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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ATTACHMENT 10 

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

MEMORANDUM 

January 10, 2013 

Paul Godwin, Development Project Manager, Advance Planning and Engineering 
Division, Development Services Department 

Anna L. McPherson, Senior Planner, Advance Planning and Engineering Division, 
Development Services Department 

Costabelle Residence SDP, California Environmental Quality Act 15162 Evaluation 

The Development Services Department has completed a California Environmental Quality Act 
15162 evaluation for the Costabelle SDP project. The review was limited to consideration of 
California Environmental Quality Act issues associated with the redesign and addition of 773.8 
square feet to the previously approved 4,851 square-foot single family residence and 1,266 square­
foot detached garage with artist studio on a 0.62 acre hillside lot. The project is partially built in 
compliance with the previously approved Site Development Permit. It is the determination of the 
Development Services Department that this change is consistent with the previously adopted 
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 2701 which was before the City of San Diego Hearing Officer 
and certified on June 16, 2004. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program was adopted for 
the project to reduce potentially significant impacts to historical resources (archaeology) and 
biological resources. 

The redesign and increase of square footage was determined not to result in additional impacts 
than that had been identified in the previously certified Mitigated Negative Declaration and thus 
was not a significant or substantial change in the project. This determination was based on the 
analysis and conclusions of project review, including review for consistency with the La Jolla 
Community Plan and compliance with the applicable development regulations, including the 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance, and compliance with the City's Storm Water 
Standards which includes the Hydromodification Management Plan. All of which determined that 
the changes to the project would not result in any additional impacts. 
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Section 15162 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines states that when an 
Environmental Impact Report has been certified or a Negative Declaration adopted for a project, no 
subsequent or supplemental Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration shall be 
prepared for that project unless one or more of the following events occur: 

1. Substantial changes are proposed to the project 

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to circumstances under which the project is 
being undertaken 

3. New information, which was not known or could not have been known at the time 
the Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration was certified as complete, 
becomes available. 

Taking into consideration the additional analysis conducted by Development Services Department 
staff along with review of the previously certified environmental document, it was determined that 
the project would not result in a substantially changed project. The project would not result in new 
impacts or changed circumstances that would require a new environmental document. 

Therefore, because none of the three above event have occurred, Development Services Department 
staff does not find the need to conduct additional environmental review of the Costabelle Residence 
SDP project. All environmental issues and mitigation for significant impacts have been adequately 
addressed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act for the proposed project. 

()~\{)c L . JVt~ltv------~ 
Alma L. McPherson, AICP 
Senior Planner 
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BINDER 
Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Land Development 
Review Division 
(619) 446-5460 L\)cP~? 

Project No. 2701 
SCH No. 2004021105 

SUBJECT: ROSS RESIDENCE: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) to allow the 
construction of a three-story, 4,851-square-foot single-family residence and a 
1,266-square-foot detached garage with artist's studio on an undeveloped, 0.62-acre 
hillside lot which contains environmentally sensitive lands. The project site is 
located at the end of a cul-de-sac at 7940 Costebelle Way, which is accessed from 
Costebelle Drive via La Jolla Scenic Drive, in the La Jolla Community (Lot 56 of 
Azure Coast, Map No. 5676), City and County of San Diego. Applicant: Daniel 
Linn. 

UPDATE: Minor revisions have been made to the Environmental Setting Section of the 
Initial Study as a result of public review and comment. The changes are 
shown in a strikeout/underline format and do not affect the analysis or 
conclusions of this document. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

II. ENVill.ONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial S tudy. 

III. DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed 
project could have a significant environmental effect on Biological and Archeological 
Resources. Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation 
identified in Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised 
now avoids or mitigates the potentially significant environmental effects previously 
identified and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not be required. 

IV. DOCUMENTATION: 

The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination. 

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM: 

General 

1. After project approval and prior to the issuance of any discretionary permits, the 
applicant shall submit a deposit of $1,100 to the Development Project Manager in 
Development Services Department to cover the City's costs associated with 
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

2. P1ior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Environmental Review Manager 
(ERM) of the City's Land Development Review Division (LDR) shall verify that 
the following statement is shown on the grading and/or construction plans as a 
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note under the heading, Environmental Requirements: "The Ross Residence 
Project is subject to a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and shall 
conform to the mitigation conditions as contained in the MND, Project No. 2701." 

3. Prior to the issuance of any grading pennits, the owner/permitee shall make 
arrangements to schedule a pre-construction meeting to ensure implementation of 
the MMRP. The meeting shall include the Resident Engineer (RE), the 
Archelologist and staff from the City's Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 
(MMC) Section. 

Biology 

1. Prior to issuance-of the first grading permit, direct impacts to 0.15 acre of Tier IT 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub habitat shall be mitigated to the satisfaction of the City 
Manager, through one of the following: (a) off-site land acquisition within the 
MHPA; (b) payment into the City's Habitat Acquisition Fund as described below, 
or (c) a combination of a and b above: 

a. Prior to issuance of the first grading pennit, the owner/permittee shall 
acquire and dedicate to the City of San Diego, interest in property 
necessary to maintain the land in its existing condition in perpetuity, a 
total of 0.15-acre of Tier II or better habitat located off-site, in the City of 
San Diego's MHPA. This 0.15-acre would satisfy the 1:1 mitigation 
acreage ratio requirement for impacts outside the MHP A that would be 
mitigated inside the MHP A; or 

b. Prior to issuance of the first grading pennit, the owner/permittee shall pay 
into the City's Habitat Acquisition Fund the amount necessary to purchase 
0.15-acre of habitat. The current per-acre contribution amount for the 
Habitat Acquisition Fund is $25,000. In order to achieve the required 1:1 
ratio, $31750 ($25,000 x 0.15 acre) must be paid into the fund. 

Historical Resources (Archaeology) - Archaeological monitoring is required for all 
ground disturbing activities including site grading and excavation associated with the 
project. 

Prior to Preconstruction (Precon) Meeting 

1. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check 

Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but 
not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building 
Plans/Pennits, the Environmental Review Manager (ERM) of LDR shall verify 
that the requirements for archaeological monitoring and Native American 
monitoring, if applicable, have been noted on the appropriate construction 
documents. 

2. Letters of Qualification have been Submitted to ERM 

I 
' 



/ 
I 
I 

/ 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Page 3 

Prior to the recordation of the first final map, NTP, and/or, including but not 
limited to, issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition Permit or Building Permit, 
the applicant shall provide a letter of verification to the ERM of LDR stating 
that a qualified Archaeologist, as defined in the City of San Diego Historical 
Resources Guidelines (HRG), has been retained to implement the monitoring 
program. 

3. Second Letter Containing Names of Monitors has been sent to MMC. 

a. At least thirty days prior to the Precon Meeting, a second letter shall be 
submitted to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) which shall 
include the name of the P1incipal Investigator (PI) and the names of all 
persons involved in the Archaeological Monitoring of the project. 

b. MMC will provide Plan Check with a copy of both the first and second 
letter. 

4. Records Search Prior to Precon Meeting 

At least thirty days prior to the Precon Meeting the qualified Archaeologist shall 
verify that a records search has been completed and updated as necessary and be 
prepared to introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 
Verification includes, but is not limited to, a copy of a confirmation letter from 
South Coast Information Center, or, if the search was in-house, a letter of 
verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

Precon Meeting 

1. Monitor Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

a. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall 
arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the Archaeologist, 
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer 
(RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified 
Archaeologist shall attend any grading related Precon Meetings to make 
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring 
program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 

b. If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, theRE or BI, if 
appropriate, will schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, EAS staff, 
as appropriate, Monitors, Construction Manager and appropriate 
Contractor's representatives to meet and review the job on-site prior to 
start of any work that requires monitoring. 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 

At the Precon Meeting, the Archaeologist shall submit to MMC a copy of the 
site/grading plan (reduced to llx17) that identifies areas to be monitored as well 
as areas that may require delineation of grading limits. 

3. When Monitming Will Occur 
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Prior to the start of work, the Archaeologist shall also submit a construction 
schedule to MMC through the RE or BI, as appropriate, indicating when and 
where monitoring is to begin and shall notify MMC of the start date for 
monitoring. 

During Construction 

1. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation 

The qualified Archae<;>logist shall be present full-time during grading/excavation 
of native soils and shall document activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record. 
This record shall be sent to theRE or BI as appropriate, each month. The RB, 
or BI as appropriate, will forward copies to MMC. 

2. .Discoveries 

a. Discovery Process 

In the event of a discovery, and when requested by the Archaeologist, or 
the PI if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI, theRE or BI, as appropriate, 
shalJ be contacted and shall divert, direct or temporm.ily halt ground 
disturbing activities in the area of discovery to allow for preliminary 
evaluation of potentially significant archaeological resources. The PI shall 
also immediately notify MMC of such findings at the time of discovery . 
.tvfMC will coordinate with appropriate LDR staff. 

b. Determination of Significance 

The significance of the discovered resources shall be determined by the PI 
in consultation with LDR and the Native American Community, if 
a,pplicable. LDR must concur with the evaluation before grading activities 
will be allowed to resume. For significant archaeological resources, a 
Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall be prepared, approved 
by DSD and canied out to mitigate impacts before ground disturbing 
activities in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. 

3. Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and procedures set 
forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health 
and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) as follows: 

a. Notification 

(1) Archaeological Monitor shall notify theRE or BIas appropriate, PI, 
if the Monitor is not qualified as a PL and MMC. :MM"C will notify 
the appropriate Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis 
Section (EAS). 

(2) The PI shall notify the County Coroner after consultation with the 
RE, either in person or via telephone. 
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b. Stop work and isolate discovery site 

(1) RE or BI, as appropriate, shall stop work immediately in the location 
of the discovery and any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay 
adjacent human remains until a determination can be made by the 
County Coroner in consultation with the PI concerning the origin of 
the remains and the cause of death. 

(2) The County Coroner, in consultation with the PI, shall detennine the 
need for a field investigation to examine the remains and establish a 
cause of death. 

(3) If a field investigation is not warranted, the PI, in consultation with 
the County Coroner, shall determine if the remains are of Native 
American origin. 

c. If Human Remains are Native American 

(1) The Coroner shall notify the Native American Historic Commission 
(NAHC). (By law, ONLY the Coroner can make this call.) 

(2) NAHC will identify the person or persons it believes to be the Most 
Likely Descendent (MID). 

(3) The MLD may make recommendations to the land owner or PI 
responsible for the excavation work to determine the treatment, with 
appmpriate dignity, of the human remains and any associated grave 
goods (PRC 5097 .98). 

d. If Human Remains are not Native American 

(1) The PI shall contact the NARC and notify them of the historical 
context of the burial. 

(2) NAHC will identify the person or persons it believes to be the ~D. 

(3) The MLD may make recommendations to the land owner or PI 
responsible for the excavation work to determine the treatment of 
the human remains (PRC 5097 .98). 

( 4) If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately 
removed and conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The 
decision for reintetment of the human remains shall be made in 
consultation with MMC, EAS, the land owner, the NAHC and the 
Museum of Man. 

e. Disposition of Human Remains 

The land owner, or his authorized representative, shall reinter the Native 
American human remains and any associated grave goods, with 
appropriate dignity, on the propetty in a location not subject to fmther 
subsurface disturbance, IF: 
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(1) The NARC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to 
make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the 
Commission; OR; 

(2) The landowner or authorized representative rejects the 
recommendation of the MID and mediation in accordance with PRC 
5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to 
the landowner. 

4. Night Work 

a. If night work is included in the contract 

(1) When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and 
timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

(2) The following procedures shall be followed: 

(a) No Discoveries 
In the event that nothing was found during the night work, The 
PI will record the information on the Site Visit Record Form. 

(b) Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has 
been made, the procedures under During Construction; 2.,a. & 
b, will be followed, with the exception that the PI will contact 
MMC by 8AM the following morning to report and discuss 
the findings. 

b. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction 

(1) The Construction Manager shall notify theRE, or Bl, as appropriate, 
a minimum of 24 hours before the work is to begin. 

(2) TheRE, or BI, as appropriate, will notify MMC immediately. 

c. - All other procedures described above will apply, as appropriate. 

5. Notification of Completion 
The Archaeologist shall notify MMC and theRE or the BI, as appropriate, in 

1 writing of the end date of monitoring. 

Post Construction 

1. Handling and Curation of Artifacts and Letter of Acceptance 

a. The Archaeologist shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural 
remains collected are cleaned, catalogued, and permanently curated with 
an appropriate institution; that a letter of acceptance from the curation 
institution has been submitted to MMC; that all artifacts are analyzed to 
identify function and chronology as they relate to the hi story of the area; 

I 
I 
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that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are 
completed, as appropriate. 

b. Curation of artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or data . 
recovery for this project shall be completed in consultation with LDR and 
the Native American representative, as applicable. 

2. Final Results Reports (Monitoring and Research Design And Data Recovery 
Program) · 

a. Prior to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results 
Report (even if negative) and/or evaluation rep01t, if applicable, which 

· describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the Archaeological 
Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be submitted to 
MMC for approval by the ERM of LDR. · 

b. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, 
the Research Design And Data Recovery Program shall be included as part 
of the Final Results Report . . 

c. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of the Final 
Results Rep01t. 

3. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Park and Recreation 
The Archaeologist shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of 
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 AlB) any 
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the 
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Historical 
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal 
Information Center with the Final Results Report. 

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 

Draft copies or notice of this Mitigateq Negative Declaration were distributed to: 

Federal Government: . 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 

State of California: 
California Department of Fish and Game (32-A) 
California Environmental Protection Agency (37-A) 
Resources Agency (43) 
State Clearinghouse ( 46) 
Native American Heritage Commission (222) 

City of San Diego: 
Councilmember Peters, District 1 
Development Services Department 
Main Library (81) 
Library, La J olla/Riford Branch 
Planning Depattment/MSCP 
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Regional and Other: 
Sierra Club (165-A) 
Sam Diego Audubon Society (167) 
Mr. Jim Peugh (167-A) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
Center for Biological Diversity (176) 
Endangered Habitats League (182) 
South Coastal Infonnation Center (210) 
San Diego Historical Society (211) 
San Diego Archeological Center (212) 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214) 
Ron Christman (215) 
Louie Guassac (215A) 
San Diego County Archeological Society, Inc. (218) 
La Jolla Historical Society (221) 
Acquisitions Department, SDSU (224) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Native American Distribution (225A-R)- Public Notice Only 
La Jolla Town Council (273) 
La Jolla Historical Society (274) 
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275) 
Brian Ross (Applicant) 
Dan Linn (Agent) 

Vll. RESULTS OF PUBUC REVIEW: 

() No comments were received during the public input period. 

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No 
response is necessary. The letters are attached. 
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(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and/or accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the 
public input period. The letters and responses follow. 

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting 
Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Land Development 
Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 

Analyst: Godwin 

February 23, 2004 . 
Date of Draft Report 

March 30,2004 
Date of Final Report 

{ 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

Environmental Review Conunittee 

6March2004 

To: Mr. Paul Godwin 

Subject: 

Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue; Mail'Station SOl . 
San Diego, California 921 01 

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Ross Residence 
:Project No. 2701 

Dea.r Mr: Godwm: 

I have reviewed the subject DMND on: behalf of this committee of the SanDi ego CoiiDty 
Archaeological Society. 

B ased on the information contained in the DMND and initial study for the project, we 
concur with the impact analysis and mitigation measures propose~ for historical 
resources. 

Thank you for including SDCAS in the public review oftl1is project's environmental 
documents. 

cc: SDCAS President 
File 

Sincerely, 

~y~' 
Environmental Review Corrumttee 

P.O. Box81 106 • San Diego. CA 97.138-1106 • (858) 538-0935 

RESPONSES TO COMMENI'S 

1. Comment noted. 
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 CAPITOL MALL. ROOM 364 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4082 
(916) G57·53BO- Fax 

Mr. Paul Godwin, Associale Planner 
City of San Diego 
12221" Ave. (MS 501) 
San Diego, CA 92101-4155 

Re: Negative Declaration: Ross Residence 
SCH # 2004021105 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

March 10, 2004 

Thank you for lhe opportunity to comment on lhe above referenced Negative Declaration. The 
Commission was able to perform a record search of Its Sacred Lands File for lhe project area. The record 
search failed lo indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area; 
however, the absence of specific site information in the Sacred Lands File does not guarantee lhe absence of 
cultural resources in any project area. Olher sources of cultl.lral resources should also be contacted for 
information regaltling known and recorded slles. 

Along with contacting lhe California Historic Resources Information Center for a rccoltls search and 
completion of an archaeological inventory and report, to adequately assess the project-related impact on 
archaeol6gical resources, the Commission recommends you notify the Native American tribes or groups in your 
area which may have additional knowledge of the site's previous uses. 

Enclosed Is a list of Native American Individuals/organizations who may have knowledge of cultural 
resources in the project area. The Commission makes no recommendation or preference of a single individual or 
group over another. This list should provide a starting place In locating areas of potential adverse impact within lhe 

. proposed project area. I $Uggest you contact all of those Indicated; if they cannot supply information, lhey might 
recommend others with specific knowledge. A minimum of two weeks must be allowed lor responses after 
notification. If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from any these individuals or 
groups, please no lily me. With your assistance we are able to assure that our lists contain current lnlonnatton. 

Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude the existence of archeological 
resources. Lead agencies should include provisions lor accidentally discovered archeological resources during 
construction per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code §15064.5 (f); Health and 
Safety Code §7050.5; and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandate lhe process to be followed in !tie event of an 
accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery and should be Included In 
all environmental documents. If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 653-6251. 

Sincerely, 

~./J /l/)1 ~ / 
CtV-~t ..... ····~!JI~._g':'V~ 
Carol Gauba 
Program Ar§l st 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

·:··' 

1. 

3. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment noted. 

Please refer to the draft document distribution list, which includes a list of alJ 
Native American groups and other individualsloi'ganizatioos cootacred who 
may have information regarding an:beological resources oo the subject site. 
Wilh the exception of a letter of support received from the San Diego 
Archeological Society (included in this section}, no comments were received 
from any of these groups or individuals. 

The subject site is located in an area with a known sensitivity for 
archeological resources. A ~uiremcnt for an:hcological monitoring during 
grading operations has been included in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), which is located in Section V of this document 

......... 

......... 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

MrGodWtn: 

<FranRodrOaol.com> 
<pgodwin 0 sandego.go11> 
3123104 9:1OAM 
Project No. 2701 Sch No. Pendng Ross Residence 

In reviewing the Draft mitigated negative declaration. the description In 
Section II which is Environmental setling is Incomplete. 

There are residences adjacent to the proposed project which are to the east 
and to the west that are mentioned in the draft, but th&Tesldence that may be 
most Impacted by the proposed construction is to the immediate north on the 
connecting parcel and Is not mentioned. 

This existing residence is at the base of the connecting parcel immediately 
to the North of the planned Ross Developent and adjacent (south) of Pollery 
Canyon Park. It Is the connecllng sloping propeny, No montlon Is found In the 
subject draft document of this residence. 

The slopes of both the proposed and the existing residence parcels Is 
extremely steep throughout (approx 40 cegrees). Concern exists not only of n.nolf 
issues after construction but during. 

Issues of falling construction material and debris during the many months of 
construction required to complete this proposed project are also of g.-eat 
concom, especially n is thought that there is no residence and occupants 
immediately below. 

Please note this information In this study. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Frances E. Rodriguez 

2725 Torrey Pines Ad, l.a.Jolla 

CC: <GLMUELLCaol.com> 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

1. The EnvironmenJal Setting section of the Initial Study has been amended to 
include the existing single-family residence located just north of the property, 
between the project site and Pottery Canyon Park. 

2. M stated on the first page of the Initial Study under the Purpose and Main 
Features section, aU runoff from the proposed single family development would 
be coDectcd by a series of connected catch basins and pumped up to the existing 
storm drnio system at Costebelle Way. 

3. A permit condition has been included which requires the placement of 
construction/safety fencing to be placed along the project's limits of grading to 
~vent construction debris and spoils from impacting the sensitive vegetation and 
single-family property located downhlll from the project site. 

...... 

...... 
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INITIAL STUDY 
Project No. 2701 
SCH No. 2004021105 

SUBJECT: ROSS RESIDENCE: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) to allow the 
construction of a three-story, 4,851-square-foot single-family residence and a 
1,266-square-foot detached garage with artist's studio on an undeveloped 0.62-acre 
hillside lot which contains environmentally sensitive lands. The project site is 
located at the end of a cul-de-sac at 7940 Costebelle Way, which is accessed from 
Costebelle Drive via La Jolla Scenic Drive, in the La Jolla Community (Lot 56 of 
Azure Coast, Map No. 5676), City and County of San Diego. Applicant: Daniel 
Linn. 

I. PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES: 

The proposed Site Development Permit (SDP) to be considered by the Hearing Officer 
(Process 3), would allow the construction of a three-story, 4,851-square-foot single­
family residence with swimming pool. The project would also include a 1,266-square­
foot detached accessory structure, which would consist of a 690-square-foot three-car 
garage above a 576-square-foot artist's studio. The maximum height of the structures as 
viewed from the Costebelle Way cul-de-sac would be 10 feet 6 inches. Due to the 
sloping nature of the lot, only the garage structure would be visible from Costebelle Way, 
with the main structure constructed behind the garage along the northern face of the 
downslope. The proposed building heights would not exceed the required 30-foot height 
limit. 

Approximately 0.13 acre (21 percent) of the 0.62-acre site would be graded for the 
development. The earthwork proposed would include 630 cubic yards of excavation and 
110 cubic yards of fill, with 520 cubic yards of material to be exported off-site. The 
maximum depth of cut and fill would be 16 feet. The cuts would be shored up by 
retaining walls totaling approximately 190 feet in length at a maximum height of 11 feet. 
These cuts and fills would be located beneath and integral to the structures, into the slope 
and would not be visible. The project as designed would comply with all applicable 
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) ordinance requirements. 

Drainage from the project would be collected by a series of connected catch basins 
surrounding the perimeter of the development. The runoff collected from the developed 
area would then be pumped up to the existing storm drain system at street level. This 
system would prevent drainage from the developed pmtion of the site from entering the 
adjacent, downhill properties, including Pottery Canyon Park. The property owner has 
signed an agreement to comply with all applicable storm water standards, including 
erosion control and l~ndscape design guidelines. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The 0.62-acre site is located on a hillside at the north end of the Costebelle Way cul-de­
sac in the La Jolla Community (see Figure 1). The project site is addressed as 7940 
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Costebelle Way and is also identified by Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 346-630-05-
00. The site is designated for Very Low Density residential use (0-5 dwelling units/acre) 
by the La Jolla Community Plan and is zoned for single-family development. The site is 
not within or adjacent to the City's Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and is outside 
of the Coastal Zone. The entire site slopes down evenly from south to north, with on-site 
elevations ranging from approximately 335. feet above average mean sea level (AMSL) 
along Costebelle Way, to 210 feet AMSL at the northern property line. The site consists 
entirely of 25% or greater slopes and includes areas of steep slopes as defined by the 
City's ESL ordinance. 

The site is currently undeveloped and consists mainly· of disturbed habitat with areas of 
coastal sage scrub (CSS), which is defined as a Tier II habitat by the City of San Diego 
Biological Review References. Surrounding uses include undeveloped single-family lots 
located to the east and west, existing single-family residences to the south and an existing 
single family residence located approximately 85 feet north of the subject site's northern 
prope1ty line, between the subject site and Pottery Canyon Park to the.north. ·· 

IJI. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist. 

IV. DISCUSSION: 

The project files and reports referred to below are available for public review on the Fifth 
Floor of the Development Services Department, Land Development Review Division, 
1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101. 

The attached Initial Study Checklist summarizes the environmental issues that were 
considered during the review of the project. Of these, biological and historical resources 
were determined to be potentially significant. 

Biological Resources 

A biological survey and report were completed for the subject property by Dudek and 
Associates, Inc. (Ross Parcel - 7940 Costebelle Way, December 15, 2003). According to 
the biology report, on-site vegetation consists of two habitat types, coastal sage scrub 
(0. 17 acre) which is considered a Tier II habitat according to the City of San Diego 
Biological Review References, and disturbedlruderal (0.45 acre) which is considered a 
Tier IV habitat. 

The coastal sage scrub on-site is dominated by lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), the 
largest community of which occurs approximately 50 feet behind the southern property 
line at Costebelle Way and extends approximately 70 to 100 feet to the north. The 
disturbed habitat consists primarily of black mustard (Brassica nigra) at the lower portion 
of the lot and sea-fig (Mesemb1ywzthemum sp.) at the upper portions of the lot 
immediately adjacent to Costebelle Way. No coastal California gnatcatchers were 
detected and no focused protocol-level surveys are required, as the site is located outside 
oftheMHPA. · 

Construction of the proposed single-family residence and garage would result in 
permanent impacts to 0.09 acre of coastal sage scrub and 0.04 acre of disturbed habitat. 
An additional 0.06 acre of impact to coastal sage scrub and 0.05. acre of disturbed habitat 
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woold be required to provide the appropriate fire suppression zone for the development. 
The applicant has elected to mitigate for impacts to Tier ll habitat by payment of an in­
lieu fee to the City's MHP A aquisition fund, as allowed by the City's Land Development 
Code, Biology Guidelines, page 23, section c (4), dated May 2001. Table 1 below 
summarizes the biological impacts of the project proposal. 

. Habitat..Type .&· 
Tier .- .. :·.·· 

Diegan Coastal Sage 
Scrub (Tier II) 

Disturbed Habitat 
(Tier IV) 

Totals: 

Table 1: Project ltppacts 

0.17 acre 0.09 acre (Direct Impact) 0.15 acre (1:1 Ratio) 
0.06 acre (Fire Suppression) 

0.45 acre 0.04 acre (Direct Impact) None Required 
0.05 acre (Fire Suppression) 

0.62 acre 0.24 acre 0.15 acre 

Section V of the MND usts the mitigation measures required for this projects impacts to 
biological resources. Implementation of these measures would reduce project related 
biological impacts to below a level of significance. 

Historical Resources (Archeology) 

.. 

The project is located in an area with a known sensitivity for archeological resources. 
While there are no previously discovered archeological sites on the subject property, a 
review of City reference materials indicates the presence of five known archeological 
sites within a half mile radius of the property. Due to the sloping topography of the site, 
the presence of artificial fill placed as a result of the construction of Costebelle Way and 
the lack of a known archeological site on or adjacent to the site, archeological testing was 
not required. However, because of the proximity of the site to previously documented 
archeological sites and the general sensitivity of the area to such resources, monitoring 
would be required as a patt of site development. 

Section V of the MND lists the mitigation measured required for possible impacts to 
historical resources. Implementation of these measured would reduce project related 
historical resource impacts to below a level of significance 

The following environmental issues (Geology and Visual Quality) were considered in 
depth during the review of the project and were determined not to be significant: 

Geology 

The site is located in Geologic Hazard Zone 25 (slide-prone formation; Ardath: neutral or 
favorable geologic structure) according to the City of San Diego's "Seismic Safety Study". 
A Geotechnical Investigation was prepared for the project by Christian Wheeler 
Engineering (Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation - Lot 56, Costebelle Way, 
September 12, 2002). 
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According to the report, the site is underlain by Ardath Shale deposits that are partially 
overlain by surlicial deposits consisting of landslide debris, subsoil, topsoil and artificial 
fill from the creation of Costebelle Way. No active faults are khown to traverse the site; 
however, geologic maps indicate that the active Rose Canyon Fault Zone is located 
approximately 0.4 mile southwest of the subject site. Groundwater was not encountered 
during geologic testing and is not anticipated to be an issue for this project. 

The report concluded that no soil or geologic conditions exist that would preclude the 
development of the site provided standard engineering practices are utilized. City 
geology staff determined that the report adequately addressed the site constraints. No 
significant geologic hazards were identified and no mitigation is required. 

Visual Quality 

The project would be constructed on a vacant, hillside lot at the northern tenninus of 
Costebelle Way. The subject portion of Costebelle Way is identified as a Scenk 
Overlook in the Draft 1995 La Jolla Community Plan. Due to the sloping topography of 
the lot, the only structure visible from the Costebelle Way public right-of-way would be a 
flat-roofed detached garage structure, measuring 10 feet, 6 inches high from street 
elevation, with a 15-foot, 6-inch east side yard setback and an 11-foot west side yard 
setback. The house would be built behind the garage structure, along the downward slope 
of the lot and would not be visible from Costebelle Way. No portion of the garage or 
house structure would exceed the required 30-foot height limit. No significant impacts to 
visual quality were identified and no mitigation is required. 

V. RECO.MMENDATION: 

On the basis of thi s initial evaluation: 

The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a ~GATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the 
mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the 
project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT should be required. 

PROJECT ANALYST: Godwin 

Attachments: Figure l, Location Map 
Figure 2, Site Plan 
Figure 3, Encroachment Plan 
Figure 4, Cross Section 
Figure 5, Garage Elevations 
Figure 6, South Elevation 
Figure 7, North Elevation 
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ATTACHMENT 11 

Initial Study Checklist 

Date: February 2002 

Project No.: 2701 

Name of Project: Ross Residence 

Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 

The purpose of the Initial Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts 
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section 15063 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with information wruch forms 
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a m~ans to facilitate early 
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the 
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a 
potential for significant environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section 
IV of the Initial Study. 

Yes Maybe No 

I. AESTHETICS I NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER- Will the proposal result in: 

A The obstruction of any vista or scenic 
view from a public viewing area? 
The subject site fronts on Costebelle 
Way, which has been designated as a 
viewshed by the community plan. 
However, all setbacks and height limits 
would be observed. Pleas·e see the 
Visual Quality discussion listed in 
section IV of the Initial.Study for more 
information. 

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic 
si te or project? 
The proposed single-family residence 
would be compatible with the 
surrounding single-family development 
and is allowed by the Community Plan 
and zoning designation. No such 
impacts are anticipated. Please see I-A 
and I-C. 

- 1 -



Yes Maybe No 

c. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style 
which would be incompatible with surrounding 
development? _x 
The Qroject would not exceed any City 
height, setback, size or gracling 
standards. The construction materials 
and style QrOQOsed are cornQatible with 
the surrounding develoQment. 

D. $ubstantial alteration to the existing 
character of the area? _x 
The QrOQOsed single-family home would 
be located adjacent to similar single-
family develoQment and would not 
substantially alter the existing character 
of the area. 

E. The loss of any distinctive or landmark 
tree(s), or a stand of mature trees? _x 
No landmark trees would be affected by 
the project. 

F. Substantial change in topography or ground 
surface relief features? _x 
No substantial change in tOQOgraghy or 
ground relief features are grogosed. 
Less than 25% of the hillside site would 
be develoQed. 

G. The Joss, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features such 
as a natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock 
outcrop, or hillside with a slope in excess 
of 25 percent? X 
No such impact would occur. Please see 
I-F. 

H. Substantial light or glare? X 
The proQosed single-family residence 
would not be exgected to cause 
substantial light or glare. 

I. Substantial shading of other properties? X 
The groQosed Qroject would not shade 
other properties. Please see I-C. 

- 2- . 
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Yes Maybe No 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES I NATURAL RESOURCES I MINERAL 

RESOURCES- Would the proposal result in: 

A. The loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource (e.g., sand or gravel) that would be 
of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
There are no such resources located on 
the development residential project site. 

B. The conversion of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural use or impairment of the 
agricultural productivity of agricultural 
land? 
Please see ll-A. 

ill. AIR QUALITY- Would the proposal: 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? 
The proposed single-family home is 
compatible with the underlying zone and would 
not negatively impact air quality. 

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation? 
Please see ill-A: 

C. Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 
Please see ill-A. 

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 
The proposed single-family home would not 
create such odors. Please see III-A. 

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of 
Particulate Matter 10 (dust)? 
The grading amounts required for project 
Implementation would not produce significant 
amounts of particulate matter. Please see ill-A. 

F. Alter air movement in 
the area of the project? 

- 3-



Yes Ma:ibe No 
The Qrogosed single-family home would not 
consist of the bulk and scale reguired to cause 
such imgacts. 

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture, 
or temperature, or any change in 
climate, either locally or regionally? X 
Please see ill-F. 

IV. BIOLOGY- Would the proposal result in: 

A. A reduction in the number of any unique, 
rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully 
protected species of plants or animals? __x_ 
The Qroject site contains sensitive biological 
habitat. Mitigation would be reguired for 
imgacts to such resources. Please see the 
Biology discussion listed in Section IV of 
Initial Stud:i for more information 
The site is not within or adjacent to Multi-
Habitat Planning Area CMHP A) lands. 

B. A substantial change in the diversity 
of any species of animals or plants? X 
The QfOQOSed biological imQacts would 
reguire mitigation, but due to the small amount 
of habitat removal; SQecies diversity would not 
be substantially affected. 

c. Introduction of invasive species of 
plants into the area? X 
Project landscaQing would be reguired to 
conform to City standards. Please see 
IV-A. 

D. lntelference with the movement of any 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors? X 
No such established corridors exist onsite. 
Please see IV-A. 

E. An impact to a sensitive habitat, 
including, but not limited to streamside 
vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak woodland, 

- 4-



coastal sage scrub or chaparral? 
Please see IV -A. 

F. An impact on City, State, or federally regulated 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal 
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption 
or other means? 
No such wetlands exist onsite. Please see 
IV-A. 

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City's 
Multiple Species Conservation Program 
Subarea Plan or other approved local, 
regional or state habitat conservation 
plan? . 
Please see IV-A. 

V. ENERGY- Would the proposal: 

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts 
of fuel or energy (e.g. natural gas)? 
Proposed project would not result in the 
use of excessive amounts of fuel, energy 
or power. Standard residential 
consumption is expected. 

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts 
of power? 

Please see V-A. 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS- Would the proposal: 

A. Expose people or property to geologic 
hazards such as earthquakes, 
landslides, mudslides, ground failure, 
or similar hazards? 
The project site is assigned a geologic 
risk category of 25, which includes areas with 
slide-prone formations, neutral or favorable 
structure. The geology repmt concluded that 
with the incorporation of standard engineering 
practices, there would be no significant geologic 
hazards or impacts. Please see the Initial 
Study Discussion, Section IV, Geology. 

- 5-
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B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or 
water erosion of soils, either on or off the site? 
No such impacts would be anticipated with the 
proposed single-family residence. 
Please see VI-A. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
Proposed project would not create 
unstable conditions 

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Alteration of or the destruction of a 
prehistoric or historic archaeological 
site? 
The project site is located in an area with 
a known sensitivity for archeological 
resources. Mitigation would be required 
to avoid significant impacts. Please see 
the Archeology discussion in section IV 
of the Initial Study for more information. 

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a 
prehistmic or hi storic building, structure, 
object, or site? 
No buildings or structures exist onsite. 
Please see VII-A. 

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to 
an architecturally significant building, 
structure, or object? 
Please see VII-A and B. 

D. Any impact to existing religious or 
sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 
No such uses occur onsite. Please 
see VII-A. 

E. The disturbance of any human remains, 

- 6 -
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including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 
Please see VII-A. 

Yes Maybe No 

VIII. HUMAN HEALTH I PUBLIC SAFETY I HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the 
proposal: 

A. Create any known health hazard 
(excluding mental health)? 
The proposed single-family home in a 
developed single-family neighborhood 
would not be associated with such 
impacts. 

B. Expose people or the environment to 
a significant hazard through the routine 
transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 
Please see VIII-A. 

C. Create a future risk of an explosion or the 
release of hazardous substances 
(including but not limited to gas, 
oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation, 
or explosives)? 
Please see VIII-A. 

D. Impair implementation of, or p)1ysically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 
The proposed single-family home would not 
modify the existing circulation system or altet 
traffic flows. Please see VIll-A. 

E. Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
and, as a result, create a significant 
hazard to the public or environment? 
Proposed project is not located on a site which 
is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

F. Create a significant hazard to the pubhc or 
the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materia1s into the ·environment? 
Please see VIII-A. 

- 7-



Yes Maybe No 

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY- Would the proposal result in: 

A. An increase in pollutant discharges, including 
d_own stream sedimentation, to receiving 
waters during or following construction? . 
Consider water quality parameters such as 
temperature dissolved oxygen, turbidity and 
other typical storm water pollutants. 
The project would be required to 
comply with all applicable stormwater 
quality standards during and after 
construction. Significant impacts would 
not be expected from this single-family 
residence. 

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and 
associated increased runoff? 
The project would develop less than 25% 
of the subject site. No significant increase 
in impervious surfaces would occur. 

C. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site 
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff 
flow rates or volumes? 
The majority of the site would remain 
undeveloped with no change in the existing 
drainage pattern. The developed portion of 
the site would drain to the existing stormdrain 
system via a network of catchbasins. 

D. Discharge of identified pollutants to 
an already impaired water body (as listed 
on the Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list)? 
No such discharge would occur. Please 
see IX-A. 

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on 
ground water quality? 
No such impact would occur. Please see 
IX-A. 

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance 
of applicable surface or groundwater 
receiving water quality objectives or 
degradation of beneficial uses? 
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Yes Maybe No 

No such im.Qact would occur. Please see 
IX-A. 

X. LAND USE- Would the proposal result in: 

A. A land use which is inconsistent with 
the adopted community plan land use 
designation for the site or conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over a project? X 

The .QrO.Qosed single-family residence 
would be built on a site which is 
designated for single-family 
develogment by the community glan and 
zone designation in a neighborhood 
develo.Qed with single-family homes. 

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives 
and recommendations. of the community 
plan in which it is located? X 
No such conflict would occur. Please see 
X-A. 

c. A conflict with adopted environmental 
plans, including applicable habitat conservation 
plans adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect for the area? X 
The groject is not within or adjacent to 
the MHP A. No such conflict would 
occur. 

D. Physically divide an established community? 
The grogosed single-family home would not 
physically divide an established community. 

E. Land uses which are not compatible with 
aircraft accident potential as qefined by 
an adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan? X 

The project area is not located within a CLUP. 

XI. NOISE- Would the proposal result in: 

A. A significant increase in the 
existing ambient noise levels? X 

The gro:gosed single-family home in an 
existing single-family neighborhood would 
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not cause a significant increase in ambient 
noise levels. 

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which 
exceed the City's adopted noise 
ordinance? 
No significant net increase to the existing 
noise level would occur. Please see XI-A. 

C. Exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed 
standards established in the Transportation 
Element of the General Plan or an 
adopted airport Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan? 
The project site is located on a residential 
cul-de-sac and future transportation noise levels 
would not be expected to increase substantially 
beyond existing levels. The pro ject site is not 
located within a CLUP. 

Xll. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the 
proposal impact a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
The project site is underlain by Ardath shale 
formations. which has a known sensitivity for 
archeological resources. However, the grading 
amounts proposed are not substantial enough to 
cause a significant impact. 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal: 

A. Induce substantial population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 
No such inducement would occur with the 
development of the proposed single-family 
home in a developed single-family neighborhood. 

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 
No housing would be removed. 

C. Alter the planned location, distribution, 
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density or growth rate of the population 
of an area? 
No such alteration would occur. 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES- Would the proposal have 
an effect upon, or result in a need for new or 
altered governmental services in any of the 
following ·areas: 

A. Fire protection? 
Adequate services are available for the 
subject site. 

B. Police protection? 
Please see XIV-A. 

C. Schools? 
Please see XIV-A. 

D. Parks or other recreational 
facilities? 
Please see XIV-A. 

E. Maintenance of public 
facilities, including roads? 
Please see XIV -A. 

F. Other governmental services? 
Please see XIV-A. 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Yes Maybe No 

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES -Would the proposal result in: 

A. Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 
The proposed single-family home in a 
developed single-family neighborhood 
would not result in a significant increase 
in the use of such facilities. 

B. Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 
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XVI. 

Proposed project would not require recreational 
facilities to be constructed. Please see XV -A. 

Yes Maybe No 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION- Would the proposal result in: 

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/ 
community plan allocation? X 
The proposed single-family home is consistent 
with the community plan designation and would 
not result in significant traffic generation. 

B. An increase in projected traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system? X 
Please see XVI-A. 

c. An increased demand for off-site parking? X 
Adequate Qarking would be provided 
onsite. 

D. Effects on existing parldng? X 
Proposed project would provide 
additional onsite parking. 

E. Substantial impact upon existing or 
planned transportation systems? X 
Refer to XVI. A. 

F. Alterations to present circulation 
movements including effects on existing 
public access to beaches, parks, or 
other open space areas? X 
The J2rOQOSed single-family residence 
would not alter existing traffic 
circulation. Please refer to XVI-A. 

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, 
non-standard design feature (e.g., poor sight 
distance or driveway onto an access-restricted 
roadway)? X 
The project would comply with all aQplicable 
Engineering standards for driveway design. 

H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or 
programs supporting a! temati ve transportation 
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models (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
Please see XVI-A. 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Yes Maybe No 
X 

XVII. UTILITIES- Would the proposal result in a need for new systems, or require substantial 
alterations to existing utilities, including: 

A Natural gas? 
Adequate services are available . 
to serve the site. 

B. Communications systems? 
Please see XVII-A 

C. Water? 
Please see XVII-A. 

D. Sewer? 
Please see XVII-A. 

E. Storm water drainage? 
Please see XVII-A. 

F. Solid waste disposal? 
Please see XVI-A. 

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? 
Standard residential consumption is 
expected. No such impact would occur. 

B. Landscaping which is predominantly 
non-drought resistant vegetation? 
Landscaping and irrigation would be in compliance 
with the San Diego Landscape Technical 
Manual. 

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

A. Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self 
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reduce the 
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number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 
Proposed impacts to biologically sensitive 
habitat and possible archeological resources 
would require mitigation to avoid possible 
significant impacts. 

B. Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage 
of long-term, environm~ntal goals? (A 
short-term impact on the environment is 
one which occurs in a relatively brief, 
definitive period of time while long-term 
impacts would endure well into the 
future.) 
The proposed project would not result 
in an impact to long-term environmental goals 

C. Does the project have impacts ·which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (A project may impact on 
two or more separate resources where the 
impact on each resource is relatively small , 
but where the effect of the total of those 
impacts on the environment is significant.) 
The proposed project would not have a considerable 
incremental contribution to any cumulative impacts. 

D. Does the project have environmental 
effects which would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 
The proposed single-family home in a 
developed single-family neighborhood 
would not be associated with such impacts. 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

I. Aesthetics I Neighborhood Character 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_x_ Community Plan. 

Local Coastal Plan. 

II. Agricultural Resources I Natural Resources I Mineral Resources 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_x_ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey- San Diego Area, California, Part I and ll, 
1973. 

California Department of Conservation-Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land 
Classification. 

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 ~ Significant Resources Maps. 

Site Specific Report: --------------

ill. Air 

California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990. 

Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS)- APCD. 

Site Specific Report:--------------

IV. Biology 

_x_ City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 
1997 

_L City of San Diego, ·MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal 
Pools" maps, 1996. 
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_lL City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997. 

Community Plan- Resource Element. 

California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State 
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January 
2001. 

California Department ofFish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database, 
"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California," 
January 2001. 

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 

1L. Site Specific Report: Ross Residence-7940 Costebelle Way, prepared by Dudek and 
Associates, December 15, 2003. 

V. Energy 

VI. Geology/Soils 

_lL City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 
December 1973 and Part III, 1975. 

·_x_ Site Specific Report: Geotechnical Investigation-Lot 56, Costebelle Way, prepared by 
Christian Wheeler Engineering, September 12, 2002. 

VII. Historical Resources 

City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

_lL City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 

Historical Resources Board List. 

Community rEstorical Survey: 

Site Specific Repo1t: 
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VIII. Human Health I Public Safety I Hazardous Materials 

_x_ San Diego County Hazardous Materials Enviromnental Assessment Listing, 1996. 

IX. 

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

FAA Determination 

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized 
1995. 

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Site Specific Report: __ -'--- ------ ------'-

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

_x_ Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program ­
Flood Boundary and Flood way Map. 

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) li st, dated May 19, 1999, 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d:-lists.htm1). 

X. Land Use 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

__x_ Community Plan. 

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

· · _x_ City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

FAA Detetmination 

XI. Noise 

_x_ Community Plan 
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Site Specific Report: --------------- · 

San Diego International Airport- Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps. 

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

_x_ Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

San Diego Association of Governments- San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic 
Volumes. 

_x_ San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Site Specific Report: 

XII. Paleontological Resources 

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines. 

_x_ Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San Diego," 
Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996. 

_x_ Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan 
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Lorna, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 114 
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology 
Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975. · 

_x_ Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and 
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 
29, 1977. 

Site Specific Report: ____ ___________ _ 

XIII. Population I Housing 

_x_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_x_ Community Plan. 

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

Other: ____________________ _ 
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XIV. Public Services 

_x_ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_x_ Community Plan. 

XV. Recreational Resources 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_x_ Community Plan. 

Department of Park and Recreation 

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

Additional Resources: _________ _______ _ 

XVI. Transportation I Circulation 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

_x_ Community Plan. 

_x_ San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. 

Site Specific Report: ________________ _ 

XVII. Utilities 

XVIII. Water Conservation 

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset 
Magazine. 
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SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE 

SlTE DEVELOPMENT PERNHT \10. 4522 
ROSS lU:SIDE~CE - PROJECT ~0. 270 1 (MMRP) 

llEARJNG OffiCER 

This Site Dt:v~:lupmum Permit No. 4522 is granted by the Heanng Otl'iccr of the City or 
San Di~go to BRIA~ ROSS, an lndividnal , Owncr/Pem·!ittee, pursuant to San Diego Municipal 
Code lSD:v1C] Section 126.0501. The 26,944 square-foot site is locat~d (Lt 7940 Costebelle \Vay 
in the Sl· (smgle-tamily) zone of rhe La Jolla Shores Pla1u1cd District w ithin the La Jolla 
Community Plan urea. The project site is legally d~l\cribed as LoL 56. Azure Coa..:;t Unit No. 2. 
Map NlL 5676. 

Subject to the tcn11s and conditions set fonh in this Permit, permission is granted to 
Owner/Pctmitte~ to consLruct a ne\v o 177 squarc-f~)<J t single-family residence on a vacru1t lot to 
include a 4,851 square-foot main house with a I ,266 square-foot detached garage and artists 
studio, described and identified by size, dimension, quanti ty, t)'1)C. and location on the appro\'cd 
exhibi ts, dated June 16,1001, on file in the Development Scrvit~~ D~parlment. The Exhibi ts 
are: 

T · 1 : Title P<.'tg~: 
D-l: Drainage and Grading 
D-2: Drainage and Grading 
A-1: Site plan 
A-2: Building A Plans 
A-3: Building B Plans 
A-4: Building B Plans 
A-5: Building B Plan::; 
A-6: Building B Roof Plans 
A-7: Building A Elevations 
A-8: Building B Elevations 
A -0: Exterior Elevations 

A-l 0: Exterior Elevations 
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A- l l: Building Sections 
L-1: Landscape 
T .-2: Landscape 
A-l a: Site Plan 

The pwjt'!l:lLtt f<~ ~,;il ily :::;lt~ll i uduu~;;. 

ATTACHMENT 12 
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a. A 4,S5 1 square-foot, 3-story residence and a l ,266 square-loot. 2-::;t~Jry detached 3-c<tr 
garage wtth artt st '~ ::;tudio; and 

b. Land~capjng (planting, inigation and landscape related improvements)~ and 

c. Three off-street parking spaces withirt a garage (minimum two required); and 

d. A lap pool, trellis 's, decking and \ovalls and fencing; and 

c. Accessory improvements detennined by the City Manager to be con!;i~tent with the land 
use and development standards in effect tor this site per the adopted community plan, 
Califomia Environmental Quality Acl Guideliues, public and private improvement 
rcquitemenLs oftl1t: CiLy Engiu~.::~r, Lhu underlying zone(s), conditions ofrhis Permit, 
and any orher applicable regulation.:; of tbe SDMC in effect for this sice. 

STA~ UAKU lU£0 lllUt:l\H:l\ TS: 

l. Construction, grading or demolirion must commt!nce and be pursued in a diligent manner 
within Lhirty-six months after the effective date of final approval by the City, follow·ing all 
appeals. Failure to utilize the permit within thirty~si x months will automatically void the pem1it 
unless an Extension ofTime ha$ been granted. Any such ExLension ofTime rmist me~t nl l thr. 
SDMC requirements and applicable guidelines in effect at the time the extensi~)n is considered by 
the appropriate decision maker. 

2. No permit for the construction, occupancy or operation of any facility or improvement 
described herein shall be granted. nor shull any activity autho1ized by this Permit be conducted 
on the premises unli t: 

a. The Permittee signs and retums the Pcm1it Lo the Development Services Department; 
and 

b. The Pennit is recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder 

3. t;nless 1bis Permit ha..'l been revoked by the City of San Diego the properLy included by 
reference wirhin this Pennit shall be used \lnly for the purposes and under the: tr:nns rtnrl 
conditions set forth in this Pennit unless otherwise authorized by the City Manager. 

I 
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4. This Pcnnit is a covenant running \~1 ith the subject property and shall be biud ing upon d1e 
Permittee and any successor or successors, and the interests of any suc.:ce~sor shall be ~ubject to 
each and every condition ~et nut in th i~ Permit ~nct ni l rrrfmr.nc:\~ii rk'lc:HnH~nls 

5. The utilization and continued use of this Permit shall be subject to the regularions of this 
and any other applicable govemmenta[ agency. 

6. Issuancl(! of this Permit by d1e City of San Diego does not authorize the Permittee for this 
pcnnitlo violate any Federal , State o r Ciry laws, ordinances, regulati<ms or pc.)licies including, 
but not limited to, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 lESA] and any amendments theretO ( 16 
U.S.C. ~ 15:11 et seq.). 

7 . The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary building pemlits. The applicant is 
informed that to secure these permits, substantial modifications to the building and s ite 
improvements to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical and plumbing codes and 
State law requiring access for disabled people may be required. 

8. Before issuance of any building or grading permits. complete b'Tading and working 
drawings shall be submitted to the City :\llanager for approval. Plans shall be in substantial 
conformity to Exhibit .. A," on file in the Development Services Dcpanmcnt. No changes, 
modifi~.:ations or alterations shall be made unless appropriate application(s) or amendment(s) to 
this Pennit have been granLed. 

9. All of the conditions contained in this Permit have been considered and have been 
detem1ined to be necessary in order to make the findings required for this PcnniL It is the intent 
of the C1ly that the holder of this Penn it be required to comply with each and every condition in 
order to be afforded the spec ial rights which the holder of the Permit is enti tl ed as a result of 
obtaining this Permit. 

In the event that any condition of this Pennit, on a legal challenge by the Owner/Pcnnictee 
of this Permit, is found or held by a court of cornpt-:lflnt jnlisdietion to be invalid, unenforceable) 
or unreasonable, this Pem1it shall be void. However, in such an event, the O·wncr/Permittee shall 
have the 1ight, by paying applicable processing tees, to bring a request lor a ne"v permit without 
the "invalid'' cc.mditions(s) back to the discretionary body which approved the Pennit for a 
dctem1ination by that body as to whether all ol" the findings necessary tor the issuance ofth~ 
proposed pem1it can still be made in the absence of the "invalid" condition(s). Such hearing shall 
be a hearing de novo a.mlth~ dis~,;rcliunary body shall have the absolute right to approve, 
disapprove, or modify rhe proposed permit and the condition(s) contained therein. 

ENVTRONM~N'l'ALIMlTlGATIO~ REQUIREME~TS: 

10. Mitigation requirements arc tied to the environmental document, speci tic ally the 
:Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reponing Proe,rram (MMRP). These MMRP conditions are 
incorporated into the permit by reference or authorization for the project. 
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II . As conditions of Site Development Penn it No. 4522, the m itigation measures specified in 
the :v1:'v1RP, and outlined in the MITiGATED ~EGATIVE DECLJ\RATI0:-1 , LDR NO. 2701 
shall be noted on rhe construction plans and specifications under tile heading 
ENVIROl'\MENTALIMITlGA TIO~ REQUIREMENTS. All mitigation measures as 
specifically outlined in the MMRP shall be implemented forth~ f~>llowing issue ureas: 

Historica l Resources (At·chacology) 

Biology 

12. The Mitigation, f\..'foni toting and Reporting Program (M:\t1RP) shall require a deposit of 
S 1,100.00 to be collected prior to the issuance of(he Site Development Pcm1it No. 4522 to cov~r 
the City's costs associated with implementation of the MMRP. 

13. A Job Ord~r number open to the Land Develop111ent Review Division ofthc Development 
Services Department shall be re(luired to cover the Land Devel<lpment Review Division's cost 
fl s::::nr.i~ t ~<t wi th thf"l implementation oCthe MMRP. 

BRUSH MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS: 

14. Prior to issuance of any engineering permits Cor grading, complete Brush \t1anagement, 
planting and irrigation plans, details and specifications (including maintenance spccitications), 
shall be submitrcd l£) the City Manager for approval. All plans shall md1cate the brush 
manag~ment zones depth~ by dimension. 

I 5. The Brush Management Program shall consist of tv,ro zones as follo\vs: 

Lot 56 Zone One = 30' Zone Two = 20' 

16. The building construction documents shall conforrn to the Architectural features as 
desc1ihed in Section 14? 041 ~(d) . ln the e.vent that Architcctuml Features are not added, an 
add itional 1 0' shall be added to Zone one. 

17. WiLhin a :Jta11dard Zone One, a minimum firt: rating of 0:-JE HOUR [ur aduitiuns or 
accessory structures (including: but not limited to decks, lrellises, gazebos, etc) are pennitted 
with the approval of the Fire Marshall and [he City ~1anagcr. 

18. P1ior to any construction or grading, it shall be the responsibility of che Petm i ttee to 
schedule a pre-constmction meeting on sire with the contractor and the ~1itigation, :V1onitoJing & 
Conservation section of Development Services Depat1nlent to discuss and outline the 
implementation of the Brush Management Program. 

19. Prior to tinal inspection and occupancy for any building, the approved Brush Management 
Program shall be implemented. 
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20. ln all brush management zones the plant material shall be selccEed to visually blend with 
the e;'\isting hillside vegetation. 1'\o invasive plant material shall be permitted as determined by 
the Landsc.ape Secti(m of Development Services Department. 

21. The Brush Management Mainienance Program as noted on exhibit "A" shall be pcrfonned 
ammally by the Pel'tl'littee or .subsequent Owt~er or until such time that 0.11otber approved entity 
such as a llome owners associaiion or a Landscape 1v1aintenance. District assumes annual 
responsibility. 

ENGINEERING REQUIRE:\'lENTS: 

22. Prior to building occupancy, the applicant shaH C<.)n tonn LO i'v1unicipal Code provisions for 
"Puhhc rmprovement Subject to Desuetude or Dam.agc." If repair or replaceJtJent of such pub lie 
improvements is required, U1e O\·Vner ~hall obtain the required permits for work in the public 
light-of-way, satisfactoty to the permit-issuing autho1i ty. 

23 T he drainage system proposed fbr this development, as shown on the approved plan~, is 
subject to approval by the Clty Engineer. 

24. Prior to the issuance of any building pe1mits, the applicant shall obtai1\ a J,ouded gwditJg 
permit from the City Engineer (referred to as an "engineering permit") for tbc grading proposed 
for this project. l\11 grading ~hall conform to the requirements of the City of San Diego 
Ivlunici pal Code in a manner satisfactory· to the City Engineer. 

25. P1ior to tbe issuance of any building penuits, the applicant shall obtain an Rncroaclm1ent 
Removal Agreemem, f.iom the City Engineer, for landscaping in Costcbellc \Vay. 

26. Ptior to the issuance of any building pem1its, the applicant shall assure, by· pennit and bond. 
the installation of a l6- toot dri ve~'<IY on Costebelle Way, sa.tisfactmy to the City Engineer. This 
work shall be sho\Vll on {he grading plan and included in the grading pennit. 

27. Prior to the issuance of any consttuction permits, the applicant shall enter into a 
Maintenance Agreement for the ongoing permanent B~v1P mainLenance, satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 

28. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the apphcant shall incorporate and show 
th~.: type and location of all post-construction Best Management Pracuces (BM P's) on the final 
constmction draw·ings, consisrcnt \Nith the approved \:Vater Quality Technical Repmt. 

29. Prior to the issuance of any construction petmits, the applicant shall submit a \~'ater 
Pollution Control Plan (\VPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines 
in Appendix E of the City's Stonn Water Standards. 

30. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits) the applicant shall incorporate any 
<;QllStruction Best Managc-:mml1" Prnctices necessary to comply with Chapter 14, AttidG 2, 
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Divisior'l I (Grading Regulations) of the Municipal Code, into the construction plans or 
specifications. 

LANDSCAPE REQl7IREME.l\'TS: 

31. 1\o change, modification or alteration shall be made to the project urtle.:;s appt·opriare 
application or atnet'ldmenr oC rhis Pem1it has been gnmted by the City. All plan specifications and 
notes mentioned in the conditions below shall be consistent with the La JolJa Shores Planned 
District Ordinance, Lmd Development Code 142.0401 and Landscape Standards, Exhibit 'A' 
Landscape Development Plan, Brush Management Plan, Details and 1\otcs on file in the Ofil~e 
orthe Development Services. 

32. AU required landscape plant material shall be maintained in a disease, weed an<.llitter ti·ee 
condition at all times. Severe ptUning or "topping" or tree:; is not permitted. The trees shall be 
maintained in a safe manner to allov ... each tree to grow to it's mature height and ~preud. 

:tL 11H~ Pcnl111t~l'! or '\ l tb~c~l'}llent Owner shall be responsible (()r the maintemUlce of all street 
trees and landscape improvements (1ight-of-way and median landscaping) c:onsi~tent v,:ith the 
Landscape Standards. 

34. rr any required landscape improvements (including existing or new planning, hardscapc, 
landscape fearurcs, etc.) are damaged or removed during demolition or construction, they shall be 
repaired and/or replaced in kind and equivalent size per Lhe approved documents to the 
satisfaction o f the City Manager within 30 days of damage and prior Lo occupancy. 

35. P1ior to issuance of a grading or building permit, the penuitLee shall submit a sitc/plm plan 
consistent with Lhe plans submirred tor a building permit shov..:ing Lhe required 30% landscaped 
area in a crosshatch pattem and labeled 'Landscape Area Diagram'. 

36. The geotechnical consultant rccomn1ends U1at landscape inigat1on be minimized as a 
prccautionaty rnea-;ure ro mir ieflr·~ potential slope instabi li ty. Therefore, as condition of 
approval, a qualified landscape architect shall design the landscape plan to minimize the amount 
of iiTigation necessary to support droug)1t tolerant (xerophytic) landscaping. hTtgation should 
consist of dtip irrig.ntion and/or microspray irrigation. 

PLA.l\"l'ii~G/DESIGN REQUTREMl:NTS: 

3 7. 1\o fe\\'er than nvo off-street parking spaces .shall be maintained on the pro petty at all time:; 
in the approximate locations shO\vn on the approved Exhibit "A," on file in the Development 
Sen'Jces Department. Parking spaces shall comply at all limes \vith the SDMC and shall not be 
conve1tcd for any other usc unless otherwise authorized by the City Manager. 

38. There shall be compliance with the regulations of the underlying zone(s) unless a deviation 
or variance to a specitic regulation(s) is approved or granted as a condition of approval of this 
Pennit Where there i:i a c:onfl ir.l h~tween a eondi tion (including exhibit&) ofthi£ Pem1it and a 
regulation of tbe underlying zone, the regulation shall prevail unless the condition provides for a 

I 
1 
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1.1496 
deviation or variance from the regulations. \Vhere a '.:ondition (including exhibits) of this Permit 
estahlishet; a provision which is more resuictive than the corresponding regulation of the 
und~rlying zone, Lhen the \:onditklll shall prevai I. 

39. The h..:ight(s) of the building(s) or structure(s) shall not exceed those heights set forth in the 
conditions and Lhe exhibits (including, but not limited to, clcvutions llnd cross sections) or the 
maximum permitted building height of the underlying zone, \A..'hichcvcr is lower, unle~~ a 
deviation or vari ance to the height limit has been granted as a specific condition of this Pctmit. 

40. A t<)pographical survey contemning to the provisions of the SDMC may be required if it is 
detennincd, during consltuction, that there may be a connict hetween the building(s) under 
constn.1ct1on and a condition of this Pem1it or a regulation of the w1derl)ring zone. The cost of 
any such survey shall be borne by the Pennittee. 

41. Any future requested amendment to thb Permit shall be reviewed for compliance with the 
regulations of the underlying zone(s) which are in eliect on the date ofrhe suhmiltal ofthe 
reque!)tc;d amendment. 

42. No building additions shall be pennitled unless approved by the City V1<mager. 

43. Prior to Lhe issuance of any building pennits: complete otttdoor lighting infonnation shall 
be submitted to Lhe D(;!velopmem Services Department, Land Devcloprnent Review Division, tor 
r~vicw a11J t~ppwval. Complete lighting information shall include a lighliug plan showing the 
location and type of each tixturc in plan vie\v and a legend. The outdoor lighting system she1ll be 
designed, manufactured and installed to allow shading, adjusting, and shielding ofth~ light 
source so all outdoor lightLng is dire<.:ted to fall only onto the same premises a~ light sources are 
located. 

44. The subject property and associated common areas on site sh~lll be maintained in a nt::at and 
orderly fashion at all times. 

45. ;..Jo merchandise, mate1ial, or equipment shaH be stored on the roof of (ltl)' building. 

\VASTE\VATER REQUIREMENTS: 

46. If the existing sewer lateral is locate-d in the new driveway. it shall be relocated per City 
Standards or it shall be JHi val~ and constructed per City Standard Drawing STJS-1 02. Pn vate 
sewer laterals require an Encmachment Maintenance and Removal Agreement (EMRA). 

\VATER llliOU I KEM.t:NTS: 

47. The Owncr/Pennittee shall install fire hydrants at locations satisfactory to rhe Fire 
Depaatmcnl, the Water Department Director and the City Engineer. 

48. The Owner/PcrmitL~r; agr~cs co design IHHi r.nn'ltmr.t all proposed public water facilitic~ in 

accordance \Vith established crite1ia in the most cunent edition of the City of San Diego Water 

Pas.:: 7 uf 9 
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1149'7 
Facility Design Guidel i ne~ and City regulations, standards and practices pertaining thereto. 
Public water facilities as shown on approved Exhibit 'A ' shall be modit1ed at futal engineering ro 
comply with standard~. 

49. Prior to the issuunce of any cenificatcs of ocvupancy, all public water facilities shall be 
complete and operational, including fire hydrnnt3, in n murmer satisfactory to the \Vater 
Department Director and the City Engineer. 

INFOR\1AT£0N ONLY: 

Any party on whom fees, dedications: reservations, or other exuctions have been imposed as 
conditions of approval of this development permit, may protest the imposition with in ninety days 
of the approval of this development pennit by fi ling a written protest with the City Clerk 
pursuant to Calit(m1ia Govemment Code section 66020. 

APPROVED hy the Hearing Officer ofthe Ci ty ofSan Diego on June 16,2004, Resolution l\o. 
H0-47 12. 

P~gt: 8 uf 9 



ATTACHMENT 13 

L=\ lULL.-\ C0\1\IU lT1 PL.-\ 1 c_; .\ \\OCL\TJC>'-: 
P.O. Box 889 La Jolla CA 92038 Ph 858.456.7900 

http://www.LaJollaCPA.org Email: Tnfo@LaJollaCPA.org 

Regular Meeting - 07 February 2013 

Attention: Paul Godwin, PM 
City of San Diego 

Project: Costebelle Residence SDP Amendment 
7940 Costebelle Way 
PN: 295796 

DRAFT 

Motion: To deny the Amendment to the Site Development Permit because two of Vote: 13-1-1 
the required Findings for a Site Development Permit cannot be made: (1) 
The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable Land 
Use Plan and (2) The proposed development will comply with the 
regulations of the Land Development Code. Specifically: 

(a) Contrary to the Visual Resources Plan Recommendations (pg. 56 -57) 
ofthe La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan the proposed project lacl(s sufficient articulation ofthe building 
facades facing Pottery Canyon Park and open space in order to reduce 
the perceived bulk and scale of the proposed structures when viewed 
from the pari( and open space; and 

(b) The proposed structure height of the proposed guest quarters located 
above the garage accessory building exceeds the maximum allowed 
structure height of21 feet as limited by LDC Sec. 141.0306 (f); and 

(c) The setback and relationship of the front wall of the proposed guest 
quarters to the front wall of the garage below presents an upper level 
front yard setback that is not in general conformity with other upper 
level setbaclcs in the vicinity as is required by LDC Sec. 1510.0304 (b); 
and 

(d) The garage with the proposed quest quarters above is so different in 
form and relationship to the street from that of other structures in the 
area that the proposed guest quarters addition is not in accordance with 
the General Design Regulations of the La Jolla Shores PDO, LDC Sec. 
1510.0301(b) and will disrupt the architectural unity ofthe area; and 
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L..\ lULL\ C0\1\IU '\ lT) Pl.-\'\.'\1 c; .\\'>UCi:\TIO '\. 
P.O. Box 889 La Jolla CA 92038 Ph 858.456.7900 

http://www.LaJollaCPA.org Email: lnfo@LaJollaCPA.org 

Motion cont. 

(e) The length ofthe proposed driveway measured from the street curb 
to the face of the garage does not meet the minimum length required by 
LDC Sec 142.0520, Table 142-0SB, Footnote 1, nor does the project 
provide two additional on-site parking space as required by Footnote 1, 
nor is there sufficient curb length on the street abutting the property to 
provide the two additional required parking spaces 

; . -·; 
I 

Submitted Tony Crisafi, President 
by: La Jolla CPA 

07 Feb. 2013 

Date 



A"F-or-rlcant: 

To: 
From: 
Subject: 

ATTACHMENT 14 

LA JOLLA SHORES PLANNED DISTRICT 

CtrlJ&.h-di.t, 8 e 1. LL c 
I 

Item: 

Date: 11141 d., /1' J 2-01.3 
1 

Planning Director 
La Jolla Shores Planned District Advisory Board 
Proposal Within La Jolla Shores Planned District 

The La Jolla Shores Planned District Advisory Board has revievved.the applicant for: 

A p(ILP v41v ru.l.Pfv\,~(..D - .o£ rprz/~7/,.D--- ?~J c,vr 
<]'F1PVt9~ P'f'~M('~ >voPv.:> (?ooE- <1- ..s~-t&c...fL 
;E'nq~ ~ "'Vl--lA-'"" A d () [)Ne... Ac>C>! X< RrJ4 '- &q,;8 ,.Jt... 
(:(7qa • &~v> t 'B.vlt....-.O I,..Jt, .. $-((/-- 'il=?C={4--~ 

Jocatea ------------------------- -------

;~nd recommends~ 

~ A. 

·o B. 

D c. 

Approv.al because of conformity to criteria and design standards adopted by the City 
Council · 

Denial because of nonconformity to criteria and design standards adopted by the City 
Counci.l. (ReaSOJ!S for nonconformity on reverse side.) 

Approval subject to the following modifications to ensure conformity to criteria and design 
standards adopted by the City Council. · 

0 · .D. Denial because of lack of four affirmative· votes. 

Approving Item: ___ q---..:.. __ · 

Board Signatures 

Disapproving Item: 

Absentees: 

Ch~rman 
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ATTACHMENT 15 

City of San Diego 
Development Servlc" 
1222 First Ave., MS·302 
San Diego, CA 92101 

TootCOTVO ... N 0 0<00 (619) 446-5000 

Ownership Disclosure 
Statement 

Approval Type: Check appropriate box for type of approval (a) requested: r Neighborhood Uae Permit r Coastal Development Permit 

r Neighborhood Development Permit . I Silo Oevelopmrnt Permit r P~ned Development Permit I Conditional Use Flermlt 
rvartence r Tentative Map r Vesting Tantatlve Map Map Waiver Land Uea Plan Amendment • I Other 

Project Title 
~....CLL--E- \Ze.t;t ~IC 1£.. 

Project No. For City Usa Only 

1-J -s 7.!) (t:J 
ProJect Address: ' 

I 

'1'146 ecs-re:~~ 'N.t::..y 
I 

l.:b. ~~~ ~~ 42C0l 
,, 
~ 
• •! 

f'B.itl .;nt.be completed· whim property Ia held by lhdlvldual(a) 

alllliQO[O!IIbll OWDfl!llbill tll!i!~IQ!!Yill SIIIIIIIDIIDI, lbll !llo\IDD!:(ll.IICkD!IW[IldlllllbiiiiD III!J:lilCBIIgo [g[ II llll!tllll, riiDI:! !I[ 121bllt riiilllllt llllidaotlfilld 
llbQ~e. Will bll fllad Wllb !be City Q{ SliD Clagg !IIJ lb1111Ubilllllf2[!l1211tlllo Wllb lbD IUIIIDI tQ recgrd liD IIDCI.!IJibl'iD!l~ 119111Ciil lbllll[121211~· Fllease list 
below the owner(a) end tenant(s) (If applicable) of the above referenced property. The list must Include the names and addresses of all parsons 
who have an Interest In the property, recorded or otherwlae, and alate tho type or property Interest (e.g., tsnanta who will benent from the permit, all 
Individuals who own the property). A.Jjg,JJatura Ia c!!Qulred gf at least ana of tho property QWnars. Attach additional pages If naeded. A signature 
from the Assistant exewtlve Director of the San Olego Redsvelopmant Agency ehall'be roqulrad for all project parcels for which a Olspoaltlon and 
Development Agreement (DDA) has been approved I executed by the City Council. Nota: The applicant Ia reeponslbla for notifying the Project 
Manager of any changes In ownership durfng the time the application Ia being processed or considered. Chsnges In ownetahlp are to be given to 
the Project Manager at least thirty days prior to any public hearing on the subject property. Failure to provide accurate and current ownerehlp 
Information could result In a delay In the ttearfng process. 

Addltlon~l pages attached rvaa r· No 

~'lame o' lnclvlaual ~!Ype or piinl): ll:ame d lnclvlauall!YPe or prtnl): 

r owner r Tenant/Lessee r Redevelopment Agancy r Owner r Tenant/Lessee r Redevslopment Agancy 

Street :II:CIC!rass: ~llrea! Ac!Ciresa: 

City]StatiiiZip: OI!YI!!Iale721p: 

Phone No: Fax No: Phone No: Fax No: 

Signature: Bale: ~ure: Cafe: 

Nama of lndlvfdualltype or print): 
, ; 
~~ Name oP Individual (type or print~: 

rowner r·renantflessa~ r-Redevelopment Agency r Ownar r Tenantflassee r Redevelopment Agency 

Street Address: !!tree( Acareas: 

Clty1State12lp: ' Clly7State1Zip: 

Phone No: Fax No: Phone No: Fax No: 

Signature: Date: Signature: Date: 

Printed on recycled paper. Visit our web site el www.aandlego,govldeveloomenl-servlcea 
Upon request, this Information Is available In altamatlve formats for persons wfth dlsablll~es. 

DS·318 (6·06) 

I 

.. 
! 
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ATTACHMENT 15 

·Part II· To ba.complete.d when property Is held by a corporation or partmn•hlp 

Legal Statue (please check): 

r Corporation )<J.Imlted Liability ·or- r General) What State? _ Corporate Identification No. -----­
rPartnershlp 

Bv slgl)lng the Ownership .Disclosuro Statement. the ownar(s) l!lCkDQWladga I bat an application fgr g permit, map or other matter. 
ill.!WI.lllleg above. will be flied with tbe City gf Sen Diego on the Aublect property with the Intent to record an gpgumbrance against 
the property .. Please list below the names, titles and addresses of all persons who have an Interest In the property, recorded or 
otherwise, and state the type of property Interest (e.g., tenants who will benefit from the pemilt, all corp rate officers, and all partners 
In a partnership who own the property), · . artn r w 
~. Attach additional pages It needed. Nota: The applicant Is responsible for notifying the Project Manager of any changes in 
ownership during the time the application Is being processed or considered. Changes In ownership are to be given to the Project 
Manager at least thirty days prior to any public hearing on the subject property. Failure to provide accurate and current ownership 
Information could result In a delay In the hearing process. Additional pages attached rYes I No 

Corporate/Partnersh p Name (type or print : 
~~~l. 

liOwner r Tenant/lessee 

Cj_ty/State/l.!P: • Ct:-. 
~DI~¢> 1 <=1ZID8 

Fax No: 

Corporate/Partners~lp Name (type or plint): 

r Owner r Tenant/Leatsee 

Street Addreaa: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone No: FBJ( No: 

Name of Corporate Offlcer/P!Irtner (type or print): 

Title (type or print): 

Date: l ~ Signature : 

~;;:;~r;~:;,~=~?,E:;,;.i;r.====== Corporate/Partnership Name (type or print): 

I Owner J Tenant/Lessee J OWner I Tansntlleesee 

Street Address: Street Address: 

City/State/Zip: CliY!State/Zip: 

Phone No: FexNo: Phone No: Fax No: 

Name of Corporate officer/Partner (tyiS'G or print): Nama of Corporate Officer/Partner {tYpe or print): 

Title (type or print): Tille (type or prlnt): 

Signature : Date: Signature : Date: 

eorporatelfSartnershlp Name (type or pAnt): Corporate/Partnership Name (type or print): 

r OWner J Tenani/Lessee J OWner J Tenani/Leaaee 

Street Address: Street Address: 

City/StateJZip: City/Slate/Zip: 

Phone No: Fax No: Phone No: Fax No: 

Name of Corporate olllceriPertner (type or print): Name of Corporals Officer/Partner (type or print): 

TiUe (type or print): nue (type or print); 

Signature : Date: Signature: Date: 



ATTACHMENT 16 

City of San Diego 
Development Services 
1222 First Ave. 3rd Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 446-5210 

FORM Development Permit/ 
Environmental Determination DS-3031 

THI! CITY O fP S A N OtEGO 
Appeal Application MARCH 2007 

See Information Bulletin 505, "Development Permits Appeal Procedure," for information on the appeal procedure. 

1. Type of Appeal: 
0 Process Two Decision - Appeal to Planning Commission 
f2l Process Three Decision - Appeal to Planning Commission 
0 Process Four Decision - Appeal to City Council 

0 Environmental Determination -Appeal to City Council 
0 Appeal of a Hearing Officer Decision to revol<e a permit 

2. Appellant Please check one U Applicant ILl Officially recognized Planning Committee U "Interested Person" (Per M.C. Sec. 
113.0103) 

Name 
La Jolla Community Planning Group 
Address City 
P.O. Box 889 La Jolla 
3. Applicant Name (As shown on the Permit/Approval being appealed). 

Claude Anthony Marengo 
4. ProJect Information 

State Zip Code Telephone 
CA 92038 858-459-9291 direct 

Complete if different from appellant. 

Permit/Environmental Determination & Permit/Document No.: Date of Decision/Determination: City Project Manager: 

Costebelle Residence Amendment to SOP# 4522 March 20, 2013 Paul Godwin 
Decision (describe the permit/approval decision): 
Hearing Officer approval of an amendment to a previously approved Site Development Permit #4522 which is currently 

under construction. 

5. Grounds for Appeal (Please check all that apply) 
0 Factual Error (Process Three and Four decisions only) 
0 Conflict with other matters (Process Three and Four decisions only) 
0 Findings Not Supported (Process Three and Four decisions only) 

0 New Information (Process Three and Four decisions only) 
0 City-wide Significance (Process Four decisions only) 

Description of Grounds for Appeal (Please relate your description to the allowable reasons tor appeal as more fully described in 
Chaoter 11, Article 2 , Division 5 of the San Diego Municioal Code. Attach additional sheets if necessary.) 

1. The La Jolla Community Planning Association voted 13-1-1 to recommend of denial of the aoolication Feb. 7th 2013. 

2. The project does not conform to the Community Plan due to bulk & scale and lack of conformance to Community Character. 

specifically due to the following reasons: 

a. The setback and relationship of the front wall of the oroposedguest quarters to the front wall of the qaraqe below presents 

an upper level front yard setback that is not in general conformity with other upper level setbacks in the vicinity as is required 

by LDC Sec. 1510.0304 (b) 

b. The garage with the proposed quest quarters above is so different in form and relationship to the street from that of other 

structures in the area that the proposed guest quarters addition is not in accordance with the General Design Regulations 

the La Jolla Shores PDO LDC Sec. 1510 .03~(b) and will disrupt the architectural unitv of the area· 

--· .. . 

6. Appellant's s;~a~re: I ce~y under pe~ef perjury that th~oregoing, including .all names i nd addresses, is true and correct. 

SlgoaMe / ~ £ · ----.. ~ Date c{ I ij / U / 7 'i' ._ I ( ( 
Note: Faxed appeals are not accepted. Appeal fees are no'}'fetundable. 

Printed on recycled paper. Visit our w96 site at www sandjego.goy/development-seryjces. 
Upon request, this information is availa~ le in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. 

DS-3031 (03-07) 


