant modification to the
interior of the dwelling or the roof of the building, and the cost of the
installation does not exceed 15 percent of the construction costs of the
remodel. This section is not intended to require fire sprinkler retrofits for
maintenance or improvements of the infrastructure around the structure.
Maintenance shall be defined for this section as the normal replacement
of existing fixtures. Examples of maintenance work include items such
as flooring, plumbing repairs or windows. Improvements required by
legislation such as the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) do not
require fire sprinkler protection under this section.

SMOKE DETECTORS/CARBON MONOXIDE  ALARMS/FIRE
SPRINKLER SYSTEMS: Smoke detectors/carbon monoxide alarms/fire
sprinklers shall be inspected by the Solana Beach Fire Department.

CLASS “A” ROOF: All structures shall be provided with a Class "A” Roof
covering to the satisfaction of the Solana Beach Fire Department.

C. Engineering Department Conditions:

The Applicant shall prepare a City of Solana Beach Storm Water
Checklist for Minor Projects to address potential water quality impacts to
ensure that poliutants and runoff from this development are reduced to
the maximum extent practicable.

All construction demolition materials shall be recycled according to the
City's Construction and Demolition recycling program and an approved
waste management plan shall be submitted.
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Obtain a Minor Grading Permit. Conditions prior to the issuance of a
minor grading permit shall include, but not be limited to the following:

a.

The Grading Plan shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer
and approved by the City Engineer. On-site grading design and
construction shall be in accordance with Chapter 15.40 of the
Solana Beach Municipal Code.

All retaining walls and drainage structures shall be shown.
Retaining walls shown on the minor grading plan shall conform to
the San Diego Regional Standards or be designed by a civil
engineer. Engineering calculations for all designed walls with a
surcharge and nonstandard walls shall be submitted at minor
Grading Plan check. Retaining walls may not exceed the allowable
height within the property line setback as determined by the City of
Solana Beach Municipal Code.

The Applicant is responsible to protect the adjacent properties
during construction. If any grading or other types or construction
are anticipated beyond the property lines, the Applicant shall
obtain a written permission from the adjoining property owners for
incidental grading or construction that may occur and submit the
letter to the City Engineer prior to the anticipated work.

Pay minor Grading Plan check fee in accordance with the current
Engineering Fee Schedule at initial grading plan submittal.

inspection fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the minor Grading
Permit.

Obtain and submit minor grading security in a form prescribed by
the City Engineer.

Obtain a haul permit for important/ export of soil. The Applicant
shall transport all excavated material to a legal disposal site.

Submit cedification from the Engineer of Record and the Soils
Engineer that all public or private drainage facilities and finished
grades are functioning and are installed in accordance with the
approved plans. This shall be accomplished by the Engineer of
Record incorporating as-built conditions on the Mylar grading plans
and obtaining signatures of the Engineer of Record and the Soils
Engineer certifying the as-built conditions.

An Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Plan shall be
prepared. Best Management Practices shall be developed and
implemented to manage storm water and non-storm water
discharges from the site during excavation and grading activities.
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Erosion prevention shall be emphasized as the most important
measure for Keeping sediment on site during excavation and
grading activities.  Sediment controls shall be used as a
supplement to erosion prevention for keeping sediment on site.

i.  Show all proposed on-site private drainage facilities intended to
discharge water run-off. Elements of this design shall include a
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis verifying the adequacy of the
facilities and identify any construction of drainage structures shall
comply with the standards set forth by the San Diego Regional
Standard Drawings.

j.  Post Construction best Management Practices meeting City and
RWQCB Order No. R9-2013-001 requirements shall be
implemented in the drainage design.

k. Noincreased lot drainage shall be allowed.

6. ENFORCEMENT: Pursuant to SBMC 17.72.120(B) failure to satisfy any and all of
the above-mentioned conditions of approval is subject to the imposition of penalties

as set forth in SBMC Chapters 1.16 and 1.18 in addition to any applicable
revocation proceedings.

7. EXPIRATION: The DRP and SDP for the project will expire 24 months from the date
of this Resolution, unless the Applicant has obtained building permits and have
commenced construction prior to that date, and diligently pursued construction to

completion. An extension of the application may be granted by the City Council,
subject to SBMC Section 17.72.110.
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8. INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT: The Applicants shall defend, indemnify, and
hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees from any and all claims,
actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs, including attorney's fees,
against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the issuance of this
permit including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set aside, void, challenge,
or annul this development approval and any environmental document or
decision. The City will promptly notify the Applicants of any claim, action, or
proceeding. The City may elect to conduct its own defense, participate in its own
defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in defense of any claim related to this
indemnification. In the event of such election, the Applicants shall pay all of the
costs related thereto, including without limitation reasonable attorney's fees and
costs, In the event of a disagreement between the City and Applicants regarding
litigation issues, the City shall have the authority to control the litigation and make
litigation related decisions, including, but not limited to, settlement or other
disposition of the matter. However, the Applicants shall not be required to pay or
perform any settlement unless such settlement is approved by the Applicants.

NOTICE TO APPLICANTS: Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, you are
hereby notified that the 90-day period to protest the imposition of the fees, dedications,
reservations or other exactions described in this resolution commences on the effective
date of this resolution. To protest the imposition of any fee, dedications, reservations or
other exactions described in this resolution you must comply with the provisions of
Government Code Section 66020. Generally the resolution is effective upon expiration
of the tenth day following the date of adoption of this resolution, unless the resolution is
appealed or called for review as provided in the Solana Beach Zoning Ordinance.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Solana
Beach, California, held on the 22" day of March 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers - Nichols, Marshall, Zito, Hegenauer
NOES: Councilmembers - None
ABSTAIN: Councilmembers — None
ABSENT: Councilmembers — Edson (recused_;/

Sl

A F
; r/f

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JOHAI}&?NK N. CANLAS, City Attorney
e




RESOLUTION CERTIFICATION

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

STATE OF CALIFORNIA } §
CiTy OF SOLANA BEACH

|, ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk of the City of Solana Beach, California, DO HEREBY
CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution 2017-040
conditionally approving a Development Review Permit (DRP) at 781 E£. Solana Cir., Case
No. 17-16-42, Applicant: Corsetti as duly passed and adopted at a Regular Solana Beach

City Council meeting held on the 22”d day of March, 2017 and the original is on file in the
City Clerk' s Office '

ff/w\ae;/

ANGELA IVEY,CITY CLERK

CERTIFICATION DATE: / \&M& cj/?, 2017
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STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers

FROM: Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017 /f / 5

ORIGINATING DEPT: Engineering Department 7

SUBJECT: Public Hearing: Introduce (1% Reading) Ordinance 484

Amending Section 17.80.020 of the Solana Beach
Municipal Code Related to the Solana Beach Floodplain
Overlay Zone to Comply with the National Flood
Insurance Program

BACKGROUND:

While most of Solana Beach is well above the flood zone, the area south of the
intersection of Valley Avenue and Stevens Ave to Via de la Valle is subject to periodic
flooding from heavy rains. This area is identified on the National Flood Insurance Rate
Map to be within the 100-year flood zone (see Attachment 2). Flooding can result in
loss of life and property, health and safety hazards, disruption of businesses and
government services, extraordinary public expenditures, and lower property values.
Flood losses are caused by land uses that are inadequately elevated, flood proofed, or
protected from flood damage.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) makes flood insurance available
to residents of participating communities, provided the community adopts and enforces
adequate floodplain management regulations that meet the minimum National Flood
tnsurance Program (NFIP) and Code of Federal Regulations.

To be in compliance with the NFIP, in 1993 Council approved Ordinance No. 185,
adopting the Solana Beach Floodplain Overlay Zone (Chapter 17.80). Since that time,
changes to the NFIP have occurred and the Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) has
been revised accordingly.

This item is before the City Council to introduce Ordinance 484 (Attachment 1) fo
amend SBMC Chapter 17.80 in regards to floodplain regulations.

i

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

i
i
i

E
i
i

AGENDA ITEM B.4-
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DISCUSSION:

As part of a regular Community Assistance Contact (CAC), the City was contacted by
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) on behalf of FEMA in June 2017.
On July 6, 2017, City Staff met with a DWR representative who conducted a CAC to
ensure compliance with NFIP regulations. The CAC revealed the need to update the
City's current Floodplain Overlay Zone Ordinance in order to meet the NFIP
requirements pursuant to the Title 44 Code of Federal Regulations. DWR requested that
the City update SBMC Chapter 17.80 to meet the NFIP requirements pursuant to Title
44, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 59, 60.3-60.6 and 65.3. A copy of the CAC is
included as Atftachment 3. The adoption of an amended floodplain management
ordinance is a prerequisite for continued participation in the NFIP.

Staff prepared the attached ordinance and submitted it to DWR for review. DWR
concluded that the ordinance meets the NFIP requirements and that, after its adoption,
Solana Beach will be in full compliance. The proposed changes are described below:

1. In SBMC Section 17.80.120.C4, Standards of Construction, for all new
construction and substantial improvements within the flood zone, the following
statement is added: “Fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject
to fiooding are usable solely for parking of vehicles, building access, and
storage.”

2. In SBMC Sections 17.80.020, 17.80.090 and 17.80.120, the flood zone
designation “VO" is removed. This flood zone designation is no longer used on
FEMA maps.

Pursuant to SBMC section 17.76.050, amendments to the Title 17 of the SBMC may be

approved by the Council upon making the findings contained in SBMC section
17.76.070.

SMBC section 17.76.070 requires the Council make the following findings to amend
Title 17 of the SBMC:

A. The proposed amendment is consistent with the general plan.
B. The proposed amendment would not be detrimental to the public interest, health,
safety, convenience, or welfare of the city.

The changes to Chapter 17.80 as proposed in Ordinance 484 do not change the land
use in the affected zone and therefore are consistent with the general plan. The
suggested revisions are in compliance with the NFIP which enforces floodplain
management regulations. Thus, the amendment is not detrimental to the public interest,
health, safety, convenience, or welfare of the City.

Therefore, Staff recommends that the City Council introduce Ordinance 484, amending
the Solana Beach Floodplain Overlay Zone (Sections 17.80.020, 17.80.090 and
17.80.120).
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CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT:

The action is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Section 15321 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no anticipated fiscal impact to the City.

WORK PLAN:

N/A
OPTIONS:
= Approve Staff recommendations.

« Provide direction to Staff.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Conduct the Public Hearing. Open the Public Hearing, Report Counci
Disclosures, Receive Public Testimony, Close the Public Hearing.

2. If the Council could make the findings as required under SMBC section
17.76.070, introduce Ordinance No. 484 to amend the Solana Beach Floodplain
Overlay Zone (Sections 17.80.020, 17.80.090 and 17.80.120) of the SBMC.

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Department Recommmendation

Attachmentis:

1. Ordinance 484
2. Flood Insurance Rate Map
3. DWR Letter dated August 16, 2017 (CAC)



ORDINANCE 484

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA AMENDING
SECTIONS OF CHAPTER 17.80 OF THE SOLANA
BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE, ALL RELATED TO FLOOD
DAMAGE PREVENTION

WHEREAS, the City of Solana Beach City Council adopted Ordinance 185 on
November 1, 1993, adopting the Solana Beach Floodplain Overlay Zone; and

WHEREAS, on July 6, 2017 a representative from the California Department of
Water Resources, Southern Region Office (DWR) conducted a Community Assistance
Contact (CAC) in the City of Solana Beach (City); and

WHEREAS, as a result of the July 6, 2017 CAC, the City's current Floodplain
Overlay Zone Ordinance requires an update to meet the minimum National Fiood
Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements pursuant to the Title 44 Code of Federal
Regulations Sections 53, 60.3-60.6, and 65.3; and

WHEREAS, the adoption of an amended floodplain management ordinance is a
prerequisite for continued participation in the NFIP; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to continue its participation in the NFIP.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach does ordain as
follows:

Section 1. All of the above statements are true; and

Section 2. The City Council finds that this action is exempt from the provisions of
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") pursuant to Section 15321 because
there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the
environment.

Section 3. Solana Beach Municipal Code Section 17.80.020 is amended to read
as follows (strikeout indicates a deletion, underline indicated an addition):

17.80.020 Definitions. (Two definitions are amended.)

“‘Area of shallow flooding” means a designated AO or AH er- VO zone on the flood
insurance rate map (FIRM). The base flood depths range from one to three feet, a
clearly defined channel does not exist; the path of flooding is unpredictable and
indeterminate; and areas of channelized or velocity flow may be evident.

“Special flood hazard area (SFHA)” means an area having special flood or flood-related

erosion hazards, and shown on an FHB or FIRM as zone A, AQ, A1-30, AE, A99, MO,
V1-V30, VE or V.

ATTACHMENT 1
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Section 4. Solana Beach Municipal Code Section 17.80.090 is amended to read
as follows (strikeout indicates a deletion, underline indicated an addition):

17.80.080 Development permit required.

A. In addition to any other development permits or approvals required by this code, a
flood damage prevention development permit shall be obtained before construction or
development begins within any area of special flood hazards, areas of flood-related
erosion hazards or areas of mudslide (i.e., mudfiow) established by SBMC 17 .80 040
Application for a permit shall be made on forms approved by the floodplain administrator
and may include, but not be limited {o: plans in duplicate drawn o scale showing the
nature, location, dimensions, and elevation of the area in question; existing or proposad
structures, fill, storage of materials, drainage facilities; and the location of the foregoing.
Specifically, the following information is required:

1. Proposed elevation in relation to mean sea level, of the lowest floor (including
basement) of all structures; in zone AC er MO, elevation of highest adjacent grade
and proposed elevation of lowest floor of all structures;

2. Proposed elevation in relation to mean sea leve! to which any structure will be
floodproofed;

3. All appropriate certifications listed in SBMC 17.80.120{C); and

4. Description and substantiating calculations of the extent to which any
watercourse will be altered or relocated as a result of proposed development.

B. No other permit or approval for development shall be issued unless either a flood
damage prevention development permit has first been issued or such other permit or
approval is conditionad upon the successful issuance of a flood damage prevention
development permit.

C. Appeals. The city council of the city of Sclana Beach shall hear and decide appeals
when it is alleged there is an error in any requirement, decision, or determination made
by the floodplain administrator in the enforcement or administration of this chapter.

Section £. Solana Beach Municipal Code Section 17.80.120 is amended to read
as follows (strikeout indicates a deletion, underline indicated an addition):

17.80.120  Standards of consfruction.

Construction in all areas of special flood hazards shall comply with the standards set
forth in this section.

A. Anchoring.
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1. All new construction and substantial improvements shail be anchored to prevent
flotation, collapse or lateral movement of the structure resulting from hydrodynamic
and hydrostatic loads, including the effects of buoyancy.

2. All manufactured homes shall meet the anchoring standards of SBMC
17.80.150.

B. Consiruction Materiais and Methods.

1. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed with
materials and utility equipment resistant to flood damage.

2. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed using
methods and practices that minimize flood damage.

3. All new construction and substantial improvements shail be constructed with
electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing and air conditioning equipment and other
service facilities that are designed and/or located so as to prevent water from
entering or accumulating within the components during conditions of flooding.

4. Within alt zones AH and AC erMO, adequate drainage paths around structures
on slopes to guide fioodwaters around and away from proposed structures shall be
shown on the grading plans and required as a condition of the grading permit.

C. Elevation and Floodproofing.

1. New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure shall
have the lowest fioor, including basement, elevated to one foot above the base
flood elevation. Upon the completion of the structure, the elevation of the lowest
floor, including basement, shall be certified by a registered civil engineer or
licensed land surveyor to be properly elevated. Such certification or verification
shall be provided to the floodplain administrator.

2. New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure in
zone AO or MO shall have the lowest floor. including basement, elevated above
the highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number specified in feet
on the FIRM, or at least two feet if no depth number is specified. Upon completion
of the structure, the elevation of the lowest floor, including basement, shall be
certified by a registered civil engineer or licensed land surveyor to be properly
elevated. Such certification or verification shail be provided to the floodplain
administrator.

3. New construction and substantial improvement of any nonresidential structure
shall either be elevated in conformance with subsection (C}{(1) or (2) of this saction
or, together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, meet the following
reguirements:
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a. Be floodproofed so that below the base flood level the structure s waltertight
with walls substantially impermeable fo the passage of water;

b. Have structural components capable of resisting hydrostatic and
hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy; and

c. Be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect that the
standards of this subsection are satisfied. Such ceriifications shall be provided
to the floodplain administrator.

4. In all new construction and substantial improvemenis, fully enclosed areas
below the lowest floor that are subject {0 flooding shall be designed to
automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces an exterior walis by allowing for the
entry and exit of floodwaters. Fully enclosed areas below the lowest fioor that
are subject to flooding are usable solely for parking of vehicles, building
access, and storage. Building plans meeting this requirement must either be
certified by a registered civii engineer or archifect or conform to the following
minimum criteria:

a. Either a minimum of two openings having a fotal net area of not less than
one square inch for every square foot of enclosed area subject to flooding
shall be provided. The bottom of all openings shall be no higher than one foot
above grade. Openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, valves or
other coverings or devices,; provided, that they permit the automatic entry and
exit of floodwaters; or

b. Be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect to comply with
a local floodproofing standard approved by the Federal Insurance
Administration.
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EFFECTIVE DATE: This Ordinance shall be effective thirty (30) days after its
adoption. Within fifteen (15) days after its adoption, the City Clerk of the City of Solana
Beach shall cause this Ordinance to be published pursuant to the provisions of
Government Code §36933.

INTRODUCED AND FIRST READ at a regular meeting of the City Council of the
City of Solana Beach, California, on the 13th day of December, 2017; and

THEREAFTER ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Solana Beach, California, on the 11th day of January, 2018, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers ~
NOES: Counciimembers —
ABSTAIN: Counciimembers —
ABSENT: Councilmembers -

MIKE NICHOLS, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

JOHANNA N. CANLAS, City Attorney ANGELA IVEY, City Clerk
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STATE OF CALIFORMA ~ CALIFORMIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G, BROWN J&., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
SOUTHERN REGION OFFICE

770 FAIRMONT AVENUE, SUITE 102

GLENDALE, CA 91203-1035

AUG 1 6 2017

Honorable Mike Nichols

Mayor of the City of Solana Beach
635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, California 92075

Dear Mayor Nichols:

RECEIVED

AUG 17 2017

Enginsering Dept.
Cly of Selana Beach

Thank you for the cooperation and courtesy extended to Salomon Miranda of my staff
during our Community Assistance Contact (CAC) in your community an Thursday
July 8, 2017. | hope the meeting was useful and informative for your community’s

floodplain management staff,

The purpose of the CAC is to provide information about the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP). On behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, | commend
your staff for its conscientious efforts in implementing the NFIP. Continued enforcement -
of the NFIP regulations will ensure your City's good standing in the NFIP and guarantee
availability of flood insurance caverage for residences in flood hazard areas. A copy of
the Department’'s CAC Report for the City of Solana Beach is enclosed for your review

and action.

Our CAC did reveal a specific action that needs to be taken to bring your City's
floodplain management program into compliance with NFIP requirements. Within 80
days of the date of this letter, we request that your City take the following action:

= Submit a copy of a draft ordinance that amends the City's current floadplain
management regulations {(Municipal Code Chapter 17.80), as identified in the
CAC Report, to meet the minimum NFIP requirements pursuant to Title 44,
Code of Federal Regulations, Sections §9, 60.3-60.6, and 65.3.

If you have questions concerning this letter, the enclosed report, or any aspect of the
NFIP, please contact Salomon Miranda of my staff at (818) 549-2347 or at
salomon.miranda@water.ca.gov. | can be reached at (818) 548-2300.

Sincerely,

Michael Sabbaghian, Chief
Southern Region Office

ATTACHMENT 3



NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM

COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE CONTACT

Community: County:
City of

Solana Beach San Diego

S’fc%e:. ~
CA 080725

Community ID:

Conducted By: Agency:

Date of Contact:

Satomon Miranda
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGER

LDeparimeni of Water Resources

I —

Locai Official:  Mr. Mohammed Sammak

Title: City Engineer

Emciit: msammak@cosb.org

Adldraess:
635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, Californic 92075

Prior CAV date:  January 4, 2010

CAYV needed: No

Qutstanding issues from

this CAC: No [

Yes

Daterequired:  Octeober 11, 2017

Amend Floodplain Management
Ordinance no. 418 fo meet the NFIP
requirements.

1. Number of flood insurance policies in force

68

2. Dollar amount of coverage

$17,459.000

3. Number of flood insurance claims/$ paid

19/$447,386.27

4. Number of repetitive loss properties

)

5. Population {2014)

13,449

1. Annexations

Yes O No

2. Special Flood Hazard areas annexed {see commenis)

Yes ] No

3. Receni flooding problems {see comments)

Yes O No




Questions:

1. Has there been a recent change of the Community’s Floodplain Manager? (/fyes,
provide workshop and EMI training schedule)

No.

2. Does the Community have a set of written procedures for their
floodplain management: Yes No
(a) Building permitting and inspection process? L
{b) Floodway encroachment? O
(c¢) Substantial improvement/damage? X O
(d) On-site inspection for building and design requirements? X L]

3. What is the date of the Community’s cffective Floodplain Management Ordinance?

Ordinance No. 418 — adopted on August 25, 2010.

4. Are there any issues with the Floodplain Management Ordinance?
Yes.

a. Section 17.80.120.C.4, of the City's Municipal Code is incomplete. The
Section does not define the use of fully enclosed areas below the lowest
floor of a sfruciure. These areas are usable solely for parking of vehicles,
building access, and storage. The floodplain management ordinance
needs fo be amended fo specify the use of enclosed areas below the
lowest floor that are subject fo flooding.

b. Sections 17.80.020, 17.80.090, 17.80.120, of the City's Municipal Code
reference the special flood hazard area as “Zone VO'. This flood zone
designafion does not exist and it needs to be removed from the City's
Municipal Code Chapter 17.80.

5. Have there been any development or flood control projects since the last FIRM that has
altered the existing delineated SFHA?

No.

If s0, has the Community submitted a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) in aceordance
with 44CFR, 65.3?

N/A.



10.

11,

12.

13.

Does the Community use FEMA’s Elevation Certificate to record and store lowest floor
elevation data?

Yes.

Is there any significant future development planned within the Community’s Special
Flood Hazard Arca?

No.,

{In commaunities with one or more un-numbered, approximate “A” Zones} Is the
Community requiring Base Flood Elevation data for development of at least 50 lots or 5
acres?

Yes.

Has the Community issued any Variances to their floodplain management regulations?

No.

Outstanding issues from prior CAV?

No.

Follow up needed?

Yes. Review draff ordinance before it's formally adopted.

CAYV needed?
No.

Comments?

None.



STAFF REPORT
CITY OF SOLANA BEACH

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Counciimembers

FROM: Gregory Wade, City Manager

MEETING DATE: December 13, 2017

ORIGINATING DEPT: City Clerk’s Office

SUBJECT: Annual Mayoral Rotation: Mayor / Deputy Mayor

Appointments

BACKGROUND:

Resolution 1996-017 (Attachment 1) states that the City Council shall appoint a mayor
and mayor pro tempore on an annual basis at the first City Council meeting of
December. The mayor and mayor pro tempore shall be selected by the affirmative vote
of not less than three members of the City Council. The mayor pro tempore may be
referred to as the deputy mayor, as is currently practiced. Mayor Nichols and Deputy
Mayor Marshall currently hold the appointed seats.

This item is before Council to officially appoint a Mayor and Deputy Mayor for the term
of December 13, 2017 through December 12, 2018.

DISCUSSION:

Pursuant to Resolution 1996-017, the Council shall proceed with the nominations and
appointments of the 2018 Mayor and Deputy Mayor.

This is a summary of Resolution 1996-017 which provides some general guidelines for
making appointments of mayor and deputy mayor:

« The deputy mayor shall have first priority to serve as mayor.

» Each member shall be given the opportunity to serve as deputy mayor and then
mayor.

» Mayoral terms may be shared. If shared, priority would be given to those never
served or those with the least total terms as mayor.

« Six month terms are deemed a full term as mayor. When fulfilling the position of
mayor for less than six months, due to the mayor's incapacity, the member will not
be considered to have served a full mayoral term.

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

AGENDAITEMC.1.



December 13, 2017
Councii Reorganization
Page 2 of 2

« When an appointment is declined, eligibility for mayor shall be lost, unless re-
elected. A person who declines to accept a shared term as mayor shall not lose any
eligibility.

+ Council may choose to use alternative criteria for appointments.

CEQA COMPLIANCE STATEMENT: N/A

FISCAL IMPACT: N/A

WORK PLAN: N/A

OPTIONS:

Approve Staff recommendation and make necessary appointments.
Approve Staff recommendation with alternative amendments / modifications.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council nominate and appoint the 2018 Mayor and
Deputy Mayor for a term of December 13, 2017 to December 12, 2018,

1. Mayor calls for a nomination of a new Mayor. Call for the vote.

2. Newly appointed Mayor calls for nomination of a Deputy Mayor. Call for the vote.

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION:

dation

Approve Department Recomm

Gregory Wade (ity Manager

(4

Attachmenits:

1. Resolution 1998-017 - Guidelines for Mayor and Deputy Mayor Appointments.



RESOLUTION NO. 96-17

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, ESTABLISHING POLICIES
REGARDING APPOINTMENT OF MAYOR AND DEPUTY MAYOR

WHEREAS, the City Council is authorized and directed by Government Code
Section 36801 to meet after a general municipal election and choose one of its
number as mayor and one of its number as mayor pro tempore; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that it is in the best interest of the

City of Solana Beach to establish policies regarding the appointment of mayor and
mayor pro tempore.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Solana Beach California,
resolves as follows:

1. The City Council shall appoint a mayor and mayor pro tempore on an
annual basis. The appointment shall be made at the first City Council
meeting of December. The mayor and mayor pro tempore shall serve
until their successor is appointed.

2. The mayor and mayor pro tempore shall be selected by the affirmative
vote of not less than three members of the City Council.

3. The mayor pro tempore may be referred to as the deputy mayor.

4, When selecting the mayor and mayor pro tempore, the Council shall use
the following criteria:

a. The deputy mayor shall have first priority to serve as mayor.

b. To the extent possible, each member shall be given the
opportunity to serve as deputy mayor and then mayor.

c. The position of finish for each member at their last election will be
an important factor in choosing between members who each have
served as mayor or between members who have n