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1. Since publication of the staff report, Commission staff has received 455 letters
from interested parties expressing support for the staff recommendation to allow
limited nighttime field lighting at Malibu High School. Due to the volume of letters
received, only a representative sample of 20 letters is attached for reference as
Exhibit 1 of this addendum. All letters received are included as part of the
administrative record and are available for review in the California Coastal
Commission’s Ventura Office.
2. Since publication of the staff report, Commission staff has received 52 letters
from interested parties expressing opposition to nighttime field lighting at Malibu
High School. The common concerns expressed in the opposition letters are that
night field lighting would impact area wildlife and diminish the scenic, rural quality
of the area and dark skies. Due to the volume of letters received, only a
representative sample of 20 letters is attached for reference as Exhibit 2 of this
addendum. All letters received are included as part of the administrative record
and are available for review in the California Coastal Commission’s Ventura
Office.
3. Written disclosures of Commissioner ex-parte communications were received
from Commissioner Zimmer. These are attached as Exhibit 3 of this addendum.
4. Commission staff would also like to respond more fully to a letter from Douglas
Carstens, an attorney representing the Malibu Dark Skies Committee (attached
as Exhibit 8 of the September 22, 2011 staff report) and to add the following
language in a new Section D (“Response to Comments”) of the proposed
Commission findings in the staff report:
Exhibit 8 of the staff report is a letter dated August 31, 2011 from Douglas Carstens,
an attorney representing the Malibu Dark Skies Committee. The letter expresses
opposition to nighttime lighting of sports fields at Malibu High School, asserting that
lighting would result in significant negative impacts to scenic and biological

resources, inconsistent with the policies of the Malibu LCP, and that there are
feasible alternatives and mitigation measures available to reduce the significant
adverse impacts. In response, Commission staff notes that the consistency of the
proposed amendment in relation to the scenic/visual resource and biological
resource policies of the LCP and a discussion of alternatives are included in the
relevant sections of the findings above.
In addition, Mr. Carstens’ letter states that the Draft Environment Impact Report
(DEIR) recently released by the School District for a planned campus expansion
project inappropriately excludes the subject field lights, so that the environmental
impact of the project “as a whole” has not been assessed. In response, Commission
staff would note that the Commission is not the arbiter of the scope and adequacy of
the School District’s CEQA process, nor can the Commission determine the scope of
an LCP amendment that is submitted by a local government for our review and
certification. The Commission would also note that the City is exempt from CEQA for
its activities related to LCP amendments, pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.9.
Other statements in this section of Mr. Carstens’ letter seem to suggest that it is the
Commission’s analysis that is inadequate, for failing to take into account the
information in the DEIR. The letter asserts that the Commission should take no
action on the LCP Amendment until it is analyzed as part of a re-circulated MHS
Expansion Project DEIR that assesses cumulative impacts. Similarly, this section of
Mr. Carstens’ letter suggests that, as a result of the failure to wait for and consider
the full EIR, "an accurate assessment of the impact of the athletic field lights does
not exist today.” However, as demonstrated by the analysis throughout the staff
report, the Commission had ample information about the impact from the lighting that
would be approvable under the LCP Amendment to assess its consistency with the
LUP.
The letter also argues that the Commission’s analysis fails to consider cumulative
impacts. It states that even if the Commission finds that "night lighting in a rural
area, adjacent to an ESHA, and visible from public hiking trails, would not have a
significant adverse aesthetic or biological impact . . . that finding would be cited
again and again for any coastal community wishing to install similarly incompatible
night time lighting," thus resulting in a "cumulatively considerable increase in
nightime lighting." This is wrong for several reasons.
First, this assertion mischaracterizes the subject of the Commission's analysis. The
Commission is not assessing the general concept of "night lighting in a rural area,
adjacent to an ESHA, and visible from public hiking trails." The lighting the
Commission is approving is that specific type and amount that is described in the
amendment, as modified by the Commission's suggested modifications. That
lighting is strictly limited in how long and how often it can be operated, and it is highly
regulated in how it is constructed and operated. Moreover, the Commission is
approving it, in part, because the area is not entirely rural and would not illuminate
ESHA.
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Second, the letter’s assertion mischaracterizes the finding the Commission is
adopting. In certifying this LCP Amendment, the Commission is not simply finding
that the lighting at issue would "not have a significant adverse aesthetic or biological
impact." The standard of review is consistency with the LUP, which has more
specific criteria than this general statement suggests, such as that the lighting be
restricted in certain ways and directed away from ESHA (LUP Policy 3.56) and that it
be minimized and concealed to not be directly visible from public viewing areas (LUP
Policy 6.23).
Third, the opponents' claim states that this finding "would be cited again and again,"
resulting in significant cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts analyses require an
assessment of prior, similar projects and foreseeable future projects. It does not
require speculation about what is possible. The only similar, reasonably foreseeable
project of which the Commission is aware is the School District’s proposal, as stated
in the DEIR, to add a new security-lighted 150-space parking lot to the south of the
school’s main sports field with a paved access road and walkway to it. The new
parking area would have 17 light poles that are 18 feet in height. That proposal also
includes reconfiguring an existing 119-space parking area with new safety lighting
consisting of 13 light poles that are 18 feet in height. All new parking lot and security
lighting is proposed to be directed downward using low-intensity, shielded light
fixtures. These improvements to the existing campus are consistent with the existing
land use and zoning designation of the site, and a type of development that is
normally associated with a public high school use campus. Consistent with LCP
Policies 3.56 and 6.23, the lights would not be directed into areas that are
considered ESHA or that support special status species, and would be minimized so
as to not be directly visible from any public viewing areas. Based on the lighting
analysis of the DEIR, there would be no change in existing lighting levels at off-site
locations that are not immediately adjacent to the site. Therefore, the lighting
elements of the DEIR proposal would not introduce a significant amount of new light
that would be visible from the public viewing areas to the north and south. The
lighting proposal of the DEIR, together with the subject field lights, would not result in
a significant cumulative impact on scenic or biological resources because Malibu
High School is the only high school in the City located in an existing developed area
where field lighting would be limited to a single field for limited hours and all campus
lighting would be directed downward and minimized per the policies of the LCP. As a
result, assessing the cumulative impact of those projects with the current LCP
Amendment does not alter any of the analysis. As the opponents have pointed to no
other reasonably foreseeable proposals, and the Commission is aware of none, the
cumulative impacts concern is misplaced.
Finally, the letter ends by stating that such hypothetical claims would be raised by
other coastal communities "wishing to install similarly incompatible night time
lighting." This assumes that the nightime lighting being approved is incompatible.
The point of the lengthy analysis of the staff report was to assess compatibility with
the LUP, and the Commission concluded that there would be no adverse impact on
community character or ESHA. Thus, similar proposals (i.e., other proposals that
similarly have no adverse impact) could be approved without any significant adverse
impacts. Conversely, proposals that do have adverse impacts, perhaps because
they are in truly rural areas and/or would be directly adjacent to ESHA, could be
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denied. That is precisely what happened in the Watsonville LCP Amendment
discussed on page 26 of this staff report, demonstrating the case-by-case nature of
the Commission's analysis and further demonstrating why this claim is misplaced.
The letter states that the LCP Amendment should be rejected on the basis of
fairness because the School District illegally operated night lights for years and
should not be rewarded now for such illegal behavior. However, the Commission
must base its decisions on the applicable standard of review, which in this case is
the City’s Land Use Plan portion of its LCP, and not whether the School District’s
past actions demonstrate that they do or do not deserve some benefit. The
Commission cannot use its review of an LCP amendment to punish a local
government for past behavior. Similarly, the letter’s citation to a 1994 statement by
the principal is irrelevant to the question at hand.
The letter states that 80 foot high permanent light standards are proposed and that
they will be visible from Pacific Coast Highway and Zuma Beach. However, neither
the subject Malibu LCP Amendment nor the related CDP Amendment application by
the School District includes a specific proposal for field light poles. Any future
proposal for field lights would require a Coastal Development Permit from the City of
Malibu and be subject to the policies and provisions of the LCP, including the one
proposed in the suggested modifications that requires that pole height be limited to
minimize the light, the light spill, sky glow and glare impacts. Similarly, the letter
refers to a Joint Use Agreement with the City that will allegedly increase the use of
the lighting beyond what the school contemplated. However, the LCP amendment
will prevent that by imposing specific limitations on the use of the lighting, regardless
of any such agreement.
The letter states that the LCP prohibits night lighting everywhere else in the City, so
the high school should not be exempt from that prohibition. This is not true, as
lighted sports courts are a conditionally permitted use in the commercial zone
districts. While lighted sports courts and fields are prohibited in the other zone
districts of the City, the subject LCP amendment deals with allowing a lighted sports
field use at one institutionally zoned site within the City.
The letter states that the noise associated with more intensive field use and
associated traffic would negatively impact residents and wildlife in the area. The
letter also asserts that the project’s energy usage would increase greenhouse gas
emissions. In response, there are no noise, traffic, or energy usage policies in the
City’s Land Use Plan that the subject amendment request would be inconsistent
with.

None of the other opposition letters received to date raise any additional points not
addressed in the staff report and by the above analysis.
5. In order to correct an inadvertent error in the third paragraph on Page 18 of the
staff report, the following change shall be made (deletions shown in
strikethrough, additions shown in underline):
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To minimize the cumulative effect of night lighting on the scenic quality and
character of Malibu, LUP Policy 6.23 and LIP Section 6.5.G of the City’s certified
LCP currently prohibits night lighting “for sports courts or other private recreational
facilities in scenic areas designated for residential use”. While Table B of the LIP
portion of the City’s LCP prohibits lighted sports courts in the Institutional zone,
neither LUP Policy 6.23 nor any of the LUP other policies and LIP provisions of the
LCP do not specifically address night lighting of sports courts or sports fields for
public facilities, and it they does not specifically prohibit night lighting of sports courts
or fields in non-residential areas, such as the institutional zone district where Malibu
High School is located. As such, the City’s amendment to the LIP proposes to clarify
that night lighting of the main sports field at public high schools in the institutional
zone may be a conditionally permitted use that is subject to certain time restrictions.
But while the proposed use is not a “sports court or other private recreational facility
in a scenic area designated for residential use” where night lighting is specifically
prohibited by the LUP, the LUP does also have more general provisions that require
that the scenic qualities of coastal areas be protected and that all exterior lighting be
minimized, restricted to low intensity fixtures, shielded, and concealed to the
maximum feasible extent so that no light source is directly visible from public viewing
areas (LUP § 6.23 & Section 30251 of the Coastal Act that is incorporated into the
LUP as a Policy).

6. The second full paragraph on page 20 shall be supplemented as follows
(additions shown in underline):
Sky glow is the light that spills into the sky above the horizon and illuminates the
moisture and other tiny particles in the atmosphere. Sky glow is intensified when
there is a low cloud ceiling or foggy conditions because light refracts off water
particles in the air. Field lights will unavoidably create illumination/sky glow when
operated at night, particularly along the coast where foggy conditions are common,
that will be visible from nearby public scenic viewing areas that include Zuma Beach
County Park to the south and National Park Service land/Zuma Ridge Trail to the
north. Given the topography, sky glow from field lights is not expected to be visible
from Pacific Coast Highway. Although sky glow would be visible from public viewing
areas that are a distance to the north and south, the field lights would be directed
onto the field and not represent a light source that would be directly visible from the
public viewing areas.
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Commissioners and Interested Persons

FROM:

Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director
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SUBJECT:

City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAL-MAJ-1-11-A
for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the October 2011
Commission Meeting in Huntington Beach.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL
The City of Malibu submitted Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-10 on April 20,
2010. The amendment submittal was deemed complete and filed on July 22, 2010. At
its September 2010 Commission meeting, the Commission extended the 60-day time
limit to act on Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-10 for a period not to exceed one
year, which pushed the deadline for Commission action to September 20, 2011.
Commission staff was not able to schedule the amendment request for hearing until
August 2011. However, there were no hearings close to Malibu in the south coast
region prior to the September deadline for Commission action (August Commission
hearing was in Watsonville - Santa Cruz County, and the September hearing was in
Crescent City – Del Norte County). Therefore, in order to extend the Commission
deadline and allow the subject amendment request to be scheduled for a more local
Commission hearing, the City of Malibu withdrew and resubmitted the amendment
request on July 15, 2011. The amendment re-submittal was assigned a new tracking
number (MAL-MAJ-1-11) and deemed complete and filed on July 15, 2011. At its
September 2011 Commission meeting, the Commission extended the 60-day time limit
to act on Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-11 for a period not to exceed one year.
The proposed amendment consists of two separate changes to the City’s certified Local
Implementation Plan (LIP) portion of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) to: (1) add new
definitions for various categories of slopes and to amend development standards for
structures proposed on permitted manufactured slopes; and (2) allow lighting of main
sports fields at public high schools in the Institutional zone as a conditional use.
City of Malibu staff and Commission staff have agreed to separate the amendment into
two parts in order to facilitate processing of the public high school field lighting portion of
the amendment request (assigned as Part A) in an expedited manner. As such, Part A
(Public High School Lights) will be processed on its own first, and Part B (Manufactured
Slopes) will be processed next, at a later date. This staff report and recommendation
only deals with Part A of the amendment request.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Commission staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposed City of Malibu
LCP Amendment MAL-MAJ-1-11-A as submitted and approve the amendment subject
to suggested modifications. The motions to accomplish this are found on Pages 5-7 of
this staff report.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
City of Malibu Local Coastal Program, adopted September 2002; Ordinance No. 345
approving LCPA No. 09-004 (High School Sport Field Lighting), adopted by the City
Council of the City of Malibu April 12, 2010; CDP No. 4-99-276 (Santa Monica-Malibu
Unified School District); “Malibu High School Football Lighting Mitigated Negative
Declaration” by CAA Planning, July 2009; “Biological Inventory” by Glenn Lukos
Associates, dated May 4, 2009; “Addendum to Biological Inventory” by Glenn Lukos
Associates, dated August 7, 2009; “Biological Field Study Findings” by PBS&J, dated
May 18, 2010; Field Lighting Correspondence by PBS&J, dated August 29, 2009;
Memorandum Regarding Malibu High School Athletic Field Lighting (CDP 4-99-276-A3)
by Dr. Jonna Engel, California Coastal Commission Staff Biologist, dated September
16, 2009; Memorandum Regarding Malibu LCP Amendment 1-11-A by Dr. Jonna Engel,
California Coastal Commission Staff Biologist, dated September 22, 2011.
Additional Information: For further information, please contact Deanna Christensen at the South
Central Coast District Office of the Coastal Commission at (805) 585-1800. The proposed amendment to
the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) is available for review at the Ventura Office of the
Coastal Commission or at the City of Malibu Planning Department.
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PROCEDURAL ISSUES
A. STANDARD OF REVIEW
The Coastal Act provides:
The local government shall submit to the Commission the zoning ordinances,
zoning district maps, and, where necessary, other implementing actions that
are required pursuant to this chapter...
The Commission may only reject ordinances, zoning district maps, or other
implementing action on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan. If the
Commission rejects the zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other
implementing actions, it shall give written notice of the rejection, specifying
the provisions of the land use plan with which the rejected zoning ordinances
do not conform, or which it finds will not be adequately carried out, together
with its reasons for the action taken. (Section 30513)

These zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, and other implementing actions are
known, collectively, as the Local Implementation Plan (LIP) portion of an LCP. The
proposed amendment affects only this LIP component of the certified City of Malibu
LCP. The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the LIP of the certified
Local Coastal Program, pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, is whether the
proposed amendment is in conformance with, and adequate to carry out, the provisions
of the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the certified City of Malibu Local Coastal
Program. In addition, all Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act are incorporated in their
entirety in the certified LUP.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval,
certification and amendment of any LCP. The City held public hearings on the subject
amendment requests. The hearings were noticed to the public consistent with Sections
13551 and 13552 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. Notice of the subject
amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties.

C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS
Pursuant to Section 13551 (b) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the City
resolution for submittal may specify that a Local Coastal Program Amendment will either
require formal local government adoption after the Commission approval, or is an
amendment that will take effect automatically upon the Commission's approval pursuant
to Public Resources Code Sections 30512, 30513, and 30519. The City Council
Resolution for this amendment states that the amendment will take effect after
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Commission certification. However, in this case, because this approval is subject to
suggested modifications by the Commission, if the Commission approves this
Amendment, the City must act to accept the certified suggested modifications within six
months from the date of Commission action in order for the Amendment to become
effective (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 13542 and 13544).
Pursuant to Section 13544, the Executive Director shall determine whether the City's
action is adequate to satisfy all requirements of the Commission’s certification order and
report on such adequacy to the Commission. Should the Commission deny the LCP
Amendment, as submitted, without suggested modifications, no further action is
required by either the Commission or the City.

STAFF MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS, & RECOMMENDATIONS
Following public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff
recommendation is provided just prior to each resolution.

A. DENIAL OF THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT
AS SUBMITTED
MOTION I:

I move that the Commission reject the City of Malibu Local
Implementation Plan Amendment MAL-MAJ-1-11-A as
submitted.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of
Implementation Program Amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the
Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED:
The Commission hereby denies certification of the City of Malibu Local Implementation
Plan Amendment MAL-MAJ-1-11-A and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds
that the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted does not conform with, and is
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the
Implementation Plan Amendment would not meet the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures
that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that
will result from certification of the Implementation Program Amendment as submitted.
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B. CERTIFICATION OF THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION
AMENDMENT WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS
MOTION II:

PLAN

I move that the Commission certify City of Malibu Local
Implementation Plan Amendment MAL-MAJ-1-11-A if it is
modified as suggested in this staff report.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the
Implementation Plan Amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of the
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT
WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:
The Commission hereby certifies the City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan
Amendment MAL-MAJ-1-11-A if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth
below on grounds that the Implementation Plan, as modified by this Implementation
Plan Amendment with the suggested modifications conforms with, and is adequate to
carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the
Implementation Plan Amendment if modified as suggested complies with the California
Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse
effects of the Implementation Plan Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no
further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any
significant adverse impacts on the environment.

City of Malibu
Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-11 Part A
Page 7

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE LOCAL
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
The staff recommends the Commission certify the following, with the modifications as
shown below. The existing language of the certified LCP is shown in straight type.
Language proposed by the City of Malibu in the subject amendment request is shown in
underline. Language recommended by Commission staff to be deleted is shown in
double line out. Language proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown
double underline. Other suggested modifications that do not directly change LCP text
(e.g., revisions to maps, figures, instructions) are shown in italics.
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 1
LIP Table B (Permitted Uses), at the end of the “Recreation and Leisure” section
USE
Sports
courts
(lighted)
Sports
Fields
(lighted)

R
R

SF

•

•

MF

MF
BF

MHR

CR

•

•

•

BPO

CN

CC

CUP

CUP

CV1

CV2

CG

OS

I

CUP

CUP

CUP

•

9

9

CUP

PRF

RVP

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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•

•

•

CUP

•

•
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Notes
1. Subject to Residential Development Standards (Section 3.6)
2. Subject to Home Occupations Standards [(Section 3.6(O)]
3. Use Prohibited in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
4. This commercial use may be permitted only if at least 50% of the total floor area of
the project is devoted to visitor serving commercial use
5. CUP for veterinary hospitals
6. Maximum interior occupancy of 125 persons
7. If exceeding interior occupancy of 125 persons
8. By hand only
9. Use permitted only if available to general public
10. Charitable, philanthropic, or educational non-profit activities shall be limited to
permanent uses that occur within an enclosed building.
11. Limited lighting of the main sports field at public high schools during Pacific
Standard Time until 7:30 p.m., except that for 18 days in any 12 month period up to
10:30 p.m. The School District shall obtain a conditional use permit from the City
pursuant to Malibu Municipal Code Chapter 17.66.
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11. Sports field lighting shall be limited to the main sports field at Malibu High School
and subject to the standards of LIP Sections 3.3.N.3, 4.6.2 and 6.5.G.
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2
CHAPTER 3 – ZONING DESIGNATIONS AND PERMITTED USES
3.3. ZONING DISTRICTS
...
N. Institutional (I) Zone
...
3. Lot Development Criteria
...
b. Proposed non-residential structures within the I Zone shall comply with the provisions
of Section 3.6 of the Malibu LIP (Residential Development Standards) except that
setbacks, height, and structure size shall comply with the following requirements instead
of those in Section 3.6 of the Malibu LIP.
...
ii.

Maximum Height. Structures other than roof antennas and light standards
shall not exceed a maximum height of 18 feet above natural or finished grade.
The maximum height may be increased up to 28 feet if approved through site
plan review, pursuant to Section 13.27 of the Malibu LIP.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 3
CHAPTER 4 – ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREA OVERLAY
4.6 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
4.6.2. Lighting
Exterior lighting (except traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar safety lighting)
shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity features, shielded, and directed away from
ESHA to minimize impacts on wildlife. Night lighting for sports courts, sports fields, or
other private recreational facilities in ESHA, ESHA buffer, or where night lighting would
increase illumination in ESHA shall be prohibited. Permitted lighting shall conform to the
following standards:
1.

The minimum necessary to light walkways used for entry and exit to the
structures, including parking areas, on the site. This lighting shall be limited to
fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height, are directed downward, and use
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bulbs that do not exceed 60 watts, or the equivalent, unless a higher wattage is
authorized by the Planning Manager.
2.

Security lighting attached to the residence that is controlled by motion detectors
and is limited to 60 watts, or the equivalent.

3.

The minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular use of the driveway. The
lighting shall be limited to 60 watts, or the equivalent.

4.

A light, not to exceed 60 watts or the equivalent, at the entrance to the (identify
non-residential accessory structures).

5.

No lighting around the perimeter of the site, no lighting for sports courts or other
private recreational facilities, and no lighting for aesthetic purposes is allowed.

6.

Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall be required
to execute and record a deed restriction reflecting the above restrictions.

7.

Lighting of the main sports field at Malibu High School may only be permitted if it
complies with the following standards:
a.

Lighting shall be minimized, directed downward, and shielded using the
best available visor technology and pole height and design that minimizes
light spill, sky glow, and glare impacts to public views and wildlife to the
maximum extent feasible.

b.

Lighting may only occur for a maximum of three (3) days in any calendar
week and must be limited to the following time restrictions:

c.

i.

During Pacific Standard Time (defined as of 2011 to be the
first Sunday in November to the second Sunday in March),
the lights may be illuminated no later than 7:30 p.m. except
as indicated below.

ii.

From each September 1 through May 31 period, inclusive,
the lights may only be illuminated after 7:30 p.m. up to 18
times, and then (a) only until 10:30 p.m., (b) never on
consecutive nights, and (c) on no more than two nights in
any given calendar week.

iii.

The lights may not be illuminated at any time between June
1 and August 31, inclusive, of any year.

For lighting that is to be allowed during bird migration periods (Fall
Migration: September through first week in November, and Spring
Migration: Last week of March through May), an Avian Monitoring Plan,
that is prepared by a qualified ornithologist/ecologist and reviewed and
approved by the City Biologist, shall be required prior to issuance of the
coastal development permit, and the permit shall be consistent with and
require compliance with that plan. The plan shall, at a minimum, include
the following elements:

City of Malibu
Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-11 Part A
Page 10

i.

Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified
ornithologist/ecologist to assess potential adverse impacts to
migratory and resident bird species.

ii.

The monitoring design and schedule shall include a paired
monitoring design (i.e. a night with lights immediately
preceded or followed by a night without lights), and a
monitoring frequency of once per week during any week
when lights are operated during Fall and Spring migration
periods for at least one year. If the monitoring results
indicate that the one year monitoring period was a typical
bird migration year with a typical range of atmospheric
conditions and the main sports field lights have resulted in
no adverse impacts upon birds, no additional monitoring may
be required. If the monitoring results indicate otherwise,
monitoring shall continue for an additional year(s) until a
year of monitoring under typical conditions occurs and the
consulting ornithologist obtains enough data to assess
potential adverse impacts to migratory and resident bird
species.

iii.

The description of observational monitoring activities shall
include tallying species and numbers of birds observed
within a 200 ft. sphere of the light standards and noting
atmospheric conditions, bird behavior, and changes in bird
behavior.

iv.

The monitoring plan shall specify a threshold for determining
significant adverse impacts to migratory and resident bird
species from field lights.

v.

Seasonal migration reports (Fall and Spring) of monitoring
results shall be submitted to the City Biologist. However, the
consulting ornithologist shall immediately notify the City
should an adverse bird event related to the approved field
lights occur at any time during the course of monitoring. The
monitoring plan shall also include a provision for submission
of a final monitoring report to the City Biologist at the end of
the monitoring period.

The approved Avian Monitoring Plan shall be implemented concurrent with
the approved field lighting operations. If the Monitoring results indicate that
the approved field lighting results in significant adverse impacts upon
birds, the City shall require modification of the approved lighting schedule
in order to ensure avoidance of the identified impacts.
d.

The applicant shall be required to submit a written statement agreeing to
the above restrictions.
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SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 4
CHAPTER 6 – SCENIC, VISUAL, AND HILLSIDE RESOURCE PROTECTION
ORDINANCE
6.5 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
G. Lighting
Exterior lighting (except traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar safety lighting)
shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity features, shielded, and concealed to the
maximum feasible extent so that no light source is directly visible from public viewing
areas. Night lighting for sports courts, sports fields, or other private recreational facilities
in scenic areas designated for residential use shall be prohibited. Permitted lighting shall
conform to the following standards:
1.

The minimum necessary to light walkways used for entry and exit to the
structures, including parking areas, on the site. This lighting shall be limited to
fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height, are directed downward, and use
bulbs that do not exceed 60 watts, or the equivalent, unless a higher wattage is
authorized by the Planning Manager.

2.

Security lighting attached to the residence that is controlled by motion detectors
and is limited to 60 watts, or the equivalent.

3.

The minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular use of the driveway. The
lighting shall be limited to 60 watts, or the equivalent.

4.

A light, not to exceed 60 watts or the equivalent, at the entrance to the (identify
nonresidential accessory structures).

5.

No lighting around the perimeter of the site, no lighting for sports courts or other
private recreational facilities, and no lighting for aesthetic purposes is allowed.

6.

Lighting of the main sports field at Malibu High School may only be permitted if it
complies with the following standards:
a.

Lighting shall be minimized, directed downward, and shielded using the
best available visor technology and pole height and design that minimizes
light spill, sky glow, and glare impacts to public views and wildlife to the
maximum extent feasible.

b.

Lighting may only occur for a maximum of three (3) days in any calendar
week and must be limited to the following time restrictions:
i. During Pacific Standard Time (defined as of 2011 to be the first
Sunday in November to the second Sunday in March), the lights
may be illuminated no later than 7:30 p.m. except as indicated
below.
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ii. From each September 1 through May 31 period, inclusive, the
lights may only be illuminated after 7:30 p.m. up to 18 times, and
then (a) only until 10:30 p.m., (b) never on consecutive nights,
and (c) on no more than two nights in any given calendar week.
iii. The lights may not be illuminated at any time between June 1
and August 31, inclusive, of any year.
6. 7.

Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall be required
to execute and record a deed restriction reflecting the above restrictions. Public
agencies shall not be required to record a deed restriction but may be required to
submit a written statement agreeing to any applicable restrictions above.

FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU LCP
AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED, AND FINDINGS FOR
APPROVAL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU LCP AMENDMENT, IF
MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED
The proposed amendment affects the Local Implementation Plan (LIP) component of
the certified Malibu LCP. The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the
LIP, pursuant to Sections 30513 and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is whether the LIP, as
amended by the proposed amendment, is in conformance with, and adequate to carry
out, the provisions of, the LUP portion of the certified City of Malibu LCP.
The following findings support the Commission’s approval of the LCP amendment if
modified as suggested. The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
The proposed amendment seeks to modify the permitted use table (Table B) of the LIP
to allow lighting of main sports fields at public high schools in the Institutional zone as a
conditional use. The permitted use table (Table B) of the City’s LIP currently prohibits
lighted sports courts in the Institutional zone district, and the Commission has previously
interpreted that prohibition to apply to sports “fields” as well. The City’s stated intent for
this amendment request is to add a provision in the LCP to allow for the use of night
lighting that is restricted to (1) public high schools in the Institutional zone (the only
public high school in the City is Malibu High School), (2) the main sports field of any
such school, (3) Pacific Standard Time until 7:30 p.m. except for (4) a maximum of 18
days in any 12 month period up to 10:30 p.m., and (5) requirement of a conditional use
permit. Exhibit 6 contains the City’s proposed amendment language.
In May 2000, prior to certification of an LCP for the City of Malibu, the Commission had
approved Coastal Development Permit No. 4-99-276 to the Santa Monica-Malibu
Unified School District (“Malibu School District”) for the construction of a new spectator
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gymnasium, a two-story classroom building, significant upgrades to the track and field
facility/football stadium, and relocation/expansion of the faculty parking lot at the Malibu
High School campus. The permit approval was subject to eight special conditions
regarding landscaping and erosion control plans, drainage and polluted runoff control
plans, plans conforming to geologic recommendations, removal of excavated material,
wildfire waiver of liability, athletic field lighting restriction, event parking management
plan, and protection of paleontological resources. The permit was issued on August 18,
2000. Subsequent amendments permitted a change in the parking lot design (CDP 499-276-A1) and septic system improvements (CDP 4-99-276-A2), both as immaterial
amendments. Although field lights were not proposed as part of the football stadium
upgrades associated with Application No. 4-99-276, the Commission found it necessary
in its action on the application to prohibit all field lighting, whether temporary or
permanent, in order to protect the nearby scenic areas and native wildlife from
avoidable disturbance that would otherwise be associated with nighttime use of the
football stadium. The Commission had found that night lighting of areas in the
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area creates a visual impact to nearby scenic beaches,
scenic roads, parks, and trails. In addition, the Commission found that night lighting may
alter or disrupt feeding, nesting, and roosting activities of native wildlife species. As
required by Special Condition No. 6 of the permit approval, prior to issuance of the
permit the applicant submitted a written agreement acknowledging and agreeing to
prohibit all lighting of the football field/track and field facility.
In or around 2003, the District began operating temporary night lighting of the football
field in violation of CDP 4-99-276. In 2009, the District requested a permit amendment
(4-99-276-A3) from the Commission that involved removing the outright prohibition of
lighting required by Special Condition No. 6 (Athletic Field Lighting Restriction) of the
permit to allow operation of temporary light standards on the football field for a
maximum of 16 practices and games per football season. The projected season
schedule would have resulted in a maximum of 62 hours of lighting per football season
for 8 practices and 8 games during the months of September, October and November,
with a possible extension into December for playoff games. The 16 total nights and 62
hours was inclusive of potential playoffs. Team practices were scheduled for select
Thursday nights until approximately 7:30 p.m. and football games were scheduled for
select Friday nights until approximately 10:30 p.m. Five 53-foot high light standards
providing temporary lighting for the football field were proposed. The lights were
proposed to be directed downward and fitted with visors that minimize the light spill, sky
glow, and glare impacts.
Commission staff had recommended approval of the amendment request in its staff
report of September 17, 2009, which was considered at the October 2009 Commission
hearing. Commission staff had determined that the proposed temporary and limited use
of the lights would not adversely impact ESHA, ESHA buffer, or public scenic views,
and would minimize adverse impacts to area wildlife. However, at its hearing of October
8, 2009, the Commission considered the staff recommendation, public comment and
testimony, and all evidence in the record and unanimously denied the amendment
request. Contrary to the staff recommendation, the Commission found that even the
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temporary, limited use of the proposed field lights would adversely impact visual
resources and not be compatible with the rural and scenic character of the area. In
addition, the Commission noted that lighted sports courts in the Institutional zone district
were not an allowed use in the City of Malibu LCP, particularly in Table B of the LCP,
which summarizes permitted uses in the various zone districts of the City.
The City is now proposing to amend Table B of the Implementation Plan portion of its
LCP to allow the conditional use of sport court lighting of the main sports field at public
high schools in the Institutional zone. While the proposed amendment request would
serve to clarify the issue of sport court lighting at Malibu High School in the LCP for any
future lighting proposal, the lighting prohibition for Malibu High School pursuant to
Coastal Development Permit No. 4-99-276 still exists. As such, the Malibu School
District has submitted another amendment application to CDP 4-99-276 requesting the
elimination of the permit’s Athletic Field Lighting Restriction (Special Condition No. 6) so
that any future lighting proposed by Malibu High School is subject to the City’s LCP
requirements, as amended in the subject LCP amendment request. Given the
interrelatedness of the City’s LCP amendment request and the School District’s CDP
amendment request (CDP Amendment 4-99-276-A4), Commission staff has scheduled
both items for the same Commission hearing.
Correspondence Received
Commission staff has received correspondence from a number of interested parties
expressing opposition to nighttime field lighting at the high school and the proposed
amendment request. The common concerns expressed in the opposition letters are that
night field lighting would impact area wildlife and diminish the scenic, rural quality of the
area and dark skies. These letters are attached as Exhibit 7.
Commission staff received a letter dated August 31, 2011 from Douglas Carstens, an
attorney representing the Malibu Dark Skies Committee, which consists of area
residents and environmental activists concerned with the significant impacts intensive
nighttime lighting will have on wildlife and the nighttime scenic views in the rural area of
Malibu. This letter is attached as Exhibit 8. The letter expresses opposition to nighttime
lighting of sports fields at Malibu High School, asserting that lighting would result in
significant negative impacts to scenic and biological resources, inconsistent with the
policies of the Malibu LCP. In response, Commission staff notes that the consistency
analysis of the proposed amendment in relation to the scenic/visual resource and
biological resource policies of the LCP is included in the following sections of this staff
report. In addition, Mr. Carstens letter states that the LCP Amendment does not take
into consideration a recently released Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR) by the
School District for a planned campus expansion project that does not include the
subject field lights and that the environmental impact of the project “as a whole” has not
been assessed. In response, Commission staff would note that the Commission is not
in a position to determine the scope of an LCP amendment that is submitted for our
review and certification, nor the scope of the City or School District’s CEQA process.
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Commission staff has also received correspondence from a number of interested
parties expressing support for nighttime field lighting at the high school and the
proposed amendment request. These letters are attached as Exhibit 9.
Commission staff has also received correspondence from interested parties who were
concerned that this amendment request may be scheduled for a Commission hearing
on the north or central coast and had requested that this item be scheduled for a
Commission hearing that is closer to Malibu in order to allow for greater participation.
Since that time, the City of Malibu withdrew and resubmitted its amendment request in
order to extend the Commission’s deadline for action and allow for the item to be
scheduled for a more local hearing for greater public participation.

B. VISUAL RESOURCES AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as part of the Malibu Land Use
Plan (LUP), requires that visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected, landform alteration shall be minimized, and where feasible, degraded areas
shall be enhanced and restored. Specifically, Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states:
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas,
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinated to the character of its setting.

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as part of the Malibu Land Use
Plan (LUP), states. in relevant part:
(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity
to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able
to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not
have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal
resources.

In addition, the following LUP policies are applicable in this case:
6.1 The Santa Monica Mountains, including the City, contain scenic areas of regional and
national importance. The scenic and visual qualities of these areas shall be protected
and, where feasible, enhanced.
6.2 Places on and along public roads, trails, parklands, and beaches that offer scenic
vistas are considered public viewing areas. Existing public roads where there are
views of the ocean and other scenic areas are considered Scenic Roads. Public
parklands and riding and hiking trails which contain public viewing areas are shown
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on the LUP Park Map. The LUP Public Access Map shows public beach parks and
other beach areas accessible to the public that serve as public viewing areas.
6.4 Places on, along, within, or visible from scenic roads, trails, beaches, parklands and
state waters that offer scenic vistas of the beach and ocean, coastline, mountains,
canyons and other unique natural features are considered Scenic Areas. Scenic
Areas do not include inland areas that are largely developed or built out such as
residential subdivisions along the coastal terrace, residential development inland of
Birdview Avenue and Cliffside Drive on Point Dume, or existing commercial
development within the Civic Center and along Pacific Coast Highway east of Malibu
Canyon Road.
6.5 New development shall be sited and designed to minimize adverse impacts on scenic
areas visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas to the maximum feasible
extent. If there is no feasible building site location on the proposed project site where
development would not be visible, then the development shall be sited and designed
to minimize impacts on scenic areas visible from scenic highways or public viewing
areas, through measures including, but not limited to, siting development in the least
visible portion of the site, breaking up the mass of new structures, designing
structures to blend into the natural hillside setting, restricting the building maximum
size, reducing maximum height standards, clustering development, minimizing
grading, incorporating landscape elements, and where appropriate, berming.
6.23 Exterior lighting (except traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar safety
lighting) shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity fixtures, shielded, and
concealed to the maximum feasible extent so that no light source is directly visible
from public viewing areas. Night lighting for sports courts or other private
recreational facilities in scenic areas designated for residential use shall be
prohibited.

The Malibu Local Implementation Plan (LIP) contains the following relevant
development standard regarding exterior lighting.
6.5(G) Lighting. Exterior lighting (except traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar
safety lighting) shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity features, shielded, and
concealed to the maximum feasible extent so that no light source is directly visible
from public viewing areas. Night lighting for sports courts or other private recreational
facilities in scenic areas designated for residential use shall be prohibited. Permitted
lighting shall conform to the following standards:
1. The minimum necessary to light walkways used for entry and exit to the
structures, including parking areas, on the site. This lighting shall be limited to
fixtures that do not exceed two feet in height, are directed downward, and use
bulbs that do not exceed 60 watts, or the equivalent, unless a higher wattage is
authorized by the Planning Manager.
2. Security lighting attached to the residence that is controlled by motion detectors
and is limited to 60 watts, or the equivalent.
3. The minimum lighting necessary for safe vehicular use of the driveway. The
lighting shall be limited to 60 watts, or the equivalent.
4. A light, not to exceed 60 watts or the equivalent, at the entrance to the (identify
nonresidential accessory structures).
5. No lighting around the perimeter of the site, no lighting for sports courts or
other private recreational facilities, and no lighting for aesthetic purposes is
allowed.
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6. Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall be 'required
to execute and record a deed restriction reflecting the above restrictions. Public
agencies shall not be required to record a deed restriction but may be required
to submit a written statement agreeing to any applicable restrictions above.

The subject amendment request proposes to modify the permitted use table (Table B)
of the LIP to allow lighting of the main sports field at public high schools in the
Institutional zone as a conditional use in order to clarify the issue of sport field lighting at
Malibu High School in the LCP for any future lighting proposal by the Malibu School
District. The City proposes to restrict the use of night lighting to (1) public high schools
in the Institutional zone (the only public high school in the City is Malibu High School),
(2) the main sports field of any such school, (3) Pacific Standard Time until 7:30 p.m.
except for (4) a maximum of 18 days in any 12 month period up to 10:30 p.m., and (5)
requirement of a conditional use permit from City.
Malibu High School is part of the Malibu-Santa Monica Unified School District and the
only public high school in the City of Malibu. The Malibu High School campus is located
on land originally part of Juan Cabrillo Elementary School, which was partitioned in
1963 to create Malibu Park Junior High School. In 1992, the School District converted
the Malibu Park Junior High School campus to its present combined middle school/high
school. The Malibu High School campus site is approximately 30 acres in size, situated
within the City of Malibu on the coastal terrace between Zuma Beach and the southern
flanks of the western portion of the Santa Monica Mountains. The area is characterized
by rolling slopes that descend southwesterly towards Zuma Beach. Pacific Coast
Highway, a designated Scenic Road, lies between the school site and Zuma Beach
(Exhibits 1 and 3). The elevation of the campus site ranges from approximately 100
feet along Morning View Drive on the south side, up to approximately 208 feet on the
north side of campus. The High School’s main athletic field is situated in the middle
portion of campus at approximately 150 feet above sea level and approximately 2,000
feet inland from Zuma Beach. The high school campus consists of developed land with
typical facilities associated with middle and high schools including classrooms and
administrative buildings, a swimming pool, tennis courts, and sports fields (Exhibit 3).
The area surrounding Malibu High School is characterized as a semi-rural residential
neighborhood. However, Cabrillo Elementary School is located to the west of the high
school site, and the approximately 46-acre Malibu Equestrian Park is located to the east
of the high school site. The Malibu Equestrian Park has been operated by the City of
Malibu since 1993 pursuant to a Community Recreation Agreement between the School
District and the City. A large berm separates the high school’s main sports field area
from the equestrian park to the east. The nearest residence to the main sports field of
Malibu High is approximately 550 feet away to the northwest. Existing light sources in
this area of educational facilities and residential development consist of security,
parking lot, and residential lighting.
Public land/public viewing areas in the vicinity include Zuma Beach County Park
approximately 1,400 feet to the south and National Park Service land approximately
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4,000 feet inland to the north. The Zuma Ridge Trail that traverses in an east-west
direction is situated near the National Park Service land to the north (Exhibit 2).
The subject LCP amendment request proposes that field lights may be permitted at the
main sports field at Malibu High until 7:30 p.m. during Pacific Standard Time (PST), and
until 10:30 p.m. for 18 nights in any 12 month period. The average time of sunset during
PST is 5:30 p.m. Therefore, other than the 18 nights per year, when lights would be
allowed, they would typically only be on for approximately two hours. However, PST is a
rather expansive timeframe. PST extends from the first Sunday in November to the
second Sunday in March, which is 19 weeks, or approximately 133 days (including
weekends and holidays). Combined with the proposed additional 18 nights in any 12
month period until 10:30 p.m., field night lighting could theoretically be on for
approximately 150 nights per year.
The main sports field at Malibu High School is located in the middle of a full-service high
school campus located in an existing developed area of Malibu’s coastal terrace. Malibu
High School is the only public high school in the City of Malibu. Lighting of a main sports
field is a type of development that is normally associated with a high school campus. In
the context of the larger coastal zone region in this area, which includes the Santa
Monica Mountains, the largely developed and built-out area along the coastal terrace
where Malibu High School is situated is appropriate for siting a lighted public sports field
use, and generally, such a use would be visually compatible with the character of the
area. However, the LCP identifies the nearby mountain, canyon, beach and ocean as
important scenic elements. Therefore, significant lighting within the coastal terrace area
has the potential to result in individual and cumulative impacts to nearby scenic
resources.
To minimize the cumulative effect of night lighting on the scenic quality and character of
Malibu, LUP Policy 6.23 and LIP Section 6.5.G of the City’s certified LCP currently
prohibits night lighting “for sports courts or other private recreational facilities in scenic
areas designated for residential use”. While Table B of the LIP portion of the City’s LCP
prohibits lighted sports courts in the Institutional zone, the LUP policies and LIP
provisions do not specifically address night lighting of sports courts or sports fields for
public facilities, and it does not specifically prohibit night lighting of sports courts or
fields in non-residential areas, such as the institutional zone district where Malibu High
School is located. As such, the City’s amendment to the LIP proposes to clarify that
night lighting of the main sports field at public high schools in the institutional zone may
be a conditionally permitted use that is subject to certain time restrictions. But while the
proposed use is not a “sports court or other private recreational facility in a scenic area
designated for residential use” where night lighting is specifically prohibited by the LUP,
the LUP does also have more general provisions that require that the scenic qualities of
coastal areas be protected and that all exterior lighting be minimized, restricted to low
intensity fixtures, shielded, and concealed to the maximum feasible extent so that no
light source is directly visible from public viewing areas (LUP § 6.23 & Section 30251 of
the Coastal Act that is incorporated into the LUP as a Policy).
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The City’s proposed amendment language in the permitted use table of the LIP implies
that lighted sports courts are allowed, unlimited, anywhere in the Institutional zone,
subject to a Conditional Use Permit, except that specific lighting limitations only apply at
the main sports field at public high schools. It does not appear that this interpretation
was the City’s intention based upon their submitted analysis of the proposed
amendment request, but it is a reasonable and logical interpretation of the language
proposed. Commission staff does not have any analysis regarding impacts associated
with removing the prohibition of lighted sports courts everywhere in the City’s
Institutional zone district. There are potential adverse individual and cumulative impacts
associated with removing the prohibition of lighted sports courts everywhere in the
City’s Institutional zone district. Therefore, Suggested Modifications 1, 3, and 4 are
required to clarify that sports field lighting is prohibited everywhere in the institutional
zone except at the main sports field at Malibu High School, as discussed further below.
In addition, the City’s amendment request places the main sports field at Malibu High
School under the category of “sports court (lighted)” in the permitted use table of the
LIP. While it could be argued that a sports field is a type of sports court, it is more
common to regard hard-surface playing areas as sports courts and soft-surface playing
areas as sports fields. In order to avoid confusion and provide greater specificity with
regards to the proposed use, the Commission finds it appropriate to make a distinction
between lighted sports courts and lighted sports fields in the permitted use table, as
reflected in Suggested Modification 1.
Suggested Modification 1 inserts a new use to the permitted use table of the LIP –
Sports Fields (lighted) – with added language as a footnote specifying that sports field
lighting in the institutional zone must be limited to the main sports field at Malibu High
School. In order to minimize the cumulative effect of night lighting on the scenic quality
and character of Malibu, Suggested Modification 1 specifies that lighted sports fields are
prohibited in all other zone districts, and lighted sports courts shall continue to be
prohibited in the institutional zone, as was the case prior to this amendment. In addition,
in order to be consistent with the existing format of the LIP and its permitted use table,
the specific standards for sport field lighting in the institutional zone should become part
of the exterior lighting policies of the LIP rather than as proposed in a footnote of the
permitted use table. Therefore, Suggested Modifications 1, 3 and 4 are required,
which shift the specific standards for field lighting in the institutional zone to the
appropriate scenic/visual resource and environmentally sensitive habitat provisions of
the LIP.
As for the propriety of allowing lighting of even the main athletic field at Malibu High
School, given the topography of the area and the distance from that field to the public
viewing areas described above, the light standards/poles themselves at the main sports
field at the Malibu High campus are not expected to significantly block or obscure public
views of the ocean or mountains during the daytime. However, to ensure that public
views are not obscured by light fixtures during the daytime and that impacts to scenic
resources from the operation of the lights are minimized as required by the policies of
the LUP, Suggested Modification 4 is required, which adds a specific provision to the
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Scenic/Visual Resource chapter of the LIP specifying that field lighting at Malibu High
School must be minimized, directed downward, and shielded using the best available
visor technology and pole height and design that minimizes light spill, sky glow, and
glare impacts to public views to the maximum extent feasible. In addition, in order to
clarify that light standards and roof antennae should not be subject to the 18 ft.
maximum structure height limit pursuant to the institutional zone development criteria of
LIP Section 3.3(N)(3)(b)(ii), Suggested Modification 2 is also required.
In 2009, the School District had performed an environmental review (Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND)) of a field lighting project previously proposed as part of CDP
Application 4-99-276-A3, which included photometric and visual analyses of field night
lighting (with five 53-ft. tall light standards equipped with light control visors) at the high
school’s main athletic field. Illumination, or light intensity, of field lights equipped with
light control visors at the main sports field at Malibu High School was calculated around
the field, measured in foot-candles 1. Within a distance of approximately 150 feet from
the field, light intensity was calculated to be equal or greater than 0.1 foot candles.
Between a 150 foot and 450 foot distance from the field, light intensity was calculated to
be between 0.1 and zero foot candles. Zero foot candles of light were received in the
area beyond a 450 foot distance from the field. To relate these light levels to familiar
visual situations, the light level of a clear starry night is 0.0001 foot candle, the light level
of a full moon night is 0.01 foot candle, the light level of pre-dawn is 0.1 foot candle, and
the light level of lighted parking lot is 1 foot candle. As such, with light control visors
installed, lighting of the campus’ main sports field was found not to exceed the intensity
of pre-dawn light beyond 150 feet of the field and to have no discernable impact beyond
450 feet. While no specific project for field lighting is being considered as part of the
City’s LCP amendment proposal, the Commission finds that the lighting effects of a
future proposal for lighting the main sports field would include similar amounts of light in
adjacent areas.
Sky glow is the light that spills into the sky above the horizon and illuminates the
moisture and other tiny particles in the atmosphere. Sky glow is intensified when there
is a low cloud ceiling or foggy conditions because light refracts off water particles in the
air. Field lights will unavoidably create illumination/sky glow when operated at night,
particularly along the coast where foggy conditions are common, that will be visible from
nearby public scenic viewing areas that include Zuma Beach County Park to the south
and National Park Service land/Zuma Ridge Trail to the north.
The potential for field lights to be on at the high school’s main sports field for roughly
150 nights per year poses significant individual and cumulative impacts on public views
of natural landforms, the beach and ocean, and the nighttime sky in the area. While
PST is the most appropriate time of year for night lighting because it is when the sun
sets the earliest in the evenings and it best avoids the season for night migrating birds
and breeding and nesting raptors and owls, the impact of proposed illumination/sky
glow in the area would be significant if the lights were to be used nightly during PST.
1

A foot-candle is a unit of illuminance on a surface that is one foot from a uniform point source of light of one candle and is
equal to one lumen per square foot.
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Malibu High School is located in a semi-rural residential area of Malibu’s coastal terrace,
and the LCP identifies the nearby mountain, canyon, beach and ocean as important
scenic elements. Field lighting on the main sports field nightly during PST within this
coastal terrace area would not be compatible with the semi-rural and scenic character of
the area and would adversely impact nearby scenic resources. The City has indicated
that the lights would likely not be utilized nightly during PST because school sports and
activities do not occur on Sundays or observed holidays, and because the City may
further restrict the number of nights the lights may be on through its Conditional Use
Permit process. However, for purposes of analyzing the impacts of the proposed
amendment request, it must be assumed that the maximum number of nights allowed
for in the proposed amendment request could be implemented.
The Commission finds that it is appropriate to provide for the limited use of night lighting
at the main sports field of Malibu High because it is a full-service campus in an existing
developed area. In addition, limited use of night lighting at the main sports field of
Malibu High would protect views and the scenic qualities of the coastal area and be
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, consistent with the
policies of the LUP. However, in order to ensure protection of views to and along the
ocean and scenic coastal areas and minimize adverse impacts on scenic areas, as
required by the Malibu Land Use Plan, the Commission finds it appropriate to limit night
lighting of the main sports field at Malibu High School to: (1) a maximum of three days
per week, (2) generally to Pacific Standard Time (PST), which extends from the first
Sunday in November to the second Sunday in March; and (3) no later than 7:30 p.m..
However, in order to allow limited night lighting for school sports programs that may
occur during the school year outside of PST and/or that would require later lighting, the
Commission finds it appropriate to allow no more than 18 nights per year where the
lights may remain on until 10:30 p.m., as proposed by the City, except that the 18 nights
must be limited to the period from September through May and for no more than 2 nonconsecutive days of the maximum 3 days per week. The months of September through
May represents the bulk of the school year in which school field sports are played.
These limitations would represent a maximum of 75 nights per year where the field may
be lit for a few hours of the evening. As such, the Commission finds it necessary to
adopt Suggested Modifications 1 and 4, which limit night light usage to the main
sports field for no more than three nights in any calendar week, until 7:30 p.m. during
PST, except that for 18 nights the lights may be on until 10:30 p.m. from September
through May (limited to two non-consecutive days of the maximum three days per
calendar week). In addition, in order to ensure that adverse visual impacts from exterior
night lighting are minimized to the maximum extent feasible, consistent with LUP
policies 6.5 and 6.23, Suggested Modification 4 also specifies that field lighting must
be minimized, directed downward, and shielded using the best available visor
technology and pole height and design that minimizes light spill, sky glow, and glare
impacts to public views to the maximum extent feasible.
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As such, the Commission finds that the limited location and duration and the restricted
means of operation of field lights outlined in Suggested Modifications 1 and 4 would be
compatible with the character of this semi-rural area; would not significantly impact
public views of natural landforms, the beach and ocean, or the nighttime sky because
the night lighting would be confined to a limited number of hours, nights per week, and
nights per year; would protect the general scenic and visual qualities of the nearby
coastal areas; and would minimize impacts on scenic areas visible from scenic roads or
public viewing areas to the maximum feasible extent.
As suggested to be modified, the Commission finds that the LIP amendment serves to
minimize visual impacts to the maximum extent feasible and would ensure that the LIP
as a whole remains consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the scenic/visual
resource policies of the LUP.

C. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT
The following policies of Chapter Three of the Coastal Act are incorporated as part of
the City of Malibu LUP:
Section 30240
(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be
allowed within those areas.
(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those
habitat and recreation areas.

Section 30230
Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for longterm commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Section 30250 (in relevant part)
(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate
it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse
effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.

In addition, the following LUP policies are applicable in this case:
3.4

Any area not designated on the LUP ESHA Map that meets the ESHA criteria is ESHA and
shall be accorded all the protection provided for ESHA in the LCP. The following areas
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shall be considered ESHA, unless there is compelling site-specific evidence to the
contrary:
a. Any habitat area that is rare or especially valuable from a local, regional,
or statewide basis.
b. Areas that contribute to the viability of plant or animal species
designated as rare, threatened, or endangered under State or Federal
law.
c. Areas that contribute to the viability of species designated as Fully
Protected or Species of Special Concern under State law or regulations.
d. Areas that contribute to the viability of plant species for which there is
compelling evidence of rarity, for example, those designated 1b (Rare or
endangered in California and elsewhere) or 2 (rare, threatened or
endangered in California but more common elsewhere) by the California
Native Plant Society.
3.23

Development adjacent to ESHAs shall minimize impacts to habitat values or sensitive
species to the maximum extent feasible. Native vegetation buffer areas shall be provided
around ESHAs to serve as transitional habitat and provide distance and physical barriers
to human intrusion. Buffers shall be of a sufficient size to ensure the biological integrity
and preservation of the ESHA they are designed to protect. All buffers shall be a minimum
of 100 feet in width, except for the case addressed in Policy 3.27.

LUP Policy 3.56 and LIP Section 4.6.2 state the following regarding exterior lighting and
ESHA:
Exterior night lighting shall be minimized, restricted to low intensity fixtures,
shielded, and directed away from ESHA in order to minimize impacts on wildlife.
High intensity perimeter lighting and lighting for sports courts or other private
recreational facilities in ESHA, ESHA buffer, or where night lighting would increase
illumination in ESHA is prohibited.

The Malibu High School campus site is approximately 30 acres in size, situated within
the City of Malibu on the coastal terrace between Zuma Beach and the southern flanks
of the western portion of the Santa Monica Mountains. The elevation of the campus site
ranges from approximately 100 feet along Morning View Drive on the south side, up to
approximately 208 feet on the north side of campus. The campus’ main athletic field is
situated in the middle portion of campus at approximately 150 feet above sea level and
approximately 2,000 feet inland from Zuma Beach. The high school campus consists of
developed land with typical facilities associated with middle and high schools including
classrooms and administrative buildings, a swimming pool and sports fields.
The surrounding area is characterized by primarily semi-rural residential development.
However, there is also Cabrillo Elementary School located nearby to the west of the
high school site, and the approximately 46-acre Malibu Equestrian Park to the east of
the site, which has been operated by the City of Malibu since 1993 pursuant to a
Community Recreation Agreement between the District and the City. A large berm
separates the school’s athletic field area from the equestrian park to the east. There is a
grove of eucalyptus trees near the equestrian park approximately 750 feet east of the
athletic field, and a small stand of black walnut trees approximately 1,400 feet
east/southeast of the athletic field. Zuma Creek, a blue-line stream that is designated
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ESHA in the Malibu LCP is situated approximately 2,500 feet to the east of the campus.
An intermittent blue-line stream containing highly degraded riparian vegetation exists
just west of the campus site, approximately 600 feet northwest of the campus’ main
athletic field. The Malibu High School campus is not located within or adjacent to any
LCP-designated environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA).
A biological inventory was prepared (“Biological Inventory – Malibu High School Athletic
Lighting Project”, prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA)), which describes the
biological characteristics of the entire School District property (which includes the Malibu
Equestrian Park) and a 500 ft. radius surrounding the property. The inventory found that
the area surrounding the campus and main athletic field were vegetated with a matrix of
disturbed and undisturbed coastal sage scrub, ruderal vegetation, a stand of eucalyptus
trees, a small stand of black walnut trees, and disturbed/developed land (Exhibit 5).
Thirteen biological surveys were conducted at and around the main athletic field at
Malibu High School between July 31, 2008, and April 27, 2009, to survey for the
presence of sensitive habitat or special-status species. General surveys were also
conducted for birds, mammals, reptiles and amphibians, including special-status
species, which were evaluated through habitat assessments and focused surveys.
Habitat assessments were also conducted for three owl species – western burrowing
owl, barn owl, and great horned owl. During the surveys no special-status plants or
animals or nesting raptors were detected. Raptors (red tailed hawks, red shouldered
hawks, and Cooper’s hawks) were observed in the study area over the course of the
GLA study. The degraded riparian habitat west of the high school campus (and about
600 feet from the main athletic field) is the only environmentally sensitive habitat
(ESHA) that GLA identified within the study area.
On April 26, 2010, May Lau, a PBS&J Consulting wildlife biologist, conducted a
biological resources survey to verify the findings of the 2009 Biological Inventory
Assessment by Glenn Lukos Associates. May Lau’s May 18, 2010 Summary of Findings
memo found that the Glenn Lukos report had accurately identified the type and extent of
habitat types in the area of the High School. May Lau also found that there were no
signs of nesting or roosting owls in the vicinity of the Malibu Equestrian Park eucalyptus
tree stands. In addition, May Lau had detected additional wildlife species not previously
documented in the Glenn Lukos report, including one amphibian (Baja California chorus
frog [Pseudacris hypochondriaca]), one invertebrate (dung beetle), two bird species
(California thrasher and western gull), and one mammal (cottontail). However, none of
these detected species are considered special-status, sensitive, or rare species.
In 2009, the School District had performed an environmental review (Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND)) of a field lighting project previously proposed as part of CDP
Application 4-99-276-A3, which included photometric and visual analyses of field night
lighting (with five 53-ft. tall light standards equipped with light control visors) at the high
school’s main athletic field. Illumination, or light intensity, of field lights equipped with
light control visors at the main sports field at Malibu High School was calculated around
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the field, measured in foot-candles 2. Within a distance of approximately 150 feet from
the field, light intensity was calculated to be equal or greater than 0.1 foot candles.
Between a 150 foot and 450 foot distance from the field, light intensity was calculated to
be between 0.1 and zero foot candles. Zero foot candles of light were received in the
area beyond a 450 foot distance from the field. To relate these light levels to familiar
visual situations, the light level of a clear starry night is 0.0001 foot candle, the light level
of a full moon night is 0.01 foot candle, the light level of pre-dawn is 0.1 foot candle, and
the light level of lighted parking lot is 1 foot candle. As such, with light control visors
installed, lighting of the campus’ main sports field was found not to exceed the intensity
of pre-dawn light beyond 150 feet of the field and to have no discernable impact beyond
450 feet. While no specific project for field lighting is being considered as part of the
City’s LCP amendment proposal, the Commission finds that the lighting effects of a
future proposal for lighting the main sports field would include similar amounts of light in
adjacent areas.
Commission Staff Ecologist, Dr. Jonna Engel, has reviewed all available biological
information, visited the Malibu High School property and surrounding area on July 12,
2011, to survey the natural resources, and prepared a memo regarding biological
resources of the site, September 22, 2011, which is hereby incorporated herein, and
which is attached as Exhibit 4. The Commission concurs with the following conclusions
reached by Dr. Engel regarding the site’s biological resources.
Dr. Engel observed that the section of blue-line stream/riparian habitat that borders the
western boundary of the property is highly degraded. It is a dirt channel invaded and
choked by non-native species for much of the reach bordering the high school. There
are scattered cottonwood trees that appear to be in poor health along the stream, a few
small sycamores, and a large patch of arroyo willow which provides some native habitat
value. Dr. Engel determined that with lighting limited to the main sports field at Malibu
High School and subject to the time and design restrictions outlined in Suggested
Modification 3, the nearby stream would not be negatively impacted by night lighting
due to the stream’s distance from the field (approximately 600 feet away). In addition,
as restricted, and based on the illumination study discussed in the prior section, the
lighting will not increase illumination of the degraded riparian habitat west of campus
that GLA and Dr. Engel identified as the nearest ESHA. Thus, it would be consistent
with the prohibition in LUP policy 3.56 against night lighting “for sports courts or other
private recreational facilities [that] would increase illumination in ESHA” even if that
were interpreted to apply to a public sports field.
During her July 12, 2011 site visit, Dr. Engel found that the six to eight black walnut
trees that span an ephemeral stream/drainage near Merritt Drive to the east may have
native habitat value, but that the small size and isolated nature of the trees and
surrounding habitat do not rise to the level of black walnut grove ESHA. Dr. Engel also
looked closely at the grove of eucalyptus trees adjacent to the equestrian area to the
east. Although one nest was observed in the trees, the nest did not show evidence of
2

A foot-candle is a unit of illuminance on a surface that is one foot from a uniform point source of light of one candle and is
equal to one lumen per square foot.

City of Malibu
Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-11 Part A
Page 26

current use (no whitewash, feathers, forage discards, or owl pellets on the ground under
or around the nest). Based on the nests’ size, it was likely the former nest of a redtailed or red-shouldered hawk or a great horned owl. Should the eucalyptus grove
support nesting raptors or owls in the future, athletic field night lighting that is limited to
the main sports field at Malibu High School, and subject to the time and design
restrictions outlined in Suggested Modification 3, would not pose significant negative
impacts upon these species based on the topography and distance between the athletic
field and the eucalyptus tree grove (approximately 750 feet). Dr. Engel also confirmed
that the area of undisturbed coastal sage scrub vegetation to the east of the field site
does not rise to the level of ESHA because it is fragmented within a matrix of
development and ruderal, ornamental, and disturbed habitat and because it does not
support any special status species.
Therefore, based upon Dr. Engel’s observations and conclusions described above, the
Commission finds that Malibu High School’s main athletic field is not located in, or
adjacent to, any areas that are considered environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA), or
that support special status species. The proposed LCP amendment, if modified as
suggested, will ensure that the proposed lighting use will not adversely impact ESHA or
ESHA buffer or increase illumination of any ESHA.
In 2000, the Commission approved City of Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99 with
suggested modifications. The LCP Amendment dealt with modifying development
standards at a 139-acre site composed exclusively of agricultural fields and wetlands in
a rural agricultural area in order to facilitate the construction of a new high school for the
Pajaro Valley School District. In that action, the Commission found that night lighting of
sports facilities and parking areas associated with a new school use could significantly
disrupt the environmentally sensitive habitat areas located adjacent to the planned
school site. The Commission also found that certain night lighting for school uses would
be incompatible with the rural character of the mostly undeveloped area. Therefore, in
its action, the Commission prohibited exterior night lighting at the site, other than the
minimum lighting necessary for pedestrian and vehicular safety purposes.
However, Commission staff would note that the City of Watsonville site was an
undeveloped area containing a significant quantity and quality of wetland as well as
upland areas considered ESHA that would be in close proximity to a potential future
high school site. In addition, the City of Watsonville site is located in a mostly
undeveloped area lying in the middle of a large agrarian/wetland landscape. In the case
of the subject amendment, Malibu High School is an existing school within an existing
developed area and where there are no areas considered ESHA on or adjacent to the
proposed lighted sports field.
However, the proposed amendment has the potential to impact migratory birds and
nesting and roosting raptors and owls. Malibu High School is situated within the Pacific
Flyway, and potentially within the pathway of northward spring and southward fall
migrations, which occur during the months of late March through May and September,
October, and the first part of November, respectively. Birds migrating along this route
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are heading to the Canadian Arctic, Canadian plains, and Canadian boreal forest in the
spring, and to Mexico, South America, and Pacific Islands in the fall. It is important to
note that “Pacific Flyway” is a descriptor for a phenomenon that encompasses the entire
state of California and beyond and that not all areas of the state are as important as
others. However, depending on the types of migrating birds, certain pathways (e.g.
bordering the ocean, along valleys, etc.) will be more frequented, and certain habitats
(woodlands, riparian areas, wetlands) will be more important stopovers, than others.
Over 60 species of waterfowl, raptors, shorebirds, and songbirds are known to regularly
migrate through Ventura and Los Angeles counties; traveling at night and stopping for a
time by inland and coastal creeks, wetlands, woods, and neighborhoods 3.
The Malibu High School property is not likely to be used by migratory birds as a
stopover site. The habitats suitable for supporting resting migrating birds are the nearby
stream, eucalyptus grove, and black walnut tree areas. However, given the limited
extent and quality of these habitats among the surrounding development, the areas do
not represent quality stopover habitat. The main concern with night lighting at the
campus’ main athletic field is the potential for night migrating birds to become confused
and attracted to the lights during inclement/foggy weather. Birds that migrate at night
use the moon and stars for navigation. During clear weather they appear to be able to
distinguish artificial lighting from light emanating from planets and stars. However,
during inclement weather, birds can become confused and drawn to artificial lights.
This phenomenon has been observed on numerous occasions at lighted buildings, oil
platforms, and athletic fields. Once drawn into an artificial light source a number of
negative outcomes can occur; birds may crash into something, become confused and
drawn off course, or circle the light source and become exhausted.
Section 30230 of the Coastal Act, which is incorporated as a policy in the Malibu LUP,
requires protection of marine resources, with special protection given to areas and
species of special biological significance. Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, which is
incorporated as a policy in the Malibu LUP, requires that development be located and
designed to ensure that significant adverse impacts to coastal resources, both individual
and cumulative, be avoided. In addition, LUP Policy 3.56 states that exterior night
lighting shall be minimized and directed away from ESHA in order to minimize impacts
to wildlife.
In order to minimize adverse impacts to night migrating birds, as well as breeding and
nesting raptors and owls, night lighting at the main sports field at Malibu High School
should be limited to primarily Pacific Standard Time (PST) because it avoids the peak
and majority of the fall migration and all of spring migration. Raptors and owls start
courtship and breeding in late January followed by nesting in late February and March.
Dr. Engel has determined that night lights during PST and for a maximum of three days
per week would significantly limit the amount of time that migratory and resident bird
3

See: http://www.borealbirds.org/birdguide/map_losangeles.shtml#anchor. The Boreal Songbird Initiative is a
network of conservation and birding groups interested in raising awareness in the U.S. and Canada about the
importance of the boreal forest and other locations for migratory birds. They conduct migratory bird research and
manage and maintain a migratory bird database.
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species would be exposed to artificial lights at the athletic field. However, in order to
allow limited night lighting for school sports programs that occur outside of PST, the City
also proposes to allow no more than 18 nights any time of the year and to allow the
lights to remain on until 10:30 p.m. during those 18 nights. The months of September
through May represents the bulk of the school year in which school field sports are
played. As discussed in Section B, in order to minimize impacts to scenic resources, the
Commission finds it appropriate to limit the 18 nights where the lights may be on until
10:30 p.m. to the months of September through May and to prohibit such lighting on
consecutive days, and to limit it to two nights per week of the maximum 3 days per
week. However, allowing night lighting outside of PST and during the bird migration
periods at all still has the potential to result in significant impacts to migratory birds and
nesting and roosting raptors and owls. Dr. Engel has determined that the only way to
ensure the proposed 18 nights that could occur outside of PST will avoid significant
adverse impacts to migratory and resident bird species from field lights is to require that
an Avian Monitoring Plan be prepared and conducted for any field night lighting that is
allowed during bird migration periods (September through first week of November and
the last week of March through May).
In order to minimize impacts to night migrating birds and breeding and nesting raptors
and owls, Suggested Modifications 1 and 3 are required, which limits night light usage
to the main sports field until 7:30 p.m. during PST, except that for 18 nights the lights
may be on until 10:30 p.m., but only from September through May, and for no more than
three nights per week. In addition, the 18 nights until 10:30 p.m. is also limited to no
more than 2, non-consecutive days of the maximum 3 days per week. Suggested
Modification 3 also requires that, should lighting be allowed during bird migration
periods (Fall Migration: September through first week in November, and Spring
Migration: Last week of March through May), an Avian Monitoring Plan that is prepared
by a qualified ornithologist/ecologist and reviewed and approved by the City Biologist
shall be required prior to issuance of the coastal development permit allowing such
lighting, and that the permit shall be consistent with and require compliance with that
plan. The approved Avian Monitoring Plan shall be implemented concurrent with the
approved field lighting operations. If the Monitoring results indicate that the approved
field lighting results in significant adverse impacts upon birds, the City shall require
modification of the approved lighting schedule in order to ensure avoidance of the
identified impacts. In addition, to ensure that the required Avian Monitoring Plan
includes components for an effective and scientifically meaningful study, Suggested
Modification 3 outlines minimum elements for the plan, which include:
vi.

Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified ornithologist/ecologist to assess
potential adverse impacts to migratory and resident bird species.

vii.

The monitoring design and schedule shall include a paired monitoring design (i.e.
a night with lights immediately preceded or followed by a night without lights),
and a monitoring frequency of once per week during any week when lights are
operated during Fall and Spring migration periods for at least one year. If the
monitoring results indicate that the one year monitoring period was a typical bird
migration year with a typical range of atmospheric conditions and the main sports
field lights have resulted in no adverse impacts upon birds, no additional
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monitoring may be required. If the monitoring results indicate otherwise,
monitoring shall continue for an additional year(s) until a year of monitoring under
typical conditions occurs and the consulting ornithologist obtains enough data to
assess potential adverse impacts to migratory and resident bird species.
viii.

The description of observational monitoring activities shall include tallying
species and numbers of birds observed within a 200 ft. sphere of the light
standards and noting atmospheric conditions, bird behavior, and changes in bird
behavior.

ix.

The monitoring plan shall specify a threshold for determining significant adverse
impacts to migratory and resident bird species from field lights.

x.

Seasonal migration reports (Fall and Spring) of monitoring results shall be
submitted to the City Biologist. However, the consulting ornithologist shall
immediately notify the City should an adverse bird event related to the approved
field lights occur at any time during the course of monitoring. The monitoring plan
shall also include a provision for submission of a final monitoring report to the
City Biologist at the end of the monitoring period.

With Suggested Modifications 1 and 3 described above, the Commission finds that night
lighting of the main sports field at Malibu High School would not pose a significant
impact to migratory and resident bird species that may potentially occur in the area of
the field. Adverse impacts to wildlife from light spill, sky glow, and glare can be further
minimized by requiring that field lighting be minimized, directed downward, and shielded
using the best available visor technology. Therefore, Suggested Modifications 3
further specifies that field lighting must be minimized, directed downward, and shielded
using the best available visor technology that minimizes light spill, sky glow, and glare
impacts to wildlife.
The Commission has considered alternatives to the proposed amendment request to
determine if there is any alternative that can meet the amendment objectives while
avoiding or reducing significant impacts to coastal resources. Obvious modifications to
the amendment would be to either make no change to the LCP, or to prohibit any night
lighting of sports fields in the institutional zone. However, such alternatives would not
meet the objectives of the amendment request and the LCP provisions would continue
to not specifically address night lighting of sports fields or courts for public educational
facilities located in the institutional zone district. As discussed in detail previously, if
modified as suggested, the proposed amendment limits the location, duration, and
design of sport field night lighting in the institutional zone to avoid or minimize impacts
to scenic resources, ESHA and other significant coastal resources to the maximum
extent feasible. In addition, sport field night lighting is a type of development that is
normally associated with an existing public high school campus that is located in an
existing developed area, and with the limitations imposed pursuant to the suggested
modifications, the proposed amendment will not result in significant adverse impacts to
coastal resources.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed LCP amendment, only if modified as
suggested, would ensure that field night lights would not spill into any areas designated
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ESHA or ESHA buffer and would minimize adverse impacts to biologically significant
wildlife and coastal resources, consistent with the relevant ESHA policies of the LUP. As
suggested to be modified, the Commission finds that the LIP amendment serves to
protect ESHA from significant disruption of habitat values and is consistent with, and
adequate to carry out, the ESHA policies of the LUP.

D. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.9 – within the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – exempts local governments from the requirement of
preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with their activities and
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of a local coastal program. Instead,
the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission. However, because the
Natural Resources Agency found the Commission’s LCP review and approval program to
be functionally equivalent to the EIR process, see 14 C.C.R. § 15251(f), PRC Section
21080.5 relieves the Commission of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for its review of
and action on LCP provisions. Nevertheless, some elements of CEQA continue to apply to
this review process.
Specifically, pursuant to CEQA and the Commission’s regulations (see 14 C.C.R.
§§ 13540(f), 13542(a), and 13555(b)), the Commission's certification of this LCP
amendment must be based in part on a finding that it meets the CEQA requirements listed
in PRC section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). That section requires that the Commission not approve or
adopt an LCP:
...if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
effect which the activity may have on the environment.
The Implementation Plan amendment has been found not to be in conformance with, or
adequate to carry out, the provisions of the Land Use Plan portion of the certified LCP. To
resolve the concerns identified, suggested modifications have been made to the proposed
amendment. With incorporation of the suggested modifications, the Implementation Plan, is
adequate to carry out and is in conformity with the Land Use Plan. The suggested
modifications minimize or mitigate any potentially significant environmental impacts of the
LCP amendment. If modified as suggested, the Commission finds that approval of the LCP
amendment will not result in significant adverse environmental impacts within the meaning
of the California Environmental Quality Act.
The Commission finds that for the reasons discussed in this report, if the LCP amendment
is modified as suggested, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available that could substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts.
The Commission further finds that the proposed LCP amendment, if modified as suggested,
is consistent with Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code.
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