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SUBJECT: La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan Updates. COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATES, GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT, REZONINGS, nnd CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION from the COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (for portions of Pacific Beach) for the purpose 
of updating the currently adopted La Jolla and Pacific Beach 
Community Plans. These Plan Updates would be consolidated 
scatements of policy for community growth and development over the 
next 20 years. They would also address coastal issues to protect 
and enhance the area's coastal resources, with applicable policies 
and recommendations proposed in various elements of the Updates, 
The La Jolla and Pacific Beach community planning areas encompass 
approximately 4,680 acres and 2,700 acres of land, respectively. 
They lie adjacent to one another in the mid - coastal region of the 
City. Applicant: City of San Diego. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

Although both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach community planning areas are 
virtually -built out and these plans emphasize preservation of sensitive 
resources, the adoption of the Community Plan Updates would potentially 
contribute to significant impacts associated with traffic and circulation 
(direct and cumulative), air quality (direct anc:t_ cumulative), geology and 
soils, biology, cultural resources, hydrology/water quality (direct and 
cumulative) and noise (direct and cumulative) primarily created by residential 
development and infill. 

It is likely that some of these impacts can be mitigated during site-specific 
review. 

ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS : . 

Reduced Development Intensity 

This alternative would focus on the reduction of development intensit i es for 
residential and mixed-use residential/commercial development throughout 
La Jolla and Pacific Beach. Certain rezoning recommendations within the Plan 
Updates would not be implemented. Residential density of mixed-use 
(residential/commercial) projects within both communities would not be 
increased from 29 du/acre to 43 du/acre, in neighborhor.)ci c ommercia l districts 
along transit corridors. 



Requiring these areas to retain a lower intensity would curb the increase of 
traffic and added demand for on-s ite and off-site parking . However, the 
proposed rezonings are recommended within the updates to encou rage the use of 
public transit along transit corridors and to provide smaller more affordable 
housing units. 

Public Transit and Operational Roadway Improvements 

This alternative would delete all physical roadway improvements and focus on 
the implementation of enhanced public transit and operational street 
improvements recommended by the Plan Updates (such as using lights, 
directional signage, and rearranged on-street parking), as well as the 
additional turn lanes within existing rights-of-way. This alternative would 
promote and encourage all facets of the Community Plan Updates that relate to 
the enhancement of public transit, with year-round use of the community 
shuttle and the development of public transit nodes within commercial and 
residential/commercial areas . 

Ridgegate Row/I-5 Interchange 

A connection between Ridgegate Row and I-5 has been proposed by members of the 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee, as a possible access route ' to 
La Jolla from I-5. The connection with I-5 would lie between the existing 
Ardath/I-5 interchange and Grand/Garnet/I-5 interchange. It is possible that 
this alternative would alleviate some La Jolla bound traffic particularly 
utilizing Mission Bay Drive through Pacific Beach. 

At the present time, the Ridgegate Row/I-5 interchange alternative is not 
being recommended by the City's Transportation Planning Division, nor is it 
being included in the La Jolla Community Plan Update. To determine the actual 
level of service improvement allowed by this interchange and other design 
alternatives, further analysis would have to be conducted by both the City and 
CALTRANS. 

Unless project alternatives are adopted, project approval will require the 
decisionmaker to make Findings, substantiated in the record, which state that: 
a) project alternatives are infeasible, and b) the overall project is 
acceptable despite significant impacts because of specific overriding 
considerations. 

MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED INTO THE PLANS: 

In an effort to reduce or avoid those impacts identified as potentially 
significant in the Plan updates to below a level of significance, the 
following mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project . Due to 
the general nature of Community Plan updates however, additional environmental 
review will be required as incremental development occurs for site specific 
projects over time. Additional mitigation measures with a h i gher degree of 
specificity could be required. Moreover, impacts caused by implementation of 
the Community Plans are considered significant and not fully mitigated at this 
time, until these or more specific mitigation measures are developed and 
carried out through final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs for 
individual, subsequent projects. 



Traffic and Circu la ti o n 

The proposed La Jolla Community Plan and LCP Update speci f ies po licies and 
recommendations focusing on the improvement of public trans i t and related 
facilities without the construction of large-scale roadway widenings or 
extensions. Plan Update recommendations include widening of sidewalks, 
implementing of streetscape design guidelines, constructing student parking 
and school bus loading areas, and encouraging shuttle service to recreational 
areas and beaches. It encourages MTDB to evaluate the feasibility of a local 
shuttle bus servic e from the proposed Light Rail Transit system. The Update 
also recommends the evaluation of potentially realigning portions of the 
Ardath Road and Torrey Pines Road intersection including La J o lla Shores 
Drive, Hidden Valley Road and t~e frontage road adjacent t o Ardath Road. 

The Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Update also focuses on the 
improvement of public transit and related facilities, without large roadway 
improvements. The Plan Update recommends implementing a year-round shuttle 
bus, creating a park-and-ride facility for alternative transit nodes to 
Pacific Beach destinations, and constructing a light rail station at Balboa 
Avenue and Morena Boulevard/I-5. The Update also recommends the redevelopment 
of Pacific Plaza Shopping Center as a transit node, the realignment of Balboa 
Avenue to intersect Grand Avenue at Noyes Street, and the provision of·transit 
stops, passenger waiting areas, bus terminals and bicycle facilities. The 
widening of Garnet Avenue to six lanes between Soledad Mountain Road and I-5 
and the extension of Pacific Beach to North Mission Ba y Drive is recommended 
by the update as well. 

Air Quality 

The Plan Updates set forth transportation goals and recommendations as they 
relate to the 1992 Regional Air Quality Standards to minimize impacts to air 
quality. These measures include the maximizing of mass transit use, providing 
bikeways and pedestrian facilities, and providing transit nodes through future 
redevelopment. The Plan Updates also recommend operational improvements on 
various roadways to reduce vehicle delay time which would in turn reduce the 
potential of creating CO "hotspots." 

Geology and Soils 

Mitigation measures set forth by the Plan Updates to reduce or avoid 
geological and soils impacts include the minimizing of cut and f il l grading 
for structures built on hillsides within the Hillside Review Overlay Zone, 
requirin~ large setbacks for residential structures from the brows of 
hillsides, and prohibiting coastal bluff development on or beyond the bluff 
face. The updates also recommend the requiring of geotechnical reports for 
all bluff-top development within 40 feet of a bluff's edge, requiring native 
and drought tolerant plant landscaping in all new development, and permitting 
the placement of shoreline protective works only when there are no other 
feasible means of protection for principal structures. 

Geotechnical studies will also be required for any new development within five 
hundred feet of either side of Rose Canyon fault which has been classified as 
potentially ''active" by the California Di v ision of Mines and Geology. This 
alignment lies within the newly established Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone. 



Biology 

A comprehensive set of design guidelines have been outlined in the proposed 
Plan Updates to include the designating of some undeveloped City-owned parcels 
as Open Space, as well as limiting public access and deve l opment encroachments 
into these areas. Also to accurately reflect the on-going use of the 
dedicated Kate Session Park, the Pacific Beach Community Pl an Update 
recommends rezoning from Rl-10,000 to Open Space- Park (OS-P). The La Jolla 
Update recommends rezoning Mount Soledad Natural Park from the Rl-40,000 to 
Open Space-Open Space Park (OS-OSP). 

Other overall Update recommendations include the providing of a system of 
habitat linkages between open space areas and canyons/hillsides, and the 
designating of the bluffs adjacent to Coast Walk as an ecological reserve. 
The placement of new utility infrastructure is recommended to occur outside of 
open space areas serving as habitat preserves or conservatio n. Fac ilities 
wou l d also avoid all sensitive habitats, plants, and anima ls when being 
located in any open space area and absolutely excluded from open space sites 
serving as mitigation and/or servi ng habitat preservation/conservation 
purposes. Other open space areas allowing public access and activity would be 
available for infrastructure with appropriate mitigation. 

Cultural Resources 

In compliance with cultural resource requirements of the City of San Diego, 
future deve lopment projects may require additional archaeological archival 
research, intensive surveys, excavations, resource evaluations of discovered 
remains, or archaeological monitoring. All future projects which may alter a 
designated, or eligible, historic site would undergo environmental review and 
review by the City's Historical Site Board. 

In an effort to reduce or avoid potential impacts to cultural resources, the 
proposed Plan Updates specify the identification of potentially significant 
historic sites within the communities by conducting surveys and encouraging 
adaptive reuse or relocation of historical structures. The Updates also 
recommend the preservation of historic resources under private ownership, by 
providing incentives to include tax credits and permit fee waivers. 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Mitigation measures outlined in the Plan Updates to minimize hydrology/water 
quality impacts, specify the maintenance of natural surface drainage systems 
including intermittent streams, creeks, gullies and rivulets , especially where 
such drainageways adjoin or traverse other properties . The measures recommend 
the limiting of surface groundcovera ge, with the design i ng of structural 
foundations, driveways, patios, sidewalks and roads in such a way as to not 
alter natural drainageways, and to set back new development from coastal 
bluffs. Any new development abutting the Northern Wildlife Preserve is 
recommended to maintain a buffer area, together with a contro lled pedestrian 
trail and viewing area s around the marsh. 

I 



Mitigation for noise impacts is determined on a project-by-project basis and 
can vary depending upon the project type and site. Noise attenuation can be 
accomplished by noise avoidance, implementing structural alterations or 
constructing noise walls and/or noise berms. Berms can also be constructed 
during the grading phase of a project, whereas noise walls are part of the 
building process. Noise avoidance involves the altering of site plans so that 
sensitive receptors are located outside the area of impact. This can be 
achieved by using larger building setbacks than required by zone, or 
relocating sensitive receptors to the interior of a site. 

Structural mitigation involves building techniques, including insulation and 
special window treatments, to reduce interior noise levels. Structural 
measures would also include mechanical ventilation or air conditioning so that 
windows can remain closed and ~till meet ventilation requirements. The 
specific measures are usually not known until the building plans have been 
prepared. 

Mons rrate, Principal Planner 
Environmental Analysis Section, Public Projects 
City Planning Department 

Analyst: Lowry 

April 9, 1993 
Date of Draft Report 

July 12, 1993 
Date of Final Report 



PUBLIC REVIEW: 

The following individuals, organi zations, and agenc ie s received a copy or 
notice of the draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and 
sufficiency: 

U.S. Government 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

State of California 
CALTRANS, District 11 
California Coastal Commission 
Department of Conservation 
Department of Fish and Game 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off ice of the Historic Preservation 
Off ice of Planning and Research 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
State Air Resources Board 
State Clearinghouse 

County of San Diego 
Air Pollution Control District 
Department of Park and Recreation 
Department of Planning and Land Use 

City of San Diego 
Clean Water Program 
Councilmember Wolfsheimer, District 1 
Councilmember Roberts, District 2 
Councilmember Stallings, District 6 
Engineering and Development Department 
Fire Department 
General Services Department 
Historical Site Board 
La Jolla Branch Library 
Mayor's Office 
Pacific Beach Branch Library 
Parks and Recreation Department 
Planning Department 
Police Research and Analysis 
Property Department 
Transportation Planning Division 
Water Utilities Department 

City of Del Mar 
Planning and Community Development 

Other Agencies and Organizations 
Audubon Society 
Birdwatcher's Neighborhood Association 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 
Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee 
Community Planning Committee of La Jolla Shores 
Crown Point Association 
La Jolla Community Planning Association 
La Jolla Light 
La Jolla Parking and Business Improvement Association 
La Jolla Shores Association 



La Jolla Town Council 
League of Women Voters 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
Mission Bay Planners Committee 
Mission Bay Park Committee 
Mission Beach Precise Planning Committee 
Mission Beach Town Council 
Ocean Beach Planning Board 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee 
Pacific Beach Town Council 
San Diego Association of Governments 
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
San Diego Gas & Electric 
San Diego Transit Corporation 
San Diego Unified School District 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
Sierra Club 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Group 
University of California 
University Community Planning Group 

Copies of the draft EIR, and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the 
office of the Development and Environmental Planning Division, or purchased 
for the cost of reproduction. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: 

No comments were received during the public input period. 

Comments were received but the comments do not address the accuracy or 
completeness of the environmental report. No response is necessary and 
the letters are attached at the end of the EIR . 

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received 
during the public input period. The letters and responses follow. 

EAS[P44J6240 



REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT COMMUNITY PLANS: 

Both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Commun ity Plan and Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan Updates have been revi sed since distribution of the draft 
Environmental Impact Report, dated April 9, 1993. These revisions have not 
resulted in any major policy changes ident ified in the firs t set of draft Plan 
Updates. Rather, the revisions are text modifications and additions inserted 
.into the text t o further clarify those existing Plan polic ie s and 
recommendations. 

LA JOLLA 

The Plan Update includes a recommendation that will require the City to review 
future development projects for the potential of obtaining Prescriptive Rights 
of access, in accordance with the California Coastal Act and State Law. 

The Natural Resources and Open Space Element of the Plan Update includes two 
new Plan recommendations. It allows for the preservation of public views to 
the ocean through the dedication of public easements on properties that are 
located between the shoreline and the first public roadway. It also 
establishes standards for shoreline and bluff-top development, which are 
consistent with those of the Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone of the San'Diego 
Municipal Code. 

The Residential Element includes a reference to a new Appendix (H) which 
establishes development standards for residential projects near coastal 
bluffs, which are also consistent with those of the Sensitive Coastal Resource 
Overlay Zone. This element contains a recommendation protecting steep and 
sensitive slopes from excessive grading and development, by means of 
clustering structures through planned residential districts and to require lot 
subdivisions to ha ve a portion o f each lot in slopes below 25 percent grade. 

The Plan Update includes a new Appendix (I) which identifies parking standards 
for uses within the Coastal Zone, the Beach Impact Area and the La Jolla 
Shores Planned District Ordinance zones. It also includes a new Appendix (J) 
which identifies the boundaries of the San Diego-La Jolla Underwater Park as 
well as the rules and regulations governing the use, protection and 
maintenance of this aquatic park. 

PACIFIC BEACH 

The Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
Update includes more specific recommendations for coastal bluff development 
and parking standards, in response to feedback received by the City from the 
California Coastal Commission. 

A recommendation has been included in the Update for the development of the 
Farnum Element ary School site as an interim community park unt il funding for 
the new library is secured. Detailed streetscape plans have been provided in 
the Plan appendix, and the Plan 's specific reference to designation of the two 
acres at the southeast corner of Pac if ic Beach Drive and Crown Point Drive, 
has been deleted in ant ' cipation of it's incorporation into the Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan . 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 



1. 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
M E M 0 R A N D U M 

FILE NO: [OSK! flPBlmrino ljlpb comm. plaa 

DATE: April 21, 1993 

TO: Larry Monserrate, Principal Planner 

FROM: Bob Medan, Deputy Fire Marshal (\)-clr"Y\ 

SUBJ ECT: Draft EIR La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and 
Local Costal Program Land Use Plan Updates 

I have reviewed the draft E.I.R. (DEP No. 92-0199) and request that 
the Fire Department participate in a ny decision affecting the 
extension of Pacific Beach Drive to North Mission Bay Drive 
(emergency vehicle use only) and the proposed one-way street system 
for the Village in La Jolla. Both of these "operational 
improvements" could have a direct impact on emergency response 
routes and response times. 

Fee l free to contact me at 533-4457 if you have any questions. 

RECE I VED 

APR 2 2 1993 
ENVIAONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

SE~TICN 

1. Comment noted. The Fire Department wi ll be notified of these 
roadway improvements during their design stage. 



PA UL A · PC TC: RSON 
GR EGOR Y C . M , GA.RRATT 
COWA.R O ,-. Wl'i lTTLE: R 
LYNN C: L . HC10Cl 

RC:SCCCA M ICHA(\.. 
MARSHAL A , SCARR 
MAT T HCW A , P C TCRSO N 

1.ARRY N , M URNAN[ 

PETER.SON B PR.ICE 
A PRO FES.SI ONt\l CORPORATI ON 

l/.WYERS 
530 B ST"RE ET, SUITE 2300 

SAN DIEGO. CALI FORNIA 9 2101·4454 

April 26, 1993 

Ernes t Fr e eman, Planning Director 
THE CI TY OF SAN DIEGO 
Pl ann i ng De partment 
202 "C " Street, 4th Floor 
San Di e go, California 92101 

RE c EI v E DTELEl'llON E 

/\PR 2 7 199.~ 
PLANNING DEPT 

AREA Co o r:. 6 19 
2 34 ·0361 

FNC 
(619 l 2 J.•h 1786 

FILE N o. 

4452.001 
via messenger 

Re: La Jolla Community Plan Update 
File No. 92-0199 

Dear Ernie : 

Atta c hed please find a letter addressed to Brian Clater, 

Associate Planner regarding the above-referenced matter. 

We hav e appreciated his attention to this matter. However, 

he has informed us that the Planning Department does not intend 

to process any La Jolla PDO "clean up" items at this t i me. It i s 

our understanding, however, that the Planning Department will be 

proces s ing at least one (1) PDQ "clean up" item through the La 

Jolla Community Plan Update process (i.e., the residential 

density pe rmi t ted within the Village area) , 

The purpose of this letter is to request that the Planning 

Depart men t also process the "clean up" La Jolla PDQ items as part 

of the La Jolla Community Plan Update process. We have obtained 

s upport f o r this approach from the following groups and 

inte r e sted o rgan i zat i ons : 

1. The La Jolla Community Planning Association 

2. The La Jolla Town Council 

3. The La Jolla PDQ Subcommittee 

4. The Neighborhoods Committee, chaired by Mark Lyons. 

"' 



2. 

Ernest Freeman, Planning Director 
April 26, 1993 
Page 2 

All of these groups feel that it is appropriate to address 

this, as well as other minor "clean up " items through the La 

Jolla Community Plan Update process. 

We also believe the EIR should be modified to reflect these 

proposed "clean up" items. It is our u nderstanding that it will 

go out for public review shortly. To this end, we would request 

that the EIR be modified now, prior to the commencement of the 

public review. 

As you know, we are available to a ssist your staff in any 

way they deem appropriate to incorporate these "clean up" items 

into the Draft La Jolla Community Plan Update, as well as the 

Dratt EIR. 

Thank you tor your consideration ot this request. 

Enc l osure 
cc: THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Sincerely , 

PETERSON & PRICE 
~ional Corporation 

Matthew A . .ifre~ 
DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Thomas T. Story, Deputy Director 

LONG RANGE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
Brian D. Clater, Associate Planner 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
James T. Rodgers, Associate Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 
Anne E. Lowry, Associate Planner 

Mr. Jay Wharton 
Ms. Ging Ling 

2. The draft EIR was distributed on Ap~il 9, 1993. Most of the 
La Jolla PDO "clean up" items appear to be either too specific 
in terms of development design or use criteria , or too minor 
in nature to effect the environmental impact issues addressed 
in the EIR. Even though this would be the case whether these 
"clean up" items were included within the Community Plan 
update or not, the final EIR will consider any additional 
items incorporated into the July 1993 La Jolla Plan update. 



PA U L A . PC T CRSON 

CRCCOR't" C . M. GARRATT 

COWAR O r. WH ITT LE R 
LY N N C L. H C tOC L 
R C !I CCCA MIC HA C L 

MA R SH"\. A . SCARR 
M"T TH CW A . PCTCRSON 
LA R RY N. MU R NAHC. 

PETER.SON 8 PR.JCE 
-"' PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

LAWYE RS 
53 0 8 STREET . .SUITE 2300 

SAN DIEGO, CA LI FORNIA 9 2101·4454 

March 31, 1993 

Mr . Brian D. Clater, Associate Planner 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO PLANNING DEPT. 
LONG RANGE PLANNI NG 
10 10 Second Av enue, MS 660 
Exec utive Comple x 6 
San Diego, Ca l ifornia 92101 

TELEPHONE 

AREA CODE 6 19 
234· 0 361 

FAX 

(619) 234·4766 

F1u No. 

4452.00 1 

Re: La Jolla Community Plan Update 
File No. 92-0199 

Dea r Brian: 

As you know, the La Jolla Community Planning Association, the 

La Jolla Town Council and the PDO Subcommitt ee have been working on 

a v a riety of updates to the La Jolla Community Plan, as well as 

s ome " c lean up" items to the La Jolla Planned District Ordinance . 

It is our understanding that the Planning Department does not 

inte nd to make any modificat i ons or clarifications to the PDO a t 

this t ime . However, the various community groups in La Jolla feel 

that it i s essential that certain "clean up " i terns occur i n 

con j unction wi t h the La Jolla Community Pl an Update. 

One such " clean up " item relates to "Transition Zone 

Structures." We hav e attached a copy of a strikeout, underli ne 

ve r sion o f the La Jolla PDO dealing with these particular 

structures . It is ou r und erstanding t hat all of the various 

community g r oups in La Jolla have reviewed and recommended approval 

of th i s language . 

We would li ke the Plann i ng Department to present this "cl e an 

up" item t o the Pla nning Commission and City Council for the ir 



Mr . Br i an O. Clater 
March 3 1, 1993 
Page 2 

consideration . In order to accomplish this, the Environmental 

Impact Report which has been prepared for the La Jolla Community 

Plan Update, should also include some refer ence to this as well as 

some of the other community group proposed "clean up" items to the 

PDO. 

We would like the opportunity o! assis t ing you in any way that 

we can. 

Should you have any questions related to this, please don't 

hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

PETERSON & PRICE t ~ro~issiona~C/~:ration 
~. fr~L 
Matthew A. Peterson 

Enclosure 
cc: James T. Rodgers, Assoc i ate Planner 

Anne E. Lowry, Associate Planner 
Jay Wharton 
Ging Ling 



c ) 
Pa ge 16 

B. EXCEPTION 

l . Fo r that certain property located on the southeast corner 
o f Girard Avenue and Wall Street, identified as 
As s essor's Parcel Nos. 350-181-01 and 02, located within 
t he La Jol l a Planned District Zone 1, which obtained 
c oastal development permit approval prior to January l, 
1982 , as amended, the following condi tions shall apply: 

a. The maximum base floor area ratio, as specified in 
SEC. 103. 1205, Paragraph c., shall not exceed 2.0. 

b. Redevelopment of the property shall be consistent 
with the provisions of this Ordinance regarding 
office square footage (0.5 floor area ratio or 
10,000 sq . ft., whichever is less), as specified in 
SEC. 103.1205, Paragraphs ·A.2. and c. provided such 
use is located on the third floor of the building 
o n ly, and further provided that additional office 
square footage shall be permit ted for a bank or 
f inancial i nstitut ion, as defined in SEC. 103.1203, 
Paragraph B. 26., not exceeding 3, 500 sq. ft. if 
such use is located on the second floor of the 
building • 

.6_. ~1sition Zone Structure re-utilization in accordance 
~the provi sions of l03.1205CEl, shall be processed 
Il.Y.X'l!Uant to a ministerial permi t following a 
r e cqmmendation from the La Jolla cornmunity Planning 
As sociotion . 

3 . All other provisions o f t his Division shall apply. 

C. PUBLIC FACILITIES, STRUCTURES 

All open s paces, streets, s i dewalks, street furniture, street 
s igns , street trees, lighting installation, and any incidental 
structur es or monuments, s hall conform to the intent of this 
Divis ion which is to preserve and maintain the scale and 
c haracte r of the c ommunity , and shal l be subject to the same 
regulations, conditions and standards established herein. 

D. APPLICATION PROCEDURES 

The proc edure for applicati on of the abov e permits, as well as 
the p r ocedures for public notice and public hearing process, 
s hall be the same as set forth in Chapter X, Article 1, 
Division 2 o f the San Di ego Municipal Code, unless otherwise 
required he r e in . 

A deposit as i ndicated on the current f e e schedule maintained 
in the Pla nning Department s hall be paid when application is 
made for any Planned Di strict Permit, or when permit review 
requirements are imposed f or projects with in thi s Planned 
District. 

.. 



1:3 CITIZENS COORDINATE FOR CENTURY III 
1549 EL PRADO BALBOA PARK 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

H i·. C F I \' i< I! 

·,> ~ ~· ·. :. \9:t '-. 
(.) l !\ ~ :: ::·. · ~{ : t::J··', 

3. 

4. 

tlay 20, 1993 

TO: Ci ty of San Diego Planning Uept., Development and 
Environmenta l Planning Division 

SUBJE CT: La Jolla a nd Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Pla n Updates/Draft EIR 

Although Citizens Coordi na te for Centur y 3 only occasionally co mm ents 
on individual communi ty plans, the plan under consideration in this 
Draft EIR a ddresses issues that C-3 has been involved in fo r many 
years, namely llission Bay Park, Coastal Zone Development, Traff ic & 
Tr ansportation and Historic Preservation. Theref ore , we apprec i ate 
the opportunity to submit our com ments as they relate to the se areas 
of concern. 

Our greatest concerns relate t o areas i n which the Pacific Beac h 
Community P lan appe ar to usurp planning jurisdiction from th e Mission 
Bay Park Master Plan, as detailed below 1 

1. On Page :'4, STMEE T EXTE NSIONS, we ha ve particular co nce rn about 
in cl usion o f a portio n of Missi o n Bay Pa rk (P ac ific Beach Dr ive f r om 
Camµ l ancl e<1st to lli~sion Bay Dri ve) in t he Pacific Beach Community 
1-'ldn . 111 :=>!:> l O n liei.y P.;1rk lt; governed un d e r a separate ttaster P la n an d 
t l1 ~ pro1>n~ ~ a ~x1 . e 11 s 1 on of PB Drive a nd bridg~ ov~r Hose Cr e elt fi1lJ 
\1ll l1111 t.11· ~ 11111 :.: di1:l.t11n vi. t1 11: lll:; !;lnn LI.iv l' .:1rk tl..l~;ter. 1>1.·u1 . '1' 111: 
<::011,; t ruct1011 or ' ' tn·idg~ t o r pe des tri <in and bicycle use only 
(specifica ll y exc luding vehicles other t han necessary em e rgency and 
park operatio ns uses) is a ddressed by t he current Missio n Bay Park 
!laster Plan Upda te and sh ou ld be deci de d only within that contex t . 

While it is not inapprop ri a t e for the ne ighboring comm un ity plan, 
because of shared inte r faces , to addre s s po ssi bi l itie s, they should be 
exµr e ssed in terms c learly acknow l edg in g priority of plannin g 
decisions to the Pla n which oversees th e property at is s ue. 

:>.On Pag~ "·Figure J, th e map sho11s l and directly to the nort h and 
northwest of K•nda ll-frost Preserve and so uth of Pacific Beach Ur ive 
as "multifamily" uhen a substantial por t ion is recently acquired 
property t o be added to Mi ssion Bay Par k . We strongl y support 
addition o r til t r~c~n tly acquir~d ''Fros t Property" to lli ss ion Bay Pc1r k 
with a cc:omp« n yi ng dedicati on as parkland per Section 55 o t the City 
Ch a r te r (p.1 3 /. He uould l ike to see t he map corrected, as s oon as 
th e City Co un c1l takes ac t i on to add to Mission Bay Park and dedicate 
the r rost. P r oper ty .:is parkland, to show r.he fringe ar~a be tl1ei=n Cr o un 
Point ~h a res Dr ive a nd Cam p land as pa rkland. 

J. 

4 . 

Approximately one-half of the proposed Pac ifi c Beach Drive 
extension project (western portion) is within the Pacific 
Beach community, and should be addressed in the Pac ific Beach 
Community Plan update. The improvement recommendations are 
consistent with those recommended with in the draft Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan. 

Comment noted. The Planning Department a nd the Park & 
Recreation Department are working on this matter, and the 
fi nal plans wil l accurately reflect community plan boundari e s 
and land use s . 



5 . 

6. 

7. 

B. 

He 11o nder why the Ke ndall - Frost Pre serve and Crown Point Shores a re 
Etio un as part at the PB Community Pla n when they a l so ar e pa rt of 
lli~s i on Bay Pa r k , ye t th e areas occu pied by Camp land and De Anza are 
'''J rr ectly s hown 'b lank" & omitted from the PHCP map . further incon­
''ist e n·~Y i,. ,; ho 11 n .In the mapping ot the fringe of Sa il Ba y. Hh i ch 
t~ 1 ls 1:0 inclucle J' arkla 11 d tl~sign atio n s t o r the water's ~ clg~ and for 
tit~ f .. 1nuel ~t.r e e t Park. 

The t~ xt ot th e Draft ~IR, a nd the adopted Com munity ~Ian , sh o uld ma ke 
•:: l~.1 r \lh i r;h p c:lrklancl ar.eas ta ll within t h e PB Community P !;innin g a r.ea 
t1 1HI \lhich .:tr'! i1\ :·: ludecl within t he Mission 8ay Park !t as t er lJla 11nin g 
Arr?c1 , t Ho Repa rate planni n g jurisdictions, as illu st1:at ed agc.iin on 
Pag~ 6 1, parag r ap h 3 , whic h appears to apply to property primarily if 
no t exc l us i v ely belonging t o Mi ssio n Bay Park ( the only piece of 
private prop er t y now ad)oining the Preserve is full y deve lop e d -
\ Jt t l1 1J ut. l:iutt. ~r nr vl ,.!wi11q c1t·~c1n). 

Additional co ncerns r e la ting t o non- lliss ion Hay issues th at fall 
o .1 1. hi n t~ h 0 .:: om p r ch I! n s iv c pla n n .in g pr. i n c i p l'! s adv o c .:1 t P. d )) y C - 3 are : 

l. 0 11 l'·"l" " · p<1ra g raph 2 , it is st<1ted that the City of San Dieg o 
\1 111 r~ c11JesL a '' categorica l exclusion from t l1e Coastal Dcvelo)l men t 
Pe rmit pro ce ss Lor futu re development in portions or Pacific Bea ch 
11ithin t he Co astal Zo ne " . We wo uld like to express our cat ego ri ca l 
op position to any such exclusions tram a requirement established by 
ado ption of an initiat i v e supported by voters of the State of 
Cal if or nia. Th i s would be in direct contravention o f the intent of 
tl1e Coa!=t~ J Zon~ net and \4ou ld ope11 coasta l are a dcv~lopme11t to 
po tential loca l poli ti cal manipulation, th e precis'! rea so n tl1" voters 
s upported and app r ov ed the Coas tal Zone Initiative. H~ hop e that the 
l<"g ion al Coa~ tal Co mmi s sion staff and the State Coasta l Co mmissio ne r s 
uill t "el t he same and reject any request for c a t ego rical exclus i o n 
Crom the permit process established u n de r the Coas tal Zone Act. 

2 . On Paqes 6 h 11. we endorse rezoning of Kate Sessions and tit. 
S0 ledad Par k to OS -USP and urge immediate dedica ti o n ot a ny porti o n s 
11o t currently dedicated to parkland u ses a s defi ned in Section 55 of 
t l1~ City Ct1arter. 

3. On Page 1 1 , 11e app l aud and recommend str o ng support for e mphasis o n 
~ lternative t r an~ p o rtation (shuttle & LR T) , TOD . THO and bicy c l e/ 
pedest ri an needs. On the oth er hand , we q ues ti on th e long ter m 
benefit ~ to t he com munit y , and to future decrease of dependence on 
priva te vehicu lar us e, of wid ening stretches o f Grand. Garnet and 
Bal boa Avenues to a s much as six lanes (Page 23), a lth ough some 
realignments and tur n-lane improvements ma y serve t o improve flow of 
traff i c is t hese a reas. Our observat ion has been that wider streets 
e n~ o ur age gr~~ t er a 1nounts of traffic over time ratt1er tha n providing 
l .) ~ t . ~r ! l)ettct Ll ow o f 'l ast ye~r·s· tr~tfic la v~J~. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8. 

The boundary between the Pacific Beach and Mi ssion Bay Park 
cut across the Northern Wildlife Preserve. Fi g ure 3 will be 
revised to remove both the Crown Point Shores/park designati o n 
and Fanuel Street Park. Fanuel Street Park is now part of 
Mission Bay Park. 

Comment noted. See Response No's. 4 and 5. 

Public Resources Code, Section 30610(e) authorizes t h e 
California Coastal Commission to exclude from the permit 
requirements of the Coastal Act any category o f dev elopmen t 
within a specifically- defined geographic area if certa in 
findings are made. The Commission must find (1) that such a n 
exclusion will not result in a 9otential for a ny s ignificant 
adverse effect, either individually or cumu l atively, on 
coastal resources or on public access to, or along , the coast; 
and (2) that such exclusion will not impair the a bil i t y of 
local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program. 

The Commission will have to certify the Pacific Beach 
Community Plan and Local Coastal Pro9ram Land Us e Plan update, 
as well as all of the implementing ord i nances (proposed 
zoning) c in order to grant the categorica l exclusion. The 
Commission has already certified those zones within t he San 
Diego Municipal Code tnat are proposed to implement the Plan. 
Any exclusion would be subject to conditions assuring that no 
significant changes in density, height or nature o f uses could 
occur without further_ approval of the Commission . 

The areas of Pacific Beach that are proposed fo r e xclusion are 
predo'minantly built out, and the improvements and inf ill which 
are expected to occur under the Community Plan a nd zoning will 
not adversely impact coastal resources or access. The request 
does not include areas that are appealable to the Coastal 
Commission or contain sensitive coastal resources. 

Originally, the City recommended that longer segments of these 
roadways be widened. The lengths of these segment s have been 
substantially reduced. Also, the number of streets now being 
recommended for widenings is l ess than previously proposed. 



9. 

4 . On Page 11, 11 e a pplaud and en co ura g e acq uisition a n d /or ut ili zati o n 
0t sc h oo l si t es a s public pa rks in s tead o f opening th e m t o po ten tial l y 
111 te 11s i v e r~s1tl~11t 1a l uses . 

5 . On Page 11, 11e s trongly s upport the He ritage Resour ce s Elem e nt an d 
u rg • ra pid impl~ m entation of an in ve ntor y of potential hi s tor ica l 
reso ur c es within t he Pacifi c Bea c h Community. It is p itiful t ha t, in 
a co mm u ni ty 11ith s uch a venerable histor y , there are o nl y 4 d @si gnat ed 
hi s t o ri ca l s tru c tu r es. He expre s s our c ontinued dismay at the lo w­
g r ad e d esi g nation, carrying little prote c tion, for the most we ll - kn o wn 
a nd 11 id<!ly re •: o gni~ed symbol of Pacific Beach, the Cryst al Pier I ref. 
p. 5 7) . t.h 11n Ll\l l o\1in q f u ture r4!de v e:lopmen t that will ~Uh15 t. rt.nt.itl l ly 
cha ng e bo th b u lk and footprint and provi d e little more th a n a r em i nd er 
o t tl1 e t ru ~ hist 0 ri c structure. 

6 . On P.;ig e s 50 & 51, 11e str ongl y ur ge re p lacement of the t e rm 
''cl 0 ~ i q n~ tion'' by tl1~ t~rm '' M~d i ~ ~t i o 11' ' , ~ s ~efi11 @d 111 Sec~in n S S o f 
L h ~ C: i t y C 1><1 r t e r , t ll us ens u r i n g t Ii a t f u t u re c i t y c: o u n c i l a r; t i o n can no t 
r~mnv ~ t l1~ s ~ l'ro 1, e r~ie s from parkland us e s witl1out ~ vo te o t th~ 

c 1ti :: ens . 

Thank yo u agai n fo r the o pp o rtun i ty to e xpress the se co nc er n s an d 
r~ cr, mm~nd~~ i o 11s . 

S1nr.:er-ely , 

. ~~.~ 
r: h ~ ii r . C - 3 rt i !·: ~: i n n 8 a y Pa rk co mm i t t ,~ ,'! 

r· 1· ('1 ) 1111ci l m ;111 non ru'l b~ r ts 

C0u n c il \10 m.:1n V .. 1 l1~ L· i e St .:1 llings 
.I 1.m 11 :1<1•.' I .. C li.; J r Pfl CP G 

ll•'l" n Ou!'ty , Cli" i i· 11 .ission Bay Co mm i t t ee 

9. The specific reference to designation of the two acres at the 
corner of Pacific Beach Drive and crown Point Drive, has been 
removed from the June, 1993 Pacific Beach Plan Update because 
of its pending incorporation into Miss i on Bay Park as part of 
the Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

The remaining references to designation of open space areas 
are intended to keep these particular areas in City ownership 
and available for public enjoyment as natural resource and 
recreational areas 1 while, at the same time, providing for 
their continued maintenance by various City Departments , ~ nd 
thus not impactin9 the city s limited financial resources 
allocated for acquiring and maintaining Open Sp ace . 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

C:ITY of SAN DIEGO 

MEMORJ\NDUM 

M2ME4528 . SF 

May 24, 1993 

Planning Depar t me nt, Attent i on: Planner A. Lowry 

?ark Development & Open Space Deputy Director 

LA JOLLA AND PACIFIC BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN AND LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE 
PLAN UPDATES : ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

The Park and Recreation Department has rev iewed the above referenced 
document. The f o llowing concerns and comments need to be addressed: 

General Review Letter 

Page 4, Biology, Rezoning to OS-OSP 

This sentence should read "To accurately reflect the on-going us e 
o f the dedicated park, the Community Plan update recommends rezoning 
the park from Rl-10,000 to Open Space-Park {OS-P)." 

The parks referenced for OS-OSP, have not been identified for 
furt her development. Any fut ure development will continue to follow 
current requirements f or community review, prior to development 
within any park. 

1'he plan cannot propose to rezone, tha t is a Council action. 'l'he 
J>l un can roconvnond a rezoning. 

L.lrn Lt log Pul.Jl le l\c cosu 

Limiting public access would require fencing open space areas and 
add itional personnel fo r monitor i ng access. This would requi r e 
fund ing that is not available now, or in the foreseeable future . 

Envi ronmental !mpact Report 

Page 4 , Paragraph 1 , Line 3 

13. 'fhe name "Kendall-Frost Ecol ogical Preserve" should be changed to 
"Northern Wildlife Preserve" throughout the document. The UCSD 
Ken da ll-Frost Ecological St udy Area Reserve is less than one-half 
of the enti r e marsh area . The Mission Bay Park Maste r Plan 
documents re fer to the entire marsh area as "Mission Bay Park ' s 
Northern Wildlife Preserve. " 

10. 

11. 

12 . 

13. 

Comment noted, see revisions wi thin the front Conclusions 
section of the EIR. 

The phrase ID:..QQQse to rezone does not appear within the Pla n 
updates or the EIR . 

Limiting public access would not necessar ily r equire fencing 
of open space areas. Other means , such as to use o f permanent 
si9nage, . could be implemented which woul d require less on ­
going maintenance. 

Comme nt noted , see revisions in text. 

• 



14. 

15. 

16. 

Page &, Biological Resources 

It may be appropria t e to mention t he proposed Seal Rock Marine 
Mammal Reserve just north of Childr en's Pool. City Council has 
~pproved a 5-year, temporary Reserve . Coastal Convnission has not 
ye t upproved tho proposod Reserve. 

Mention of the San Diego-La Jolla Underwa t er Pa rk Ecolog i cal 
t' rese rve .i s recormlended . 

Page 6, Paragraph 4, Line & 

I nsert "federally-listed, threatened" before California gnatcatcher. 

Page &, last paragraph, Line 5 

Th i s doe s not seem to be the appropriate place to make a 
recommendation. This section ls disc ussing the existing biologi cal 
resources of the convnunity. 

Page 7, overlay Zones 

1 7. 1111 tho regulations cited ore currently being consolidated into one 
o rdinance . It may be appropriate t o mention it here under its new 
name so the document is not dated be fore the ink ls dry. 

Figures 2, 3 

18. See attached copies for commen t s. 

Page 10, Paragraph 1, Line 7 

19, See comment on Northe rn Wildlife Preserve. 

20. 

21. 

Page 11, Bullet #1 

The proposed habita t linkage s ys,lem between the north and sou th 
portions of Soledad Mountain Natural Park is no t recommended by Park 
a nd Recreation. ~-

Due to t he s teep t opography o f this area limi t ed access is 
r ecomme nded and signage is discouraged. 

Page 11, Bullet #5 

All refe r ence t o ma i ntenanc e o f t he Fay Ave nu e r ight - of -way should 
be deleted. The use of t h i s proper t y for limited rec r eation (b i ke 
path, jogging, e t c.) i s a f act as i s the vi s ua l r esource o f t his 
s l te. 

- 2 -

14. Comment noted, sea revisions in text and on Figure 2. 

15. Comment noted, see revisions in text. 

l&. Comment noted, see revisions in text. 

17. The Zoning Code Update Resource Team has been meeting since 
December of 1992, in an effort to consolidate all of the 
existing resource ordinances onto one. This process is only 
in the development stages and may take years to complete. 
Also, no name has been chosen for this future ord i nance. 
Therefore, the Planning Department feels that any discussion 
of this future ordinance within this EIR, or in any other 
environmental document, would be too premature at this time. 

18. Comment noted, see revisions on Figures 2 and 3. 

19. See revision in text. 

20. There is no specific recommendation of a habitat link age o r 
wildlife corridor between the north and south p o rt i ons o f 
Soledad Mountain Natural Park, either in the EI R or th e La 
Jolla Communitl Plan update. Any linkage here would en ta il 
construction o a subsurface tunnel under Ardath Road which is 
not recommended by the Planning Department at this time. 

21. Fay Avenue right-of-way will continue to be under the Ci t y 's 
ownership, and it's maintenance will rema in t h e responsibil i ty 
of the City's Streets Division. Litter con t rol would be 
handled by the Waste Manageme nt De partme nt. 



22. 

2 J. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

Pago 13 , Paragraph 1, Lines 4-6 

Change tci read: "City acquired property located at the intersection 
of Pacific Beach and Cro wn Point drives be enhanced as a natural 
resource area and dedicated as part of the adjacent Northern 
Wi l dli fe Prese r ve within Mission Bay Park." 

Page 33, Paragraph 4, Line 5 

See conunent about Northe r n Wildlife Preserve . 

Page 38 , Paragraph 2 

Refe rence new r egulations being prepared by Planning Department . 

Pogo 39 , nullol tt 2 

' l ' lli~; h: not npp ropr lato. ll a tr.oil lG l>oing propcrnod on u 
r.cns l t.ivc site, environmenta l review by the Planning De p.,rtmcnl: .is 
required. Jl owevcr, all o lhcr propo::;cd tra il~; ;u·c Go l cJy l:hc 
responsibility of the Park a nd Recreation Depa r t men t for their 
des ign and construction. 

Page 39, Paragraph 7, Line 2 

S"e comment about Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

Page 40, General 

Please defi ne in the text of tho doc ument the difference between 
designa ted and dedicated open space an d parks. Is ohi s graphic 
consistent with other community plans o n the de finitions of 
<le s icJnated and dedicated park a nd open space , and open space 
easements ~! 

28 . This figure doe s not indicate what is proposed "open space" and what 
i s existing. 

2 9. Does this plan propose the acqu isition of Caltrans right-of-way for 
o pe n space, adjacent to I -5 and Ardath interchange. 

Figure13 8 and 9 

3 0 . Soe attached figures for additiona l comments. 

Jl. 

J2. 

Page 42 , Paragraph 2, Li ne 1 

R•> f erence new resource regula tions being developed by Planning 
Department . 

Page 42 , Paragraph 2, Line 5 

See comment concerning Northern Wildlife Preserve . 

- 3 -

22 . 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

Comment noted, see revisions in text. 

See revision in text. 

See Response No. 17. 

All City projects within Open Space (including trails) wou l d 
first go through the Planning Department's Ci t y Projects Ear ly 
Assistance process. At that time, it would be determ i ned if 
the project affects sensitive resources. If sensitive 
resources are affected, the project would then receive 
environmental review and analysis by the Env ironmental 
Analysis Section, prior to any City approvals f or project 
construction. 

See revision in text. 

Comment noted, see revision in text. The 9raphic is 
consistent with other community plans on the definitions of 
designated and dedicated park and open space. 

28. The purpose of the map is to show areas of designated and 
dedicated Open Space/Park within La Jolla at the time t h e 
Community Plan update is adopted 1 not what t he difference is 
between present and future condit ions . 

2g. The La Jolla Community Plan update does no t propose or 
recommend such an acquisition at this time . 

30. Comment noted , see revisions on Figures B and 9. 

31. See Response No.17. 

32. See revision in text. 



3 3. 

34. 

35. 

3 6 . 

37 . 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43 . 

44. 

l'ugo 42, l'urogroph 4, Lino 2 

Change to read "declining plant and threatened and sensitive animal 
species." 

Figure 11 

See attached figure for comment. 

Page 45, Paragraph 6 

Mention should also be made of the State-listed, endangered 
Belding's savannah sparrow. 

Page 46, Paragraph 2, Line 3 

See comment concerning Northern Wildlife Preserve . 

Figure 13 

See attached figure for comment. 

Page 49, Paragraph 6, Line 6 

See comment regarding Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

Page SO, (please refer to previous comments for Bullets 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 
7) 

Bullet #3 This issue has not been discussed previously in 
the Plan . What i s the significance of designat i ng this parcel as 
open space? 

Bullet #9 - Should read "Provide a system of viable habitat 
linkages between the existing open space areas to canyons and 
hillsides throughout the La Jolla open space system. 

Page 51, Pacific Beach , Bullet #1 

Change t o read "Designate the two acres recently purchased by the 
City a t t~e sou t hea st corner of Pacific Beach Orlvo itnd Crown Polr1l 
Drlvc as dedicated parkland and part of tho M.l osion Uo y Pllrk 
Northern Wildlife Preserve . " 

Bullet #2 - Roae Canyon is a flood control channel, as such, lts 
mai ntenance is fu nded by Water Utilities. It should r emain in that 
clepa rtment so funding will remain available for maintaining it . 
Transfer of responsibility for maintenance to open space would 
require a Pacific Beach Assessme nt District be established. 

Page 51, (please refer to previous comments for Bullet 3) 

- 4 -

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37 . 

38. 

39. 

40 . 

41. 

Comment noted, see revision in text. 

Figure 11 was not an attachment to this comment letter. 

Comment noted. Mention of the Belding' s savannah sparrow, 
however, has been placed under the Coastal Sa lt Marsh section. 

See revision in text. 

Comment noted, see revisions on Figure 13. 

See revision in text. 

Comment noted. 

The small triangular parcel, measuring approximately one - third 
of an acre, is presently open space. The Plan update intends 
to keep this parcel as such . 

Comment noted, see revi s i on in text. 

42. Comment noted, see rev i sion in text. 

43. Comment noted, see revi sion in text. 

44 . See revision in text. 



Page 51, Pacific Beach, Bullet #4 

45. See comment concerning Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

46 . 

47. 

48. 

The Nor t hern Wildlife Preserve should be designated as a Na tural 
Prese rve withlr1 Mission Bay Park. 

Page 51, Pac i fic Beach, Bullet #5 

l'lucement of new util ity infrastructure should avold open space 
;1rf!,,r. 1:01·vi ng nn hflbitnt. prPr.c rvr.A or conr:;{' rvntlnn . ~·.·1 ci l it.if"'~ 

::l1ot1ltl nvol tl ol 1. 1:c• 1111il lvt! li nbll.11 11:, pl n11l11 , 1111d 11111111.-ll:i wl u• 11 lu•i11q 
localed in a ny open space ; 1L·c<J ;mU olwolulely excluded fn>1 11 upeu 
~;puce ~ilo!; serving a s mitigation and/ or serving habita t 
preservation/conservation purposes. Other open space areas allowi ng 
public accoss and activity would be available for infrastructure 
with appropriate mitigation . 

Page 51, Pacific Beach, Bullet #6 

See comment concerning Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

Page 61, Pacific Beach, Bullet #3 

See comment concerning No r t hern Wildlife Preserve. 

/.iitlf ( (t_)I /.... ( // I 
Nancy Acev'l96 

SF :p j c 

cc: Coastline Parks Divis ion Deputy Director 
R. Stribley 
J. Harkness 
V. Marchett i 
S. Fye 
K. Varga 

- 1:; -

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

The draft Mission Bay Park Master Plan identifies thi s area as 
the "Northern Wildlife Preserve" within it's Land Use sectioni 
and as an "Existing Wetland Preserve" on the Key Environmenta 
Recommendations map, Figure 4. 

See revision in text. 

See revision in text. 

See revision in text. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
t• OO TENTH STR EET ~~ SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

49, 

May 24, 1993 

ANNE LOWRY 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
202 C STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 

l~ !·~ : .: c< i \.' L I:< 

\\ :~ ~ .~ l ~)·!.~< 

•.) L ,· ~ ~"( " ! r H .:. u r ~ ,. .. r 

Sub j e c t: LA JOLLA A.ND PACIFIC BEACH COHMUNI'rY PLAN UPDATES 
SCH # 92071032 

Dea r ANNE LOWRY: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental 
document to selected state agencies for review. The review period is 
closed a nd none of the state agencies have comments. This letter 
acknowledges that you have complied with the state Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the 
Cal ifornia Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call Tom Loftus at (916) 445-0613 if you have 
any questions regarding the environmental review process. When 
contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the eight-digit 
State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Christine Kinne 
Acting Deputy Director, Permit Assistance 

49. Comment noted. 



,\/,. , ;-.J , .tl. l h'. l .1 \'. 11111,C.<l.L:...,· 1• 111 l1 :S L11·:.: t.,.) .l('/:\l l\C:. llhJ, CA95 MH 916/·:..15 .c<> IJ I SCHI Jl.Zill.l.U.J,~---

P roject Til le: --~L..J.Q..!..:. .l.!.!£.P£~..(o_1m1=yn~l~t,_y-'p-'J£an~U,""'~~-----------
Lc ..:l A'mc:y: Ci t y of Sd n Diego ConuctPcnan: _A_n_ne_L_ow_r.oy ____ _ 

Sa""u: : 11rtnu : -.fQ.L '. C" St . , MS 1 Phon..: -~ .... 6 1u9u.l.,Z3,,.6~-_..ss.,z_.1 ___ __ _ 
Ciry: __ Sa~~e:_g_o-Lf_A_____ Z:?: 9?101 CoilnfT- ~Sa~n~D~le~g~o _ _____ _ 

Pro/n e t locntlon 

(our.•)' : -~':1.__E~ Ciry/Nurnc Commwulry: La Jolh/ Paclflc Be11ch 

Crn1J S uccr..1 : -1.:}.L!.J~~~V·~-----------­ ToW Aon: ~z~. J.,.B"'D __ _ 
N1usor'1 r~c\ No. .S®on: r..,. --- l.-.cc.: -- lluc: 

Wil..~in J Milt.t; Sm1: )l.,. y I ;-----­ W111:T•• r 1: ..J.A.t.J l i.t..Jlt;llllL..11LuJ><o!!.n-'B"'•.z.v ______ _ 
/\ irrom:. 

Du c u 111e r1t Ty p n 

c rn;\ · I PHii' 
t Jr=.•"r ""'" 
f jN .. r. 11•": 

(X l l>iJl!rl>'. 

Luc nl J\ c t lon Typ,. 

[JJ C;. ,,u aJ r1a11 l l1• h u: 
( J C • r.u .ll rl an Arnr 11·hnm 1 
(.Jr.cn~r •I r 1a11F. lnm n1 
(] Commu:r\il)' Pi m 

Oev ol o prnent T yp• 

R.1i!way1: -~.]~~~~--- ~--··· ~• lw>nh ; 

r t ·: .. 1 •1·1~ .. .... 1r .. 1., . 1 ... ,,, 

f.llllt(l ' 11 ... :.1' l l tl .. ) - - - ·· 
! J•lllwr . 

[1~1 ...,: i f ic l'l.u1 
n t.hur1 1 · 1 ~ " 
O l'hnntrl Unic [X.,dormmc 
QSi11: Pl:>.n 

tll : l'A : 1 ltlOI Olhnr : 
(] FA 
llflu ftlJ S 
lJl'UNSI 

OORr.r.onc 
LJl'TtJonc 
0 Uu. l'cnNa 
Qt..u.:IDiYiliooi(S11bdi •\lia.i.. 

P•ctl Map. T1K\ M•p, ric.) 

I J IQi111l).,., ,,,.m 
(]ri1ul Doc:1111u•1u 
(J Olh.,. ____ _ 

QAnnc . .utii>n 
0 Rt ck•tlopmml 
(1JCou1&!ParU1 Exemption 

O°"'"·-----

0 Ru id.t.!'lt.io..I : . u ,,;:J __ .<N~--- 0 '\lo'tWT F.eli t.!u : T1,.- MCD · · · 
L) Cffiu : Sq/:. _ _ Anu __ f_,,.p /C1'J ' e.l-- O Tr11upotutlOfl! . r,,. --
0Conunm::i .i.I : Sqfl . A<rn f m;Jltryct.J 

0 lnd1Uai a.I : Sq .fl .=-= ,\ c1 u ==== f.mplOJW~ 
OE.rluu ci..,, ..i 

O MJl\il1i: J.(ittcrfll, _ ______ _ 

Qro-cr: TJPC 11'111"11 

QWui.T1.un.nt 1,,. --
QJl rn c.HiQnaJ -------------

0 Uu..dow Wu1a: 7),,. ________ _ 
ooo.~ _ _____ ....:._ _____ _ 

Pr ojec l 111 1..1 0• Dlacu•••d In Documun t 

Q Ac slhu lc/ViJUal 
OApic-.1 11\l/"ll~d 
lfJAUQut.li1y 
(ii Nch c.oloriulll lia tnric i \ 
Ill Cou uJ 2.ol'lc 
(IJ Dr 1 inl1 t/Ab~fi!t ion 

rJ Eru1omk/J..,t,,1 
ur1tu.J 

Qflood Plaln/Flc:ndinc 
0 Fon:sL Lan<l/F"in Huud 
Ill C.rnloJ: ir/ScU1nic 
0 Mi.ri '7al.J 
(.X! NoUc 
LJ Por.il.JJia11/l lou.ii11lBo..la11cc 
[}Public ~ .. 1.., k clffw: il iliu 
liJ lo: t ~·rrJ 1 im ll1' .lfh 

Pn,.ont L.,,,d U .. 1tzo nln"J fC tt nornl Pl :i n U• o 

Corrv:1u nlt y Plt'ln Upd11tes 

0 Sd1ouU/Un.hcn it.iu 
QSirplic.Syi1crn1 
os.wcr(apiciry 
CJ1$0QEio1iGn/C'ompteUono'Ondlllc 
QSolirl WUc, 
QToJJc/1111.u rdcuu 
[JI Traffic/Ci.ra.la1lon 
111 Vcs~ ution 

ll) Wun<)ialiry 
0 Wai.r Supply/(l round.-•Llr 
IXJWt tlar.d/Rlpaian 
IXJ W"lldllf• 
(l]Crowlhlndudnc 
OL..w.iuk 
[J) CumulaUu Elfrc u 
O OU.n _____ _ 

P ra jo ct Due rip lion La J o 11 a/ Pa c i f tc Beach Conrnun ity Phn and Loca 1 Coas ta 1 Prog r am 
J:.i1nd Use Plan Upda t e !.. The proposed plan updates would be to provide conso li dated s ta tements 
of po l icy for 9 r 0\~ U1 ,rn r\ dcv(' lopmc-nt in L.t Jolla dnd Pacif ic f'l e ach over t he next twt'n ly yrilrs . 
they i nc l ude coastd l issues a nd po l icies fo l' the pu rpose of pro tec ting aod enhdnc1 n9 t he 
st.Hes coa st a l re source s . 

. ~Ail.! 1l •":H.J l'SE Cd~/f,\ t: 'r : RUSS COLLIAU 

' ATE RE'IIE'J SEGAii : 

?T F.E'J T-:1 AC EllCY : 

· !:ll CY REV TO SCll 

'! CCMPLIA/ICF. 

( 916) l, l,'.f-0('1 ) 

'·' (( _<? _5 
~ : 1-_; --

) ! 
_-_:__:__ 1· 

_!_._Ly 

CKT SHT 
_ _ • _luourcH 

ti Boating 
_ -•~Coa1tal Corrm 

_ _...Con•t1l"vat lonC-

liijim. 
_ a_oWR 

.u.51 NQTL_le /t . ~llliO r.11. .• 0 H . ..-,t,k. CQH!!!;~T~. ~ 

r-"s~ .r<IB~-~. l~rt~ \'.=OHtiENU_JH~~CJ.\.! __ __ J / 
TO TUE .P'~IL~flHC't OHLY _ _4Caltl"an1 l _L/.-

" '.:::7-:,,~': .~ --;_z;ij, , ~lliiiiiii 
. :. ~· · n:._ '":' . I •• . , l • • • • • ~ "" r 1 .. , -; r- 11 , 



50. 

5 1. 

S2. 

5 J. 

UNIV ERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DlEGO 

nuu..:H FY • IMVlll; • IR V l."1 1'. • I.OS l\NCiF.l.ES. RIV ERSlnF. • SAN DIECiO • S/\N l'Rl\NC'ISC:O 

CiOVE l< NMENTA L ,\ND COMMUN IT Y RELATIONS 

OR I GJNAL OF FAX 

Lawrence c. Monserrate 
Principal Planner 
Planning Department (MS 4C) 
Ci ty of San Diego 
202 "C" Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

May 24, 1993 

UCSD 

Sl\l't"TJ\ UARll /\ R/\ • S/\ ,...TI\ OUJ7. 

LA JOLLA . CAl.lfO J.tN IA Q21)')~ -0IJ 24 

l·/\X : tfd'' 1 '\.I 7· 1' '11 

J{ !·~I ~ l•. I 'v ~ ·: \ i 

\~ l..'·( . . l '-l~i .. <. 

1.·1,, . ::<. '·: .1 · 1 

Re: Draf t Environmental Impact Report, La Jolla and Pacific Beach 
Communi t y Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
Updates~ DEP No. 92-0199 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft 
environmental document. These comments relate to both the 
Univers ity campus in La Jolla, including Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography, and to the University of California Natural Reserve 
System units in La Jolla and Mission Bay . Our comments follow: 

Page 2 - Boundaries. The La Jolla community plan area is not 
bounded , as is stated, on the north by UCSD and Torrey Pines State 
Park. 

Page 15 - Traffic. Some of the future ADT shown in Table 1 
does not cor respond to the future ADT contained in the University 
Community Plan or the UCSD Long Range Development Plan. The 
specific segments which are at variance are: 

Secnnent univ~rs;!.ty ~ La Jolla 
comm, Plan IB!l.E Comm. Plan 

Gilman (n . o :f I-5) 28,000 22,000 44,000 

La Jolla Shores n/a 6,000 20,000 
(s/o Poole) 

50 . Comment noted, see revision in text. 

51. Please note that the University forecast was based on SANDAG's 
Series VI forecast which was adopted in 1984. The regional 
information used in the La Jolla/Pacific Beach traffic study, 
for both the Community Plan and LCP updates and the EIR, was 
based on SANDAG's Series VII forecast, which was adopted in 
1989. Details of the traffic study will be published in the 
technical report. 

52 . The City will check the projected ADT volume and make 
adjustments if necessary. 

53. The traffic volume of 6,000 in the UCSD LRDP is less than half 
the traffic count of 13,000 made in July 19 9 2. The City's 
project of 20 000 ADT seems reasonable with regard to the 
existing traffic, anticipated development in the area , and 
regional growth. 
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55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

Lawrence C . Monserrate 
May 24, 1993 
Page 2 

Segment unive r sity 
Comm. Plan 

La Jolla Village 55,000 
(Torrey Pines Rd.-
La Jolla Scenic Way) 

Torrey Pines Road n/a 
(La Jolla Village­
Glenbrook) 

!.l.Qfil! 
~ 

60,000 

30,000 

La Joll a 
Comm. Plan 

41 ,000 

36,000 

Although some of this variance might be explained by trip 
distribution, we ask that the trip generation and distribution 
factors be reviewed and explained. The traffic information 
contained in the University community plan and UCSD LRDP documents 
has been previously reviewed and accept ed by the City. 

Pages 39. 42. and 51 - Kendall-Frost. The correct name for 
this site is the "Kendall-Frost Mission Bay Marsh Reserve". 

Page 40, Figure 8 - Open Space System. This map excludes 
areas on the UCSD campus which are afforded varying degrees of open 
space protection. The UCSD areas are i mportant linkages to areas 
ahown in the community plan. At your option, the designated UCSD 
areas could be included in this mapping. Please refer to the UCSD 
Long Range Deveiopment Plan and Environmental Impact Report (both 
previously supplied to the Planning Dep artment) . 

Page 4 5. The correct reference in this and any other 
locat ions in the document i s "Scripps Institution of Oceanography". 

Page 4 5. The correct reference in this and any other 
locations is "Scripps Coastal Reserve" not "La Jolla farms Knoll 
Coastal Reserve". 

Page 47, Figure 12 - Biologica l Resource Mapping. This 
mapping of biological resources on UCSD lands is not consistent 
with our detailed and on-going site specific mapping. This mapping 
information has been previously supplied to the Planning Department 
in " Biological Resource Update for the University of California, 
San Diego, August 1989". More recent information can also be 
supplied if you choose to correct this i nformation. Also, the area 
shown north of La Jolla Village Drive and east of Torrey Pines Road 
is outside of the community plan area a nd should be deleted . 

Page 51 - Cultural Re sources. Th i s section does not contain 
any reference to the valuable archaeological resources which exist 
within the plan area. In f ormation concerning the resources k nown 
to UCSD is contained in "A Cultural and Paleontological Resource 
Inventory Update for the University of California at San Diego and 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography, November 1989". This document 
has been previously supplied to the Planning Department. We are 

54. The Cit¥ will adjust the projected traffic volume to reflect 
the proJection made in UCSD's Long Range Development Plan. 

55. The difference in the projected volume may be due to our use 
of Series VII data, already referred to. 

56. The City's Park & Recreation Department has requested that 
both the Pacific Beach Community P lan update and EIR be 
revised to refer to this area as the Northern Wildlife 
Preserve. This term is used in the draft Mission Bay Pa r k 
Master Plan document. The Kendall-Frost Mission Ba y Marsh 
Reserve is less than one-half of the total marsh area. 

57. Comme nt noted, see revisions in Figure B. 

58. Comment noted, see revisions in text. 

59. Comment noted, see revisions in text. 

60 . Comment noted, see revisions in Figure 12. 

61. Comment noted, see revisions in text. At the community plan 
level, all discussion of cultural resources within the EIR is 
non-specific in terms of resource site locations. 
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Lawrence C. Monserrate 
M<\Y 24, 1993 
Page J 

also aware of a current situation in the La Jolla Farms subdivision 
in which archaeological resources have been identified and project 
plan and environmental review activity is being pursued by the City 
of San Diego. 

Page 61 - Hydrology/Water Quality. Thia section does not 
contain any evaluation or mitigation measures related to the 
maintenance of water quality for Mission Bay and the Rose Creek 
drainage area through measures such as sed imentation and runoff 
controls. 

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please contact me 
at 534-5782 if you have any questions. 

cc: M . Cox 
I. Kay 

sft?JkffL-
~ilton Phegle~C;t' 
Campus Community Planner 

62. Specific recommendations for the maintenance of water quali ty 
in Mission Bay and Rose Creek, as well as stormwater trea t ment 
for these areas, are discussed at great length in the Mi s sion 
Bay Park Master Plan Update (draft), dated February 1993. The 
final is expected to be completed by 1994. 



63. 

64. 

65. 

RECEIVED 

JUN 0 1 1993 

PLANNING DEPT. 524 Coast Blvd. South 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
24 May 1993 

City of San Diego 
Development and Environmental Planning Divisjon 
i!O?. °C" !;t J-c'<'I 
San Uiego, CA 92101 

Ref: Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), La Jolla 
Conununity Plan-Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
Update (DEP No. 92-0199) 

I have '"o rked with Community Planni ng /\ssoci.ati.on and Lo 
Jo l l a TOl"n Cou ncil committees on thi s updat e fo1: two years. 
Se ve ral update drafts ha ve been issue d. Which draft does 
this EIR represent? 

I understand that at th e 20 May 1993 La Jolla Community 
Planning As sociat ion me e ting, it was stated that a "final" 
update draft will be issued 'next week. Yet we've been tol d 
fo r months that the IUll was held up, not because of delays i n 
th e La Jolla update, but del ay s in the Pacific Beach update . 
My obvious question is, "How can you write an EIR for a 
project that is not completely docume nted?" 

My next question is, "How can you wr i te an EIR for a draft 
that is so incomplete, omits so much of alre a dy-approved 
(b y City Council and Coastal Commissio n)Land Use Plan requi re ­
ments ? " 

I a ttach a copy of the Coa sta l Commission letter dated 11 May 
19 93 regarding a (presumably earli e r) update draft. I en­
dorse the comme nts therein ana request you t o add ress eacl1 
com ment and que stion therein relevant to thi s EI!!. (/Itch) 

I ' m fam i.li 011· wit h To wn Council r e commendati o ns sent t o th e 
co1111nunit y pl;inncr ln No vem ber 1 992 , ilt1ving supp l ied some or 
th e m ... p;:u · ticulat· ly those relate d Lo coastal and c lea n w,1t <?r 
js s ues. I understand Lh at Lhe Town Cou ncil is separate l y 
com111ent i n9 0 11 t his Elll. I r eq ue s t. t. llilt you co111111cnt: .i11rliv .i cl11c1ll\' 
0 11 a l l E lH- r.l:.•Jevan L r0c orumend 0Lio 11~; j n Lile T ow n Cn un c jJ ] (: L t· 1· 1 

o f No v c: or·11D <. ·r l <"'1 9:->. 

l-'i.11;_1.l .l y, J 1 eq11t.:!i l i i t:t1p y rlf i1Jl fut 11 rt• C ity d 1> l'll11tf'11\ ~; l"t .. l .i1111t1 
tu l/)t• ll 1'do1 t1• ,111 d ll!P J ·:JI~ l tJ) 111 .l:i p !' ll ]t!C: l 

:;j 11t;c : l"1! l y <" 
'- r~!J 

At ch : 

cc : 

__J_")_,_,_~-"~A__rU(___ 
Dave Odell 

Coas tal Commission ll May 199 3 letter on La Jolla Update 

Coastal Commission (L. Owens an d D, 
roun~ ilmPmh~r AhhP Wnlf~h0imnr 

Lee) 

63. See Response No. 86. 

64. The EIR presents an environmental analysis of the Pac i fic 
Beach and La Jolla Community Plan and LCP updates, as we ll as 
information these documents have included as a l'."esult of 
earliel'." comments from the California Coastal Commi s sion 
comments and La Jolla Town Council. 

65. Comment noted. 
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Hr. Br ian Clater 
City of San Di ego 
Planning Department 
1010 Second Avenue , Six th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: La Jolla Corm1unity Plan Update 

Dear Mr. Clater: 

May 11, 1993 

lhank you for the opport unity to commen t on the June 1992 draft update to the 
La Jolla Col1Vllunit y Plan and Local Coastal Program LUP. I am sorry that these 
col1Vllents are later than the target date we had promised you; hopefully, they 
wi ll still be of use to you. Some of the comments noted herein are simi l ar to 
those t hi s office has made to the C1ty regarding its PacHic Beach Community 
Plan update in those areas where it raises similar issues. 

He understand from our experience in working with the City in other community 
plan update s, that the City's intention is to simplify the community plans and 
el i mi nate a lot of "dated" information thereby focusing on areas to be 
en hanced and improved at present and in the future. However, in so doing, 
some basic deve lopment standards have been omitted from the plan update which 
are essent i al to sat is fy the requirements f or a Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
compon ent. Due to the standard of review established in the Coastal Act of 
19 7~. an LC P land use plan must contain ample specificity to direct the 
creation of app ropriate implementing ordinances. 

Under Section 305 12 of the Act, a land use plan is reviewed and certified 
based on it s consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the Act . In other words, 
t he analysis and necessa ry balancing of resource, public access and prior ity 
us e is sues must be reconciled and considered at that stage in the process. 
However , t he standard of review for implementing ordinances, as established in 
Section 30513, is not consistency with the Coastal Act, but consistency wi th . 
. ind the afJil ity to Mlequately carry out, the certified l and use plan. 
ll1111f•fon• , \·.ilH·ri rc·v il'\·Ji11 g 11rl orcli111H1cc , 1.hrr<:' is 11 0 cli s cn~t io11 or oppor·t1rnity 
\<1 ;idjusl or rcvi>e· lh c st.1ndarcl s; the rP9u l,1tio11 is s imp l y reviewed for 
·.Jric. l con formity with lhc cc rlificd LUI'. 

1111 1·x.i111plc·, ;111 ·. p1·rifi( pl1rk in1J ~. 1Jn danJ!. lii1 ,., ct1 on lil1ul USL' dr·si~p1.:1tio11 
,ir1d/or different u;c types hJve been reinovccl fr oin t.hc draft. plan. If t.h c 
t111111 11i ".io11 1·.•r 1·r· lo crr l i ly the La .loll;, Cor11111 u11it y J>l;,n updJte JS c •11Tr11t l y 
\·.'r it ten or .:itccpt ,, gr.nc·ra l s t.:Jtcmc11l tli,1t 11 t1dC'qu11tc: p.id: i111J 11

\..1i11 li e 
p1·ovi rlcd, it could he forced lo also accept irnp.lemcnt.in g 01·dinances without 
parki ng standards or with arguably insufficient · standards beca use the 

~ 
~ 
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ordinance would be "consistent with, and adequa te to ca r ry out" the certi f ied 
land us e plan. Therefore, the Commission has increasingly found the need for 
explicit development standards to be specified i n the land use plan element. 

Staff also has other concerns with the draft update regarding the lack of 
specificity in areas addressed in the Coastal Act or found in the previously 
ce rtified document. Specifica l ly, there are no policies pertaining to 
bluff top de velopment setbacks, landscaping, heigl1t, signage requirements and 
office-use re s trictions as is contained in the certified La Jolla-La Jolla 
Shores LCP Addendum . 

With respect to the contents of the plan itself, the following comments/ 
questions are made fo llowing the same order as the elements appear in the 
draft pl an update. Th e first section discussed is the Planning Context 
portion of the plan on page 21 which addresses the LCP and summarizes the key 
issues addressed in the plan . lt is unclear whether or not there is any 
distinction between "POLICIES" vs . "PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS" . Can you please 
clarify which, or if both, are binding and controlling? How do you 
distinguish between the two to determine which stateme nts /c omments are 
mandates vs. goals or objectives? 

Natural Resources t. Open Space Systems 

The Policies contained on page 36 should be expanded as follows: #4 (Visual 
Resources) can you please clarify the importance of Figure g and Appendi x G? 
Are the "public" views on these figures/appendices the only views to be 
protected? Also, a policy statement needs to be made here t hat mirrors the 
requirements of the City's SCR ordinance which states tha t on properties 
located betwee n the shoreline and the first public roadway, a vertical and/or 
visua l accessway not less than ten (10) feet in width and running the f ull 
depth of the property sha ll be offered for dedication as a public easemen t 
pro vided that the need for such accessway has be en identi f ied within an 
ado pte d community plan. 

Und er Po li cy #5 (Co as t a l Ar eas ). langu ~gc should be added pert a inin g to 
'. li n1(·l i11 1· dP v1 · l opm1·1 11 '.. liir1d t1r d :. i11< l11 '.. iv r· of ucol cuJ i < :-. c· tl1 ;1c k '... , 111·0 \1 ·r/11 1i 1 .il 
r l'por t s , ;in ti :,horc· l inc pr·o t cc ti vc "" .-l:s . l! cg Jrd i 11 g l' o li cy l/G, wti.11 
111.1i 11 t 1·11 .11 " r· tl o<' '.· t lir· Cit y prnv i ti(· for thr iclc11li f ir cl ~ h o 11•l i 11 r ;1r1'o1' illld >1 hy 
i ·. i i 0 11l y lli t· :. t· po rt ic. u la r· ilf " (•ii~ i1r· t· fit' l i o t·,1le d ? 

0 11 p11t.Jl' Jl• , u11t..l r r tli e PulJ l ic f\c c. css l' o lic i ~ s . e i t h e r· tl1 c ex i sti ng po l i c y 
1r·rp rc1i rr r1 111 ·r ,r r· i pt ivr 1·i9ht s r n11 1.1 i11 l'il in thr prnr nl l y- cr r-1 ifiP rl 1,1 .l nll ,1 -l il 
.l t1 l l t1 :.h t111 · '. I Cf' 111 ·1·d :. t o Iii · 11 ·i l c· 1·;1\1 ·d IH· 1·1· 111 · .i r11·h• ;111d :.i111il.1r p11li1 y 
·. t.1!1·1111· 11\ 11 1'l'll \ t o hi· 111,1d1· 1·1·1_)c"1r di rHJ ll1t· pr fl lt•rl i o n ol p1 ·1· :..1. 1· \p t i v 1· ri~1ht : . . 
l lti > po l i cy i ~ ii ( f' ili cal C OfllJl O llClll ur lire LCI' wlriclr Wi\ S Uil S CO UJ> U ll rcli.rn cc 
of tir e Coa stal Act whi ch ca ll s f or the protect i on of pub l ic access to the sea, 
wlrc rc acq uir ed t hrou gh use (i.e .. prescriptive rights) . Regarding Plan 
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Reco11vnenda tion #l b on page 30, recognizing that the HR maps have been 
completed , how do cs the City envision those policies l itting in with the 
mas te r Enviro nmental Assessment and Data Oase for the Mount Soledad and 
Muir l ands area s r·eference d in this plan recommendation? In addition, 
regarding Plan Re commendation #2f, is the reference to maintenance of 
lands caping to protect public views applicable to both public and priva te 
propert ies ? 

Tran sporta tion System 

On page 43, the thi rd goa l refers to reducing the impacts of visitor parking 
in those a r eas closest t o the beach through a program of incentives which 
i ncl udes peripheral parking centers and improved transit and disincentives 
such as t ime-limit parking and residential parking permits. While the 
Commission staff has always encouraged use of alternate transit as a means for 
gaini ng public access to the coast, it should not be a substitute for 
retention of exi sting parking reservoirs in the nearshore areas until and 
unle ss it is available and ridership has been established. In other words, 
be fore ex istin g nearshore parking reservoirs are reduced or controlled, 
alt ernati ve transit suc h as a shuttle system, etc., would need to be 
impleme nt ed first. The toastal Act places a high priority on the protection 
and enhancement of publlc access to the beaches and other public recreational 
areas and maintenance of existing parking reservoirs should be propos ed along 
wit h the provisio n of al t ernative access. Alternative access is an additional 
means to provi de publ ic access where parking shortages and traffic congestion 
has diminished th e supply of avail able street parking for beach visitors. 

lypic a l l y, the tr ansportat ion of the usual array of beach paraphernalia 
(chai r s, gri l ls , large timbrellas, etc.) by beach goers may be cumbersome on 
trans it facilities. However, in the case of La Jolla where it has long been 
documented that the re is critical parking s hor tages and traffic circulation 
probl ems, a key goa l of the community has been to implement a sh uttl e service 
withi n the community which would service the beach and r ecreational areas as 
" e ll as the downtown / vi l la ge a reas. This is clearly stated on page ~3 of th e 
draft uprlate. 

l!rtr11\ ion of l llng- trrm puhlic parl:ing in near; hurc ar·c,1s r-cmain s ii l:cy goa l llf 
lhl' Cr11111ni'..>io11. In t hose coastal ar·e;i s >.·her·e there .11·e fe., public p;i r l: ing 
l <• l s clnsc t o th e shor·c!i ne , install a tion of p.irl:ing meters or irnpll'rncn t a ti on 
CJf ( l· ~ icl r nlic1l p11d: i11g permit s is pr·oh lcmol ic . Jn those ve r y re ..... CilS l' S wll t·r·c 
p . 1r ·Li 11 ~1 111r tc·r·s h,1vc been a ppro ved Uy th e Co11unis s io11, the t1mr l imit li.-1 ~ l1t·c11 
1r·'.lri1\1·'1 \11" mi11in11 1111 of four hour '.'- t o ;11c.:n1111 11 o do1\t• rr ·c r· c .it \1111<1\ 11 ~.1 · 1 -.. !1 1 
lh o•.i· r11rt· i1r·.t.-111rcs wltrrc n:- ~illt n t li1l p.1r· l : i11~1 pl'nnil pr-c 1~p · ;11 1 1'.. ll.iv t 111·1·11 

.rpp 1 tn· 1·d. ll 11•y l1;1v1· hr t• n di~r o 111 · ; 1 q 1·d in llH.JI in11•, idf'1 1tlfic·d .i• .. 11.-·;1 ~ ol hi11l1 
l1 c.ili1 vi~ 11 or p.ir Li nu dcrn;111d, ~uLli ii !> the Hc·;1L11 lmpd Cl /\re.1 (lllA), ,11\d t l1l' y 

ha vr l11:en op po1 ed in Lhe ab se nce of adequ a t e and re! i ;iu l e alternate tran ~ il 

opportu ni Lie s. 
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Regard ing Policy Ill on page 45 which addresse s t he City's and /o r corrrnunity's 
desire to not widen ex i st ing streets or construct major roadways into La 
Joll a , staff would li ke to sta te that it is r ecognized t hat the La Joll a 
commun ity wishes t o discourage major road imp rove ments f or pu rposes of 
accommodating new development, etc . Howeve r , thi s policy statement s l1 ould not 
lie cn11 s tni<' rt to 111r .1n tt1.1t ro,1rt i111provcmr. nt s r.0 11lrl nn t ocr1ir whC'1-., i t ·;~ fo1111rl 
rn'tl·:. ~ .i1y t u 111Lur11111u11.1lt· v i :.il.u 1 · :,L'1 ·vin tj u :.L''.> 0 1 pul i l 'iL OlLt.::.:... IJu th the L.:1 
Jolla Vi lla ge and ncarshore areas are popular vi s itor - dest ina tion po int s and 
a s po pulation trends increase, f ut ure traffic a nd /or street improvements may 
be 1-•arranted. l-lith respect to Po li cy /14 , whicl1 provi des for commerc i al 
parking reductions in proje c ts that develop t ra nsi t-o ri ented development 
stand ards or deve l op transport a tio n demand management programs , Commissi on 
staff would like to emphasize t hat such re duct i ons s hou ld not be pe rmit ted 
withi n the Beac h Imp act /\rea (BJ/\) where the dema nd fo1· nearshore parking is 
most cr· itical bc•t wecn beach v i s itors, residen ts a nd patrons of 
retail/commerci al establishmen t s . Reg arding Po licy /15 on page 45 which 
addresses city streets that serve as pub li c view corridors to the ocean , it is 
s tated that scenic vis tas shall be protected from obstruct ion by 
inappropriately l ocated public structures or la ndscaping. Th i s policy shou ld 
be rev is ed such that scenic vistas or view ~o r ridors should be protected from 
either inappropriately sited public or private structures . 

On page 47, under Pl an Reconvne ndations /Is 1-3 for street improvements, the r e 
is some co ncern regarding landscaping of street medians as recommended . It 
should be assured t hat such landscaping does not r esult in th e removal of 
ex i sti ng parki ng, ab sent alter nate parking/transit prov i sion, particul ar l y 
along La Jolla Boulevard, Gira r d Avenue and in the central core vi llage area 
of La Jol la. On a re lated point concerning traffic improvements, Diagram Bon 
page 49 appears to be eliminat i ng the existing two-lanes fr om La J olla Shores 
Drive to Torrey Pines Road. Ple ase explain the rationa le behind t hi s proposa l 
and how this will improve traffic flows at this major in tersection. 

On page 51, Fi gure 12 illustrates th e proposed bikeways throughout the La 
Jolla community. Commission staff unde rs t and s t hat Figure 12 s l1 ows the 
rnajor·ity of l11c bike routes in La J o lla as Cluss I I I r outes wh i ch prese rve 
1»i s tlng qr·cet p.11 ·king. ll owc•ver·, in the even t that these routes are no t 
cun·c ntly exis t ing , a11d suc h rou tes are proposed adj ac ent to coas t a l bl uff 
ar·c,11 , 1,·c· l·.'Ou l d li l:e to .1s l: if ex i sti11g llr'<'e\ s arc of a s ufficient wid t h t o 
.i cc o1111 11oclcit c t l1e prop c• sc <! Cl.1 ss I I I bil:c r·outcs 1Vit.hout adverse impacts to 
coast a l bluffs via roadbed expansions . In suct1 . cases, propos ed rnadlJed 
c'xpt1nsio 11 s for· l>ikc•\..,•11ys sho ul <l no t 1H!v(• r sc· ly imp,1r1 the gcolo<J i t sta h ility or 
rClil!..l ~t l !1l11ff!.. l1r· 1ir·1:cipitat0 tl 1c 11ccd for· t1r1y s l1 or-elir1 c 11rcitectior1. 

11~_1 .. ij_l'!'.U a __ l __ HI1I1_.\I~ ~ 

011 page: ~~ under tile llackgrou11d info rmation. tile t11i1-d pJrt:igrilph s tate s tl1crc 
a1·e few r·emaining vaca nt parcels wt1ere development ca n occur. ~1t1ile that 
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s tatemen t may be true, the potential for re developme nt and the need to 
reg ul ate suc h dev elopment should not be underestimated. This is particularly 
true in La Jol la where additions to, or remodelling of, existing homes often 
occ urs including demolition of existing ~lder homes and recon s truction of much 
lar·ger homes. Tliis t ype of redevelopment raises the same issues as new 
development with r~ spec t to development on steep slopes or t1ill s icl es, geologi c 
>l uui til. y ur1d >e lli Jl l.~ lrorn tire uluff cclgc, visuill imp<1cts. protection or 
µuu lic views , impact s on public access, shoreline protective works, etc. 
Therefo r e, i t is important to note th at redevelopment would ne ed to be 
consistent with exis ting regulations contai ned in the certified LCP and City' s 
impleme nti ng ordina nce s ( i.e., SCR overlay, HR ordinance.) 

Under the Policies li sted on page 58, th e section on Community Character 
should al so include a brie f reference to height, landscaping and floor area 
ra t i os (F .A .R. ) as all of these components contribute to the character of a 
community. Unde r this same section, how will Policy 2c be implemented? Are 
sign i f ica nt pub l ic views and their relat ed corridors going to be designated? 

On pag e 5g, un der Hillside Development, Po licy #3a should include more 
sp eci fici ty , s ta ting the sensitive slope restrictions as LUP policies rather 
th an simp ly referencing the HR overlay zone. In addition, the phrasing of the 
se cond sentenc e which reads "(w]here suc h slopes contain undisturbed native 
vegetat ion . . . . " causes concerns. As part of the City's LCP effort, maps were 
prep ar ed o f all the City's Hillside Review areas in the coastal zone 
de l ineating sen si tive habitats, geologic constraints and significant 
viewshe ds. Se nsi ti ve and non-sensitive classifications were then assigned to 
al l affected slope s and reclassification f rom the sensitive to non-sensitive 
desi gnat ion can genera ll y not occur without an LCP amendment . These maps and 
proces s we r e then certified by the Commission. The proposed langua ge in the 
update would appear to exclude certain steep slopes outside of this process 
and cur r ent hi l lsi de review procedures. The certified LCP and City practice 
to dat e would regulate all steep slopes, as defined in the Municipal Code, an d 
th e qu es tions of tt1e s lopc's habitat value, geologic stability or visual 
s ignif ic ance woul d be consid ered in the evaluation of 1-1hether or not any 
cncroilC tuncnt 011 idcntifif'd s teep s lopes co uld be pennitlL'd . 

Under- th e Policy l/o 1-1hi ch addresses ba lunced corrununiti cs . lllult.i - filmily 
dcvelopmcri t stand ards ar c proposed t o be r evised to encourage deve l opment of 
murl' ilffo1·cl;ihlc housing uni t s . lhis 1«1i 1cs '' relat ed i ss ue of p;11·l:i11g 
Slilnd;,1·ds . llO« 1-1 i ll the ncach lmpac t l1re ,1 (IJ Jl1) 1·cquircrnc nt > he i 11 rorpn1«1tcd 
into thl' upc1;1\o.7 

111 tire f ollm,• ing >cc t io 11 under Plan llcc ornmcnda tions , tt1 e llill si dc llc1·0lop111e111 
provisions .1g.1in l ac !: specific lll ilnda t ory prov i si on s wit h respect to 
encrnac hrn l·nt on s teep sl opes. ln foci., tire introductory sta t ement for Ure 
provisions ~ • ates tt1 e "hill s ide recommendations shal l be used as 
guideli nes· (emphas i s added ). Ttle land use plan must be suff ici ently 
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detailed to indicate the applicable resource protection and development 
polici e s . All the subsequent policies in this section raise questions 
concerning the extent of permissible encroachment into these sensitive areas 
such as the amount of encroachment that may occur, the type of encroachment 
that can be permitted, and when such encroachment can occur, for all 
categories o f development such as grading, residential development, 
subdivisions, acce s sory structures, paving, or clearance of vegetation. Fo r 
exampl e , und e r //3c, exactly how much development on a l1i11side c,111 occur 
wi11iout " c x c <' s~.iv1 • ly .1l1cl"inu 1hc 1i.11ur.1l hillsiclc" ? liil' llH onli1i;111 c 1· ' 
c o11l rol dev c l op111e11l 011 slope a1-eas ove1- 2~% grade and include a sliding sca l e 
of all owable, but discretionary, encroachments into such slopes dependin g on 
the percentage of steep slopes contained on the parcel. 

Under Plan Recommendation #3h, what are "minimal" impacts to wildlife 
habitats, ridgelines or drainageways? Under Plan Reco1TVTiendation #Jk, 
information should be included as to how far and by how much residential 
structures should be set back from the brow of the hillside. Also, how will 
significant ridges or rims be designated/defined? Policy #30. departs from 
the certified LUP which required the portion of each created lot in new 
subdivisions of steep slopes to be equal to or exceeding the area repres ented 
by the FAR for its zone. Why was this language removed? 

In addition, under Plan RecolTVTiendations #3o and p, clustering of development 
without encroachment would be a preferred method of preserving steep naturally 
vegetated slopes in PROs . The presently-certified LCP states on page 100 , in 
the third sentence of the second paragraph, tha t in the case of clustered 
development, obtained th rough a PRO, lot divisions consistent with the PRO 
ordinance may be allowed ~rovided the development is located in the fla tte st 
portions of the site and is designed to harmonize with the natural featu r es of 
the hillsides . This policy should be retained in the draft update . In 
addition, the brush management/fuel modification provisions of the City' s 
Landscape Technical Manual should also be addressed for hillside development 
in the update. The update also contains no pro vision for restoration of 
degraded hill side ,1rens or wi ldl 1fe corridors as ,1 condition of new 
development. Finally, there doesn't appear to he any mandatory provisio n 
prn1 e c1i119 .111d '"Clll"inu s1cep slopes loft undis t urbed as ii condition of 
regulatory r e vi ew t11rough tl1c ex~cution of open space deed res t rictions o r 
casements. 

On a relat ed po int, t l1e City's llill1 i de Review ( HH) Ordinance itself con ta i 111 
a pr ovis i on t l1 a 1 has i cally st a t es that development located on s te ep sl o pes i11 
th e La Jo ll a p l a n area must als o compl y '" ith til e requirements f or hill s i de 
deve l opment con l a i ncd in th e La Jo l la- La J o lla Shore s LC P Land Use Plan . As 
suc h , it rei n force1 t he impo rtan ce of r e t ai ning the ke y polici es of thi s 
s ect io n o f the LCP . 

On p a ge~ 65 a nd &6, tt1e Plan Recommendations on Coastal Bluffs arc less 
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r estr ic t i ve th an t he language contained in the City's Sensitive Coastal 
Res ource Ove r l ay zone which addresses development activities on coastal 
bluff s . At th e ti me of LCP certification ; the SCR overlay was developed by 
t he City and Comm is s ion staff to comprehensively address bluf ftop and 
s hor e l i ne de ve l opment s tandards and resolve certain deficiencies and 
i nconsi s tencies amo ng t he various convnunity plans . Given the significant time 
l ags be twee n th e ad opt i on of the various land use plans and in response to 
chan ging shore l i ne condit ions, we developed the SCR overlay as a unifying 
e l ement. So, in t hi s in s t ance , i!S we were trying to finally ;ichicvo 
cc r t ific.H i on of t l1<' C i t y' ~ LC!', 1-1c ac tually incoqiorutcd greater ~ pccifi c it y 
in t he ordinance t han directly mandated by some of t he land use plan s . 
However , t hi s was done recognizing the extended period of time involved in the 
va r io us communi ty pl an / land use plan adoptions and it was agreed that, as 
upda t es occu rred, def ic iencies in the plan documents would be corrected and 
poli c ies cons is te nt wit h the SCR overlay would be incorporated . The specific 
SCR pol i ci es r egarding blufftop development should be reiterated here in the 
update . Fo r exa mp le, under Plan Recommendation #4a, geologic and struc t ural 
se t back s f rom t he bl uf f edge must be identified. In addition, the last 
sen t ence of this paragraph should be re-phrased since most shoreline 
prot ec t ive de vi ces , no matter how well-designed, ~ill ultimately alter the 
natural cha racter of th e bluff f ace or restrict public access over time . 

Und e r Plan Recomrne ndation #4b, referen ce is made that a geotechnical report 
wi ll be req ui red for a blu f ftop development proposed to be sited within 40 
f eet f rom t he bluf f edge . To the cont rary, this i s less restrictive than the 
exi sting pl a n or SC R overlay and all bl ufftop sites should provide 
geot echnica l r epor ts regardless of the distance of the proposed development to 
t he bluff edge . Gy vi r tue of their very presence on a coastal 
blu f f --i mprov ements t o exi sting de velopment or new development 
alt ogeth er- -1-1arra nts a geotechnical report, in part, to adequately assure th~ t 
de ve l opmen t on t he sit e will not alter th e geologic integrity of the bluff and 
tha t exis t ing s t r uct ures are s t ru cturally s table to support new de velopment. 

Unde r Pl an Recomme ndation // 4c , ad ditiona l cl arif icati on nee ds to be made th a t 
sllorc li nr pro t cc 1 ivr drv iccs a re o nl y warr ·ant e d t o r1 ·o t c ct c x i~ t in g 1~cJ.l2.~ ! . 
'tructures that a r·e subj ec t t o an id en tif i ed haz a r d and for wh i ch th e 
protective device is re as onably expec te d to re medy i t i n t he l east ­
t'rrvir"onme nta l l y dil rnJg irr g manner , 1.• hi l e a l so prcse r v i.ng public acce s s. Las11 y , 
we recommend tha t. add iti ona l tho ugh t be giv en t o th e phras i ng or Pl an 
Recommendation #4d regardin g 1,•hat co ns titu tes "min ima l enc rnac hmen t " and wha t 
find ings will be nec essa ry t o s usta in a s t a t ement t hat "no oth e r vi able 
a l ternJ ti ve exis t s ." If "m i nimal " re fers t o t. oes t on e th a t i s onl y expo se d 
<luring "'in t e r ' t orn1 profi l es , that may be acce pta b le . Howe ve r, if "rninirrral " 
1-1e r e cons t ru ed t o en dor se even a s t r ing l i ne a lignme nt be t we en adj acent 
illegall y co nstruct ed r eve1 me nts, t he de c is ion could be di f ferent. On th e 
seco nd po i nt t he Commi ssi on ha s f ound t hat th ere ma y be a 1-1ide variation in 
t he kind of · eline protecti ve work proposed (including up pe r blu f f 
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stabilization work) dependent on the degree of protection being recommended by 
a coastal engineer versus what may be warranted or desirable to provide 
reasonable protection for an existing residence taking into consideration its 
remaining economic l ifc; its blufftop siting (could portions of the home be 
removed or could the home be re-sited inland on the property); its presen t 
founda t ion (could underpinning of the home sti l l be achieved), etc. 

Commerc ial Land Use 

Ocginning on page 69, I noted that there \.las no mention of office building use 
restri c tions wl1ich ~re contained in the certif i ed LCP. l kno\.I that a gre at 
deal of this information is con t ained in the La Jolla POD but l believe the 
community goals and/or policies of discouraging or restricting office use 
should be summarized in the updated plan. 

Heritage Resources 

Commencing on page 95, I noted that the regula t ory process for the demolition, 
altera t ion or removal of historical sites including the function of the 
Historical Sites Board "'as elim i nated . This information was useful in 
revie\.ling a project \.lhich "'as designated as historical. An additional comment 
is that on Appendix A, the list of sites within La Jolla that may be 
consid ered historically signifi cant, as derived from the La Jolla-A Historic 
Inventory (1977), lists sites by address only. The original LUP listed the 
sites by the name of the building (i.e., beach cottage on South Coast 
Ooulevard, Mary Star of the Sea Church , etc . ). To increase the ease of 
reference and use by the public , the name of the building (if there is one) 
should also be used in conjunct i on \.lith the si t e address. 

With respect to the maps for Appendix G for vi sual and physical access (pp. 
110-117), a general comment is that the maps a r c more difficult to read 
\.lithou t the lot lines, property boundaries and streets identified to orient 
the us er. These arc important reference point s for identifying the location 
of an ,1cces s\.l,1y or vista point. T11e update al so makes them less useful t o the 
gcncr·a l pu!Jlic at large. l~hy \./JS it necessary to revise them? 

Relati ve to the specific entrie s , the first t\.IO streets identified call for 
main t enance of the existing view corridors along El Pasco Grande and Camin o 
dcl Oro "a fter it turns cast". Wouldn't it be clearer if it \.las re-phr a s ed Lo 
stat e "be for e it turns south"? The "'ay it is described no"' makes it soun d a s 
thou gh th e r e is a view corridor to the cast, ra ther than to the •·est. Al so, 
sh ould n 't eac h st re et t11at is depict ed on tt1e maps with arr·o"' s to the "'est 
identi fying a vic1' corridor in t he presently-c e rtified LCP al so be listed on 
Append i x G? If the vie\./ corrid or is no longer applicable or existing, pl ea s e 
let us know \.lhy it has been del eted or modifie d. Listed below are the 
physic a l accessways and/or view corridors iden t ified on the maps for physical 
access and visual access in the presently-cert i fied LCP that have been omitt ed 
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from t h e ma ps for each subarea in the new updated plan: 

Subarea A ( Physical ) - Unimproved loop trail along bluff edge of La Jolla 
Farms Knoll Natu1-al Reserve; (Visual) - crown Crest Lane; Idle Hour Lane; two 
v i ew corridors between Idle Hour Lane and Brookmead La ne; two v iew corridors 
on La Joll a Farms Road between Blac kgol d Road and Greentre e Lane, of wltich t11e 
southernmos t is al s o a physi cal accessway (feeder trail) from La Jolla Farms 
Road to Black Ca ny o n noad; lnyaho Lane 

Subarea B ( Vi s ua l) - £l l ufftop casement for visual access only at I.a Jolla 
Shores Lane (top o f Subarca B map) is not noted in update 

SullHca C ( l' llysica l ) - Uoat launching ramp at end of Avenida de la Playa not 
noted on subarea map 

Suba rea D (Visua l l - View corridor south of Princess Street; 1t would be 
helpf u l to show th e streets on the north side of Torrey Pines Road such as 
Pr incess Street f or better orientation at locating accessways; northern 
porti on of Co a st Boulevard should be identified as a scenic roadway as it is 
in th e presentl y -certi fi ed LCP 

Subare a E (Physica l ) - Stairway at Shell Beach not clear in subarea map . Dark 
s had ing o f vi ew c orridor makes 1t hard to re ad the area that 1t overlaps. 
~) - Eads Av enue ; Draper Avenue only on the north side of Prospect 

Subarea F (Physi cal) - Was stairway at end of Westbourne Street identified to 
be r e bu il t in th e certified LCP e ver constructed? If so, 1t should be 
included on the su ba rca map. (Visual) - Ravin a Street, Fernglen west of Monte 
Vis t a at the split in the s t reet; Playa del Norte 

Suba r ea G (Physica l) - Foo t trails and /o r un improved access at Cortez Place, 
Mira Monte Pl a ce and Camino de la Costa; (V isual) - Two v iew corridors at La 
Canada at Vista de la Mesa ; potenti al view co rridor at Costa Place, west o f 
Camino de la Cos ta; south end of Camino de la Cos t a t o the we s t 

Subare a 11 (l'l1ys2.s_ill - Unimproved access at Mos s Lan e; now improved a ccess 
at Lind a \~ay ; (Visu..!!_lj_ l'ir1v corridor at corner of Calumet and Sea llidge; 
Band er ,1 St r·e et J nd pot entia l ~cce s s west o f Calumet 

In addition, l is ted below are streets which are depicted as view corridors in 
t he crrtifi ed LCP 1;hich have been omitted from /\ppendix G of the upd at ed LUI'. 
Naturally , mos t o f t11ese str e ets are a lso those view corridors li sted above 
that have been orni tted from each of the subarea maps in the update. But sinc e 
/\ppendix G i s a separate lis t ing in the updated plan, I have list ed the 
streets separately as well. I broke down the lis t ing by subarea for clarity . 

Suba rea A - ne of the streets shown in Subarea A as possess i ng a view 
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corri dor are listed in Appendi x G 

Subarea B - No ne of the view corridors from La Joll a Shores Drive to th e west 
are l i sted on Appendix G 

Suba rea C - Camino del Co l ado 

Suba rea D - Pri ncess Stree t, northeast end of Cave Stree t 

Suba rea E - Prospect .Street at Coast Boulevard South, Eads Avenue t o Coast 
Boule vard Sou t h , Cuvier Street , Ravina Street , Arenas Street, Fernglen, 
Belvedere St reet, Playa del Norte, Playa del Sur 

Sulrn.-ea F - \~i11a111~1' Avc11uc, Av en1do Col'tez, Cortez !'lace, La Cana da, Sun Gold 
Point , Costa Place 

Subarea H - Moss Lane, Midway Street, Colima Court, San Colla Street, Ricardo 
Place , Crysta l Dri ve, Wrelton Street 

Regarding Appendix J, what is its purpose or r elationship to the LUP? How do 
you treat th ese comments and what is their status? One comment in App endix J 
raise s an issue on public views (see page 126, the La Jolla Community Planni ng 
Assoc i ation). It is stated that a dis tinction should be made between pub li c 
views over public property and public views over private property . Why is 
such a d1st i nction necessary? Public views [to the ocean] arc those wh i ch 
exi st from public access routes or publ1c recreational areas t o the wes t. 
They can exi st ac ross both public and private propert1es and should be 
prese rve d 1n either situation. 

Due t o inquiries we have received from members of the public, can you pl ease 
clarify the stat us of the LUP in rel at ionship to the La Jolla PDO and La Jolla 
Shore s PD07 Als o, can you please clarify the status of La Jo l la' s desi gnation 
as a "speci a l conmu ni ty "? 

Staff has attempted to review t he draf t LUP in depth; however, some is sues may 
not have be en addressed as thoroughl y as time would permit . Some of th ese 
issues/concerns may be raised whe n th e plan is formally presented to t he 
Commission as part of an LCP amendment. Howev e r, I hav e attempted to addr ess 
the most signific an t issues at this time. We comme nd the Ci ty on many of its 
plan goa l s and rec omme ndations, parti cularly the polici es r ega rdi ng 
preservation of public views , signage i dent ifying coasta l acc ess poi nts , 
maintenance of existing improved coastal acccssways , provision and main ten ance 
of park furn i shings , and impl ementation of a pub l i c transit and/or shu ttle 
service as an alternative form of transporta tio n within t he convnunity and to 
the beach and recreational areas . Again, I apolog i ze for the l ate ness of 
these comments, howe ver, I would l ike to suggest that if the City de sires, we 
meet to d is cuss the contents of thi s l etter further. 

' 
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The La Jo l la Land Use Plan was certified ten years ago (1903) and for this 
r easo n, sta ff ac k now l edges that it lacks some of the specificity that the 
Cmnni ssion I s now advocating in new land use plans and updates. Unfortunat ely, 
based on the number of rec ent discussions that thi s office has had with 
var i o us City plan ing staff, it appears that the Ci ty has embarked on a 
community p l an update proce ss which is clearly departing from the Coastal 
Act 's mandate relat i ve to drafting a land use plan element . Whereas t he 
Comm i ssion's lega l cou nsel has reaffirmed its direction that the land use plan 
i s the co ntrolling doc ume nt and must th e ref o re incorporate policies specific 
enough to guide developme nt, the City Attorney has appare ntly directed the 
Pla nning Departme n t that th e zoning cod e is binding and foremost. 

Our le ga l counsel has further ad vi sed us that even beyond the Convnission's 
mandate, t he Lesher Communi ca tions, Inc . decision extends to general planning 
mea sures an d s upports the precedence and binding nature of the general 
plan / convn unity plan/ land use p lan eleme nt, Jn part, these divergent positions 
may reflect t he d ifference between general planning law and the Coastal Act; 
however, i t present s a problem which we mus t work to resolve. Such resolution 
may necess itate re-assess in g the form and s t ructure of the City's presently­
ccrtif i cd I. Cf'. As ide from the Lil Joll.1 updatr., this issur. w.1rr,1nts cli :.r w.~iro11 
lil' l wcc 11 our· of ficc1. As s uch, the corrrncnts we have made arc intended to guide 
the Ci t y in making the LUP more specific In the areas discussed . 

lhank you vcr·y mucl1 f or yo ur patien ce .1nd cndc'avors toward s completin g the 
clrilft La Jollil Commun i ty Plan and LCP Land Use Plan . If you wish lo discus s 
the commun ity p lan updal.c/ LCP process co nc erns, p l ease call Deborah Lee at the 
above off i ce. If yo u have other qu es ti on s about these commen t s , don' l 
hes i tat e to call me. 

cc: Betsy McCullough 
Ke rry Va r ga 
Chuck Oarnm 

( 1, J (,(11) 

Sincerely , 

~tf<.~U/ 
LAUR I NO A R. Ol./E NS 
Coasta l Pl anner 

\ 
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.24 May, 1993 

Lawrence C. Monserrate, Principal Planner 
Planning Department, Development and Environmental Planning D ivis ion 
City of San Diego 
202 C St, Mail station 4C 
San Diego, CA 92101 
te l: 236-6154 fa x: 236-6~ 

Re : Draft Environmental Impact Report: La Iolla and Pacific Beach 
Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Update 
<D F.P No . 92-0199) 

Dear Mr. Monserrate : 

Thank you for the chance to comment on this do cument. Please add the 
Na tural Reserve System of the University of California (address above) to 
your mailing list so that we can receive timely notice of projects, such as this 
one, which affect our Kendall-Frost Mission Bay Marsh and Scripps Coastal 
Reserves . Please note that the UC Natural Reserve System (NRS) is a trustee 
agency under CEQA. 
The comments below focus on factors affecting biological and hydrological 
resources since that is the major concern of the NRS. 

In general, the draft EIR touche s on many factors influencing environmenta l 
quality, but in a cursory manner. For instance, within the Biology sec tio n 
there is no enumeration of the various areas of each habitat type, and the 
patch locations and sizes. These are minimal da ta needed for integTate d 
habitat planning and management. 

p . 10: Under the Project Description there L~ a lis t of the propose d planning 
clements. 1 believe tllat this list fails to include one of the most important 
and sensitive reso urces that they should aim to preserve and, in fact, 
improve : the quality of wetlands, riparian areas, and coastal marine 
re so urces . This should be state d explicitly. This might be achieved in part 
thro ugh the development of a Watershed Protection Element which could 
include policies on public education, signage of storm drains, adequate liquid 
waste recycling facilities , and improved develop ment and protection of 
wetlands along drainages and creeks. The National Research Council has 

66. The Planning Department has chosen to format the La Jolla and 
Pacif ic Beach Community Plan and LCP updates in a manner 
similar to that of the past Community Plans, and focusing more 
on land use issues of density and intensity. Recommendations 
to ~reserve and improve wetlands, riparian areas, and coas~al 
marine resources are addressed throughout the Plan updates and 
EIR in a general manner 1 cons i stent with the level of detail 
typically discussed at ~he community plan level. 

More specific recommendations for water qual ity maintenance of 
Mission Bay Park and Rose Creek, as well as stormwater 
treatment, are addressed at length in the draft Mission Bay 
Park Master Plan, February 1993. Coastal marine resources 
have been managed through the La Jolla-La Joll a Shores Local 
Coastal Program, Addendum, April 1 993 . Presently, The 
Plannin9 De partment and the Californi a Coastal Commiss ion are 
discussing the most appropriate way to handle marine resources 
management wi th i n this update process. 
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recently released an analysis of the sources of pollution of coastal waters, and 
in this area non-point sources top the list. Hydrocarbons and other materials 
fro m automobile wear, leakage and emissions contribute significantly to this 
proble m, and therefore should be addressed under any element that aims to 
protect hydrological and biological resources. 

) 

2 

p . 23: Because of the impact of motor vehicles on air, water, and soil quality it 
is extre mely important to encourage alternatives for transportation. In the 
Pacific Beach area it is just as important as in La Jolla to ' .. . Develop a 
coordinate d bikeways system that links important destinations .. : 

p. 27, para. 4: The data do not support the statement that 'Ozone levels in 
Del Mar ... have decreased over the last ten years.' 

p . 34, last para: Areas of both low and high stability appear to be dealt with 
together in a confusing manner. For instance (p. 37) 'Within Pacific Beach, 
these are as (my underlining) are found within the vicinity of Rose Creek .. . • 
(Which areas? Those of hldi riskn 

p. 38: Slo pe protection should be considered for slopes of greater than 10%. 
Indigeno w; plants for erosion control as well as natural habitat expansion and 
restoration are recommended. Care should be taken to review proposed 
species lists to avoid Introducing horticultural varieties adjacent to natural 
are as. Non-native drought-tolerant species should be carefully assessed to 
eliminate lhc poasiblllty of na tural habitat Invasion . 

p . 39, BIOLOGY, existing conditions, para 2: How much of the 900 acres in La 
Jolla is natural land? 

The Kendall-Frost Mission Bay Marsh Reserve (KFMR) comprises 
appro ximately 16 acres of the northern portion of a natural area of saltrnarsh, 
mudflat, saltpan, and eelgrass beds. The southern 30 acres (approx.) are 
protected by the City of San Diego as the Northern Wildlife Preserve . 

Planning bo undaries should not be the limits for consideration of biological, 
hydrologicai and geological resources. because It leads to their highly 
uncoordinated protection. 

p.42, Biological habitats: Coastal sage scrub (CSS) is found more extensively 
than indicated on the UCSD campus and in the Scripps Coastal Reserve 
(SCR, nm the La Jolla Farms Knoll Natural Reserve. The ·Knoll· is a local 
tenn fo r just the upland bluff and mesa portion of the Scripps Coastal 
Reserve .) Gnatcatchers are known to occupy several sites within these UC 
areas. 

p . 45 Maritime Succulent Scrub appears to be shown in the SCR where I 
believe we have CSS and Coastal Mixe d Chaparral or Southern Maritime 

67. Pacific Beach does have an interconnected bicy c l e sy stem t ha t 
includes Class 1, 2, and 3 bikeway s. The Pacific Bea ch 
Community Plan update further promotes bicycle u s e for new 
development processed under discretionary perm its. 

68. Comment noted, see revision i n text. 

69 . Comment noted, see revision in text. 

70 . Within both La Jolla and Pacific Beach, most l and areas hav i ng 
less th a n a 2 5 ~ercent slope hav e a lready been developed on in 
these cornmuni ties. Measures for slope protect i on, eros i on 
control and habitat protection are add r e s sed in the Pl an 
updates and the EIR. 

71. Of the 900 acres of open space and pa r k l and i n La Jolla, 
approximately 585 acres are pr ivately-owned designated open 
space areas (natural land) and 31 5 acres are publicly- owned 
parklands that are part i all y d eve l oped. 

72 . Comment note d, see Response No.56. 

73. Comment noted. 

74. Comment noted , see Response No's. 59 and 60. 

75. · As indicated in the report, A Bi ological Re s ource Inventory 
Update for the Un iversity of Cali fornia at San Diego and 
Scripts Institution of Oceanography, University of California, 
Augus 1989 , maritime succulent scrub e xists in the Scripps 
Coastal Reserve. The coastal bluff scrub h a bit a t ha s been 
delineated more clearly on the revi s ed Bi o logical Habitats -
La Jolla ma p, Figure 12 . Note t ha t th is map is very 
ge neralized due to its sca le . 
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Chaparral Coastal Bluff Scrub should be characterized more clearly, 
especially since it is shown on the bluffs of the Scripps Coastal Reserve, where 
it is more likely to be Maritime Succulent Scrub, and where tall A trip lex are 
not found. 

p . 45: Coastal Mixed Chaparral is found on the north facing slopes of Black's 
and Swnner Canyon in the SCR, as well as within the UCSD campus reserve 
system. Within the latter is found Dud le ya b re vifo Zia , a state-listed 
endangered species. Excellent quality CMC is also found along the western 
slopes of the Gilman Drive Canyon. 

p. 46: Coastal Salt Marsh: please insert here and under 'Coastal Brackish 
Marsh' the scientific names of plants to be consistent. Belding's Savannah 
Sparrow, Passe rculus sandwiche nsis be Id ingi, a state-listed endangered bird, is 
found in the KFMR . The salt marsh yellowthroat is found in San Francisco 
Bay but not here. 

p . SO: Not being familiar with the zoning codes used, it is not clear what 
protection is granted by designating an area Rl-40,000 vs. Rl-8000 or OS-OSP. 
The proposed mapping and protection of an integrated habitat system appears 
to be a very good idea. As mentioned above, habitat linkages can be enhanced 
by planting of indigenous species developed from appropriate sources. 

p.51: Other bluffs, such as those below SIO, Scripps Estates, and La Jolla 
Farms could also be designated ecological reserve where that is not already 
the CDRC. 

para 3: Within the proposed Rose Creek 'linear park' adequate habitat 
buffers should be incorporated. The Light footed Clapper Rail has been seen 
in this wetland. Further, the Mission Bay Parle Master Plan recommends the 
expansion of wetlands to enhance water quality, both at the mouth and 
upstream in Rose Creek, and in the area currently occupied by Campland . 
Planning should include protection of this expanding wetland resource. 

para 5: The Installation of utility lines etc. underground in open space can be 
highly destructive (i.e. in wetlands.) There should not be a blanket policy to 
this effect. Qualifications might include avoiding impacts to long-lived and 
sensitive species. 

p ara 6: Trails development should not only avoid habitat areas, but should 
also be designed to avoid erosion. 

p . 60: Hydrology/Water quality; mitigation measures, La Jolla, last para: In 
addition to coastal bluffs, inland bluffs and canyons need such protection. 
Furthermore, great damage can occur to bluffs from water saturating the 
ground and moving along subsurface features to emerge in the cliff face, 

76. 

77. 

78 . 

79. 

BO. 

Comment noted, see revisions in text and in Figure 12 . 

Comment noted, see revisions in text. 

Rezoning an area from Rl-8000 to Rl-40,0 00 , lessens the amo~~ t 
of single-family residential density all owed on that land, and 
protects it from possible lot splits . The OS-OSP zone 1s to 
be a~plied to all Open Space Parks defined as City-owned land 
acquired for the purpose of providing such benefits as scen ic 
vistas, preservation of natural resources, and outdoor 
recreation potential. 

Comment noted. A large port i on of these bluff areas are 
situated on University of California land and are not a formal 
part of the La Jolla Local Coastal Program (LCP), and can not 
be certified by the Coastal Commission asJ'art of t he La Jolla 
Community Plan and LCP update. See Appen ix G, Subarea A and 
B in the Plan update. 

Comment noted. Any future City development of this area as a 
linear park will be consistent with Mission Bay Park Master 
Plan recommendations regarding expansion of wetland resources . 

Bl. Comment noted , see change in text. See Response No. 46. 

82. 

BJ. 

See Response No. 25. All trail development will be reviewe d 
for potential geotechnical and hydrological impacts, as w~ll 
as biological, by the Planning Department prior to project 
construction. 

Miti9ation measures outlined within t h e Hydrological/Water 
Quality section of the EIR are recomme nded to protect inland 
bluffs and canyons, as well as coastal bluffs. Artificial 
irrigation is discouraged with the recommendatio n of planting 
native and drought tolerant plant species in future 
development. Specific requirements for the installati o n of 
irrigation systems are outl i ned in the City's Landscape 
Technical Manual. 
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leading to block fa ilures . Thus, artificial irrigation should be limited in all 
sensitive are as. 

4 

Mitigation measures for water quality impacts could include payment into a 
watershed protection fund. Watershed protection measures should include 
erosion contro l (timing of grading, slope protection, desiltation basins, etc.) as 
well as reducing the concentration of flows and the degradation of water 
quality. 

p. 69: The discussion of the Reduced Development and Public Transit 
alternatives does not go into sufficient depth with regard to traffic flow 
projections, air quality improvements, etc . to permit a serious comparison. 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment. I sincerely hope that 
these Plan Updates will eliminate any chance for a repeat of the construction 
project at the south end of Gilman Drive, on the western slope. Not only was 
high quality Southern Maritime Chaparral allowed to be destroyed because 
the impact to habitat was deemed "not significant', but this occurred on 
extremely steep slopes (20-25%, I would guess). Further, no erosion control 
measures were implemented, and for over 3 years now the project has 
continued to erode through culverts and across the road into the creek which 
is a tributa ry to Rose Creek. City staff have been Wl3ble to rectify this 
continuing insult to the planning and environmental protection ordinances 
of the City of San Diego . 

Please fee l free to contact me at 534-2077 if you have any ques tions. 

Since rely, ;?;;-
~~ O: ;:-

Isabelle Kay d ' ator 
Academic Coor m 

cc: P. Dayton 
M. Tegner 
!Vf. Phegley 
J.Zedler 

84. Comment noted. 

85. Comment noted, see revisions in text. An i ndepth discussion 
of these alternatives, in terms of forecasted traffic 
reduction on community roadways, would require additional 
traffic studies to be conducted by both the City ' s 
Transportation Planning Division and SANDAG. 
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May 27, 1993 

Lawrence C. Monserrate, Princip le Planner 
City of San Diego 
Planning Department 
Dcvclop111c11t anc.J Environmental Planning Di v ision 
202 C Street, MS 4C 
San Diego, CA 92 t 0 I 

I{ F. CE IV E D 

M~Y2 8 \'993 
' I 1 •' ' ,, j : • • • ' '. .~ •! : ''\ ;1 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report , Dcp 92-0199, L a Jolla 
Co111111uni1y Plan anc.J Local Coastul Program Lunc.J Use Plan Upc.Jates 

Dear Mr. Monserrate: 

At its May meeting the trustees of the La Jolla Town Council passed the 
following resolution: • 

Thal s11IK'l1111111i11ees or the Parks ant.I n cachcs ant.I Land Use Commi tt ees 
he a11ilmri1.etl to prepare a lcller to the City of San Diego (for lhc LJTC 
l're.,idenl's signalure) addressing the J'ollmving in the EIR of the I .;i 
Jolla/l'ac il'ic Beach Community Plans anc.J Local Coastal Program Lanc.J 
Use Pl ans: 
I . Issues concerning geology and soils. 
2. Impacts of traffic and circulation from adjoining University Ci ty must 

he considcrcc.J . 
3. Impacts of regulation changes from Zoning Code update unc.J reg11h11 ory 

relief must he rcnectec.J in EIR. 
4. Clear labeling or maps. . 
:'i . Drul't EIR shoulc.J be reissued after u complete dru fl Community 

Plan/Local Coastal Program is issued. 

In al·cordance with the resolution , the enclosed material was prcparcc.J anc.J is 
!;ummari zcd here. The conclusion is that since a valic.J EIR cannot be wri tten 
011 a drnfl plan which is incomplete and omils important aspects of the cu1Tent 
adopted plan. we therefore request reissuing and renoti cing of a draft EIR 
with sufficient time allowec.J for wide publ ic review und comment. 

In particular. we find missing: ( I ) significant cn virnnmcnt;1l effects; (21 
111i1igati on measures to counteract those effects; (3) li sts or visual and 

ltl\~ \VALL STR t'. 1:1. su rn: 110 P.O. llOX 1101. LA )OLIA CAl.I FO RN IA QZOJ~ T El.El'l lONE MIJ/ '1 ~·1 · 111114 

86. City Council directed the Planning Department to develop bo th 
the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan updates , and t h e 
associated environmental documentation within a cer t a i n 
timeframe. To meet this schedule, it was neces s ary to prepare 
the EIR concurrently with the updates . The dra ft EIR was 
based on the June 1992 La Jolla upda t e and the J u ly 19 9 2 
Pacific Beach update, in addition to any "up-to-the - minute " 
Plan changes slated to occur as of April 1993. 

Subsequent Co mmunity Plan updates released in June and J u l y of 
1993, contain revisions which hav e been deemed non-signifi c ant 
in terms of the impact issues and mit igat ion measures 
addressed in the EIR . The final EIR wi ll inc lude the most 
recent Plan update changes, whe re a pp l icabl e . 
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physical accesses contained in pages 9-76 of the approved land use plan ; (4) 
some parks not identified in the update draft ; and (5) other update omissions 
c;ited in the Coastal Commission letter dated 11 May 1993. 

We concur with that letter. It should be addressed in both the update and the 
EIR. 

In sum . this draft EIR is premature. We urge that the draf't update ol' the La 
Jolla Community Plan/Loc.:al Coastal Program Land Use Plan he c.:omplctcd 
before reissuing and renotic.:ing a draft EIR. 

Sincerely, 

~/cf#~ 
Eltinge Z:vn 
President 

Acc.:h: "Comments on draft EIR 92-0199" with enclosure 

l'<.: : Coastal Commission (l.aurindn R. Owens and Dchnrnh I.cc) 
< 'c 11111c.:ilme111hcr /\hhc Wnlfshei111er 
Planning Commission 
Marsha Ingersoll , President La Jolla Community Planning Association 
Richard Smith, President Birdwatchers 
Robin Graham, Barber Tract Association 
William Kellogg, Jr., La Jolla Shores Association 
Dr. Rose Lee Josephson. Co-Chair La Jolla Farms Homeowners Assot: . 
Dr. Eric.: Courc.:hcsnc, La Jolla Village Park Association 

hH5 w,, 1 · ·-1:r s1 1rn: 11 0 P 0 KOX 1101. I.A JOLLA. CALlfOHNIA 910 )~ TELEl'tlONE 6 1 ~/45-1 · l+ H 
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May27, 1993 

La Jolla Town Council Comments On Drafl EIR 92-0199 

The La Jolla Town Council shares the concerns expressed in the May 11 , 
1993 lci tcr rrnm the Coaslal Commission staff. (Encl I) Please address 
each of those concerns in the EIR. 

Community groups have been told that the La Jolla EIR was completed 
months ago and was only held up awaiting Pacific Beach draft completion. 
However. Planning staff advised us on May 24th that this EIR is based on an 
update draft lo be released lhc week of May 27, 1993. How can the EIR he 
written on an as-yet unpublished update draft? 

There have been severa l update draft documents. We arc unable to determine 
the date or the update used for this druft EIR. Please specify it. 

On May 20, 1993, Planning staff members said lhat it is too !ale to change 
errors in the update. The EIR should be withheld unt il upd11lc errors alTcct ing 
t .n Jnlln's environment arc rnrrCl'IC<I. 

!'lease nolc that the update merely makes recommendations, ruthcr than 
estab lishing conditions that must be met. Doesn't the luck of speciric 
conditions make it impossible lo determine environmental impacts und 
uppropriule mitigulion '! Shouldn't the Plan contain minimum slandnnls 
wl1ereby ibc City can ;1J1ain long-lenn environmentnl go11ls'' 

Even the most recent update draft is still incomplete: viz., several maps and 
lcxt from pages 9 through 76 of the cuffcnt Land Use Plan. which we were 
assu red would be included in the update, arc still missing. Summary charis or 
cuaslline views and access poin1s (Update Figures (1 and lJ) arc inappropriately 
consolida1cd and incomplete. Lists of parks (Figures 2, 6 and 17) arc 
incomplete. All public views from public vantage points. to and along the 
ocean. and lu and from Mount Soledad and 01 l1 cr open 'IHll'C ureas arc to he 
protcclcd. 

IO SS WAl.l . STHEET. Sll lTE IHI PO. KOX 110 1. LA IOI.I.A. CALI FOH NI A QlOM T F. l.EP l lONE 019/;l c;.J · l·M·l 

87. 

88. 

89. 

See Response No. 86 . 

The general purpose of community plans has been established by 
the City to guide development and resource protection. Eve n 
though the Plan updates have strengthened their policies and 
recommendations, it is still the Municipal Code (and Zoning 
Code Update) which dictates minimum and maximum de vel o pme nt 
standards. It i s for this r~ason that all site-spe cific 
development projects must individuaily undergo envi r o nme ntal 
review and analysis at the time they oc c ur. Specific 
mitigation is developed at that time. 

See Response No. 86. Summary charts and/or ma ps of c oas t li ne 
views, access points, and public views we r e not part of ~he 
draft EIR, and will not be a part of the final r e port. Mino r 
revisions will be included, however, t o most of the La Jolla 
resource maps in the final EI R. 



90. 

91. 

m 
L t\ )OLLI\ 
lll\\'i\'1 :c11 1:'\c:i1. 
MMMlll@jjlil@ll 

There arc several other omissions in the update draft, cited in the Coastal 
Commission lcller of May 11, among others. (Sec Footnote I) 
It is rrcmaturc 10 issue the drart EIR. IL should he rcnoticed and reissued 
1J11L·e 1hc update dran is corn.:cteu and completeu. 

2 

In this regard, CEQA Section 21003 says, "The Legislature further l"inus anu 
declares that it is the policy of lhc stale Lhal : .. (b)Documcnls prepared pursuant 
LO this division Ile organized and wri llcn in such a manner that they will Ile 
mcaningf"ul and useful Lo uet:ision -makers anu Lo the public .... " These 
documen ts arc nol. The update lacks sufl"icienl specificity lo guide 
implementing ordinances Lhal derive from and must nol rnnrlicl with the Land 
Use l'lan (sec lhc May I I Coastal Commission lcller for examples). The EIR 
slwuld stale Lhal the update dran is generally nol specific enough lo regulate 
implementing ordinances, as required lly Coastal guidelines. 

Then.: arc concurrent and ongoing Cily efforts for un updulc or the entire 
Zoning Code. which will rcsull in major rezoning und conllicls requiring 
further revision lo this update as well as lo the governing General Plun. (Sec 
Ci ty Manager Report No. P93-09 I, Zoning Code Updulc. and Resource Team 
Goals for Zoning Code Update City memo dated April 16, 1993-Encl 2). 

There is al.10 u concun-enl major City review of regulations. intended t"o 
prov ide economic relief lo husincsscs and Lo City development rrm:cdurcs 
(Sec City Manager Report No. 93-136 on Regulatory Relic!) . This will also 
probably result in signil"icanl impacts lo lhc update anu lhc Zoning Cmk. 

The draft EIR is si lent on these rezoning efforts, which have significant 
potential i111pac1s on development and resource protection in La Jolla as well 
as throughout the City. CEQ/\. Section 2100, says. "The Legislature run her 
rinds aml declares that it is the policy of the sla te 10: . . (g)Rcquirc 
governmental agencies al all levels Lo consider qualitative factors as well as 
econom ic and technical factors and long- term benefits and l'OSls, in addition 
Lo slrnrt -lcrm benefits and costs and to consider alternatives Lo propllsed 
ac tions affecting the env ironment." This EIR is si lent on qualitative factors 

Footnote I : Reference the Californ ia Environmental Quality Acl (CEQA), 
Sec ti on 15125: " ... Where a proposed 11rojecl is compared with an adopted 
plan. the analysis shall exam ine the existing physical condi ti ons as we ll as the 
potenti al future conditions discussed in the plan." The Coastal Commission 
lc11er ques tions re visions and deletions of conditions specified in the current 
l.;1nd Use Plan. 
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Both the Pacific Beach and La Jolla Community Plan updates of 
June 1993 and July 1993, respectively, have strengthened their 
development and resource protection recommendat ions since the 
1992 update editions. Also, see Response No . 88 . 

The Plan updates are policy documents which f ocus on land use 
designations, instead of rezoning issues. The rezonings that 
are recommended in the Plans are only recommended for the 
purpose of zoning those areas to reflect their current l and 
uses, e.g. open space/park zones and the Muirlands rezone . 

The Planning Department feels that specific discussion of the 
Zoning Code Update ~recess, regulatory reform, and 
redevelopment programs within th is EIR would be premature at 
this time. It is unknown when these processes and programs 
will be finalized and ready for implementation. It is also 
unknown, at this time, the degree of changes (rezonings, if 
any) that may occur to two commun ities which are virtua lly 
built out. Also, see Response No. 17. 



92. 

93. 

94. 

m 
LA JOLLA 
'llJ\\' i\: (:tJl lNr:ll. 
M:t)? rn 1&11wnc1.1 

and long-term benefits and costs associated with anticipated zoning changes 
and regulalory relief impac1s on La Jolla's environment. Please address them 
in the EIR. 

3 

T he EIR significantly ignores impacts on La Jolla from development in 
adjacent University City, as well as regional population increases and 
highway improvements linking other communities more closely to coastal 
areas such as La Jolla anti Paci lk Beach. Such impacts have alre;1dy heen 
significanl and arc forecastcd to gel much worse, particularly from increased 
University City development and traffic generation. Widening or lnlerslale 
5/805. the easterly extension or Highway 52. and construction or Highway 56 
can all be cxpcc1cd lo furlhcr impact La Joll a. The Cumulative Impacts 
sec1ion of ihc EIR should address lhcsc impacts. per CEQA Scc lion 21003(e): 
" .. . ll is the policy of lhc stale 1ha1 : ... lnformalion developed in cnvironmenlal 
impact reports covering larger geographical areas be used lo contribu1c lo 
information required in specific environmental impact reports." 

The EIR am.I update should rellecl Clean Water Act requirements contained in 
1he California Regional Wa ter Quality Control Board San Diego Region 
Order No. 90-42, paragraph 25: "The impact or stormwater and urban runoff 
discharges on wutcr quality or receiving wu lers hus not been fully determined . 
F.x1ensive water q11;1lity moni toring and am1 lysis or lhe dnla arc essential to 
make llwl delerminution. This Order requires Ille permillees Ill lllllnilllr the 
disrharges and Ill analyze the dala. This Order also requires lhe devclllpmcn l 
anu i111plc111en1a1ion of hest management prm:lices (13Ml's) ... "(Sec Foolnote 2) 

In this regard, lhc EIR and update should al so address as miligalion the Lu 
Jolla Town Council recommendations for revision lo the communily 
plan/ Land Use Plan update, suhmillcd in Novemhcr 1992 (Encl 3), 
concerning prevention or water pollulion throughout La Jolla: "Maintain the 
existing conditions of hillsides during construction. Do not allow dirt and ril l 

Foo1no1e 2: RefCEQA Section 15125(b): " ... The EIR shall descrihc any 
inrnnsislcndes bclwccn the proposed project and applicahle general plans and 
regional plans (Note: Sec Encl 4 re Genera l Plan requirements). Sucl1 
regional plans include ... arca-widc waste treatmen t and w<ller qua lily control 
plans. regional transportation pluns .... " Section 15125 also says, under 
Disrnssion," .. . Whcre individual projects would run coun1cr to the efforts 
idcnliried as desirahle or approved hy agencies in the regional plans, the Lead 
Agency shou ld address the inconsistency between lhe projccl plans and the 
regional plans." · 
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Since La Jolla is presently 95 percent built out, the City 
decided to gauge regional growth impacts on the community 
through a regional traffic forecast, as addressed in the EIR. 
This forecast predicts regional traffic patterns and tra ffi c 
migration to coastal communities. It utilized a model that 
assumes buildout of surrounding commun ities, including 
University City, by the year 2010 (accord i ng to SANDAG VII 
projections) and transportation improvements mentioned he r e . 

Comment noted, see revisions in text und er the Hydrology/ Water 
Quality section. 

Many of these items are included within the La Jolla Commun i ty 
Plan u~date as recommendations and with in the EI R as 
mitigation measures . The i terns not included within these 
documents are activities and/or requirements covered under 
other existing resource ordinances and development rel a t ed 
permits. 
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10 spill into the canyon below. Protect existing resources on or udjnl·ent to lhe 
construction site from being trampled or destroyed. Control runoff to prevent 
erosion. Thc.1c measures shall be conditions of dcvcl11pnll!nl permits. In 
order 111 111ini111izl! cnnslnl waler pollolion anti eo111ply wilh waler quality 
kgislation. the foll owing regulations shall be carried oul: Maintain nalural 
hydrnlogy during devclop111cnl. Mini111i11.: dislurance ol' unslahlc areas. 
Minimize grading. Prolcel sleep slopes, canyon.1 and bluffs. Proteel 
na1 ive vegelalion. When landscaping. use drought-resistant vcgctalion . 
M inimi ·1.e irrigalion. Prevent discharge or sediment, loxic malerials and 
rcn ili zer into slorm drains and sewers. Correcl deficienl slorm drain sys1e111s: 
include L'icanoul lraps. Monilllr :ind enrorec muline cleaning or storm drain 
ckanoul lrap.1 and sedimenlalion traps." i\lihough some or lhesl! ilems 
appear in the update and EIR, several have Ileen ignored and should Ile 
included. 

T he EIR, page JO. ignores La Jolla Town Council input 10 the updale. Thal 
input has Ileen exlensive and conlinuing over the past two years and shoultl be 
acknowledged in lhe EIR. Request lhal Town Council recommendations 10 
the Planning Department, November 1992, be included in their entirety. or al 
least incorporated by reference in the EIR, and each EIR-relevant Town 
Council recommendation Ile commen ted on in the EIR. 

Rcco mend the rollowing changes concerning Soils and Geology (page 38 or 
lhe dran EIR). to comply with rnrrent Coaslal Commission policy: On page 
38. the 4ih paragraph under the La Jolla heading should be re vised in parl to 
read: " ... Other permilled coastal development would include rcncing 
essential 10 dclcr lrespassing and prolect fragile resources, and last-resort 
eros ion rnnlrnl measures. such as seawalls lo protect existing principal 
stru ctures. 

Recommend runher change on page 38 or EIR, 6th paragraph under La Jolla 
heading: "Penni\ the placement or shoreline prolectivc works .. . onl y when 
requi red Lo save coaslal -dcpcndent uses or and when there arc no olhcr 
feasible means 10 protect homes existing principal structures in danger of 
eros ion. from wave action." Recommend revising the lasl paragraph, page 
38 . Lo read : "Require indigenous nal ive and droughl-lolcranl planls .. . to 
reduce lhc nccd ror underground i1Tigalion systems Lhal conl rihulc lo the 
eros ion or the blu ff face due Lo water 'runoff. over the IJlulT race." 

9 9 • The EIR shou ld note on page 7 the omission or reference in the updale lo lhe 
La Jolla Cultural Zone and its preservation . . 
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Comment noted, see revision in text. In general the EIR does 
not reference particular recommendations made by individua l 
groups on the Community Plan, exce~t when direct l y related t o 
a significant impact, mitigation measure or project 
alternative_ 

Comment noted, see revision in text. 

Comment noted, see revision in tex t . 

The mitigation measure is already stated as such . Note minor 
revision. 

Comment noted. The La Jolla Community Pla n u pda t e will be 
revised to reference the La Jolla Cu l tura 1 Zone a nd its 
preservation. 
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EIR Figures 2 through 15 maps should each be labeled "La Jolla" or "Pacific 
Beach", as appropriate. 

In summary, the update is much .less speci fic, undesirably so, compared with 
the current Land Use Plan for La Jolla. It has excluded much environmental 
rrotection rrovided by the cmTent LUP, which was approved hy the Coastal 
Commission. The EIR and update arc both deficient in that respect. We 
believe that the result is a major diminution of environmental protcctiun or La 
Jolla's nalllral and manmadc resources. For that reason. because or the 
rn111pl cxity or the urdate, and because the urdatc is still inco111rlcte and in 
many respects in error. the draft EIR shou ld he withdrawn, renotieed and 
reissued once a co11'ect and complete update draft is issued. The EIR should 
then address the other issues died in this lellcr and in the May 11 Coastal 
Com111ission stuff lencr, and include impacts anticipated from the Zoning 
Code update and the Regulatory Relief program and from other regional 
programs impacting La Jolin. 

Encls: 
I . CA Coastal Commission leuer, May 11, 1993: La Jolla 

Co111111uni1y Plan Update 
2. City or San Diego Memorandum, April 16, 1993: Su111111ary or 

(Zoning Code Update) Resource Team Goals and Progress 
~. La Jolla Town Council Nove111her l'J92 cornrnents on June 19'12 

I "' Joll ;1 C11111n111ni1 y Plan/ I .ncal Coastal l'rngrarn I .and Use !'Ian updalc 
4. Selecled General Plan rcrcrcm:cs concerning La Jolla plan updale 

lll S~ \VAi.i . STk LET. SIJITt: 1 ltl PO. ROX l lOl , I.A JOI.I.A . q1.1FORN IA QIOJS TEl.El'llONE 6 \Q/.\14 1·1·\.I 
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100. Comment noted, see revisions on Figures 2 through 15. 

101. See Response No. 66. 

lOla.The listed enclosures have not been included wi thin ·_!"! is 
section of the final EIR, due to their length. This mate~i a l 
has been placed in the permanent project f ile , DEP No. 92 -
01991 within the Planning Department, and i s a vailable for 
publ1c review. Any "response to comments• th a t may r ela t e t o 
the enclos ure material is included abov e as re s ponses to the 
La Joll a Town Council letter of May 27, 1 99) . 
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Anne Lowry 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

Jeffrey Scott Rosan, Chair 
Traffic Subcommittee for Pacific Beach 
Community Planning Committee 
(PBCPC) 
5175 Foothill Boulevard 
San Diego, California 92109 
(619) 488-0301 
June 1, 1993 

Development and Environmental Planning Division 
202 "C" Street, Mail Station 4C 
San Diego, Californ ia 9210 1 

RE: Draft - Environmental Impact Report 
DEP No. 92-0199, SCH No . 92071032 

Dear Ms. Lowry: 

Our review of the proposed EIR has revealed s ignificant factual omissions pertaining 
to traffic and circulation . 

Page (2) of the plan discusses the Ridgegate Row 1-5 interchange but does not 
incorporate s tatistical analysis already conducted by the Engineering Department. 
The e ngineering study revealed that a direct route into central and south La Jolla, such 
as Ridgegate Row , would reduce the Pacific Beach ADT by nearly 23,000 vehicles. 

The study also concluded that an additional 8000 vehicles which currently wind their 
way through La Jolla would also be reduced . 

Furthermore , the PBCPC is aware that engineering has not recommended proceeding 
with the Ridgegate Row extension. but in response to this, the PBCPC has requested 
that lurther re search into this or plausible alternatives be conducted . 

Specifica lly, PBCPC has requested the feasibility of reconfiguration of the 1-5 at 1-52 
interchange in co njunction with the extension of La Jolla Scenic Drive, south to 
connect with Ardath Road and the extension of Fay Avenue, also . 

The fac t that direct egress into central and south La Jolla from 1-5 would significantly 
reduce ADT's alters various factual aspects of the EIR . We have attempted to identify 
some of them : 

(1) Impact as noted on page (14) discusses an increase of 15,072 ADT when 
build out in Pacific Beach occurs. The completion of an interchange sim ilar to 
Ridgegate Row from 1·5 would completely offset this increase. 

(2) Page (22) of the EIR notes that the La Jolla Community Plan specifies that 
the City shall not widen existing streets or construct major roadways into La Jolla 

102. It is plausible that further research could be conducted on 
the Ridgegate Row/I-5 interchange or comparable alternatives. 
This effort would have to be carried out as a joint effort 
between CALTRANS and the city. 

This interchange was included in the City' s Transportat ion 
Planning Division Pacific Beach/La Jol la traffic study 
addressed in the EIR. It was studied as a 4-lane major s treet 
connection with I-p, in a full . interchange configuration. The 
exact amount of right-of-way that must be acquired for t hi s 
proiect and for utility removal has not been determined. 
Rignt-of-way would also have to be acquired along I-5. 

Ridgegate Row is an existing 2-lane street within the 
Ridgegate subdivision development. Since t h e existing roadway 
does not meet City standards if used as a 4-lane major street, 
numerous alignments were studied. The alignment for a new 
street will require massive soil cut and fill that may 
necessitate environmental mitigation. It was finally 
determined that none of the alternative designs studied met 
the City's minimum standards for a 4-lane major street. For 
this reason, the e xtens i on and interchange is not recommended. 

Financially, the project would cost approximately $29 million 
i n propertl, and $53-55 mil lion for interchange construction. 
The cost o road construction has not been estimated . Funding 
is unidentified. 

103. A feasibility study of a reconfigurat ion of the I -5 and SR-52 
interchange would have to be conducted by CALTRANS. 

The proposed e xtension of La Jolla Scenic Drive, south to 
connect with Ardath Road was previously rejected by the La 
Jolla Commun ity Planning Association. A future study could be 
conducted by the City 's Transportation Planning Div1sioni but 
Ci ty funding wou ld not be allocated to this effort unti the 
matter is resolved between the Plann ing Association and the 
Ci t y' s Planning Department, and the y agree to projects 
viability. 

The development of the Fay Avenue right-o f -way as a 2- lane 
major street was not cons i dered by the City due to the early 
reJection of th i s proposal by the La Jolla Community Planning 
Association. 
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which would result in an increase to existing traffic volumes. We believe that in light of 
the aforementioned the EIR should address this position in a more precise and 
accurate manner. 

It is important to note that this was the stated position of the La Jolla Community Plan 
back in 1976. In that year, the population of La Jolla was approximately 28,000 and 
their current population is approximately 38,000. 

We are uncertain as to the actual amount of dwelling units that were added over the 
last seventeen (17) years, but we would conservatively estimate 5000. 

Significantly, most, if not all, the new development over the last seventeen (17) years 
occurred in central and south La Jolla. Without construction of significant roads to link 
with 1-5, these residents have been forced to use Pacific Beach roadways. 

In regards to the subsequent development in La Jolla since 1976, the units were of 
mixed variety, multi and single family, based upon this we would use an average 
estimate of nine (9) vehicle trips per day. Therefore, we would estimate that the overall 
increase in ADT as to Pacific Beach and not La Jolla has been 45,000 since 1976. 

(3) Page (32) regarding mitigation measures should address the 
aforementioned information and if this is done, it becomes clear that a significant 
reduction of air pollution would be attained by creating a direct or indirect 1-5 egress 
Into central and south La Jolla. 

Build out of both communities In the current EIR projects an additional 17,600 ADT. 
The offset to this increase would be a substantial reduction in ADT trip miles to reach 
1·5 by La Jolla residents and a significant Improvement in air quality. 

By way of example, it can be estimated that the La Jollan who lives In central and 
south La Jolla must drive an average of four (4) additional miles to reach 1-5 without 
aid of a direct connector. Furthermore, they must traverse sometimes two (2) to three 
(3) LOS F intersections to reach 1-5. 

The aforementioned 45,000 additional trips added to surface street traffic since 1976 
based upon an average of four (4) miles of travel equates to 180,000 miles of 
unnecessary driving due to the lack of a direct connector. 

In addition, due to the numerous delays In reaching the freeway, it can be estimated 
that fuel consumption would be, at best, 15 miles per gallon for these vehicles. 

In other words, 12,000 gallons of gasoline are consumed needlessly on a daily basis 
because La Jolla has refused to construct new streets. 

Placing this in perspective, it can be estimated that at least 44 million gallons of 
gasoline have been poured into the atmosphere and subsequently, the lungs of 
Pacif ic Beach residents since 1976. 

2 

104. The La Jol l a Community Planning Association has rejected any 
~roposal to widen existing streets or construct major roadways 
into La Jolla. The La Jolla Community Plan update recommends 
making only those improvements to La Jolla's street s ystem 
which would not disrupt the community character or t he 
existing patterns of development. 

105. Comment noted. See revisions in the Alternatives section, 
under Rldgegate Row/I-5 Inte r change. 



L06. 

L07. 

108. 

Anne Lowry 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

In addition, any hope of improving traffic circulation in La Jolla, especially in the central 
and southern portio ns by way of mass transit to accommodate ADT reduction is not 
feasible nor real istic . 

The additional units created in central and southern La Jolla, for that matter, all the 
units in central and southern La Jolla are primarily on the slopes of Mount Soledad. 
They have been built in very low density and are not interconnected by truly 
accessible roadways. 

Therefore , the one true method to achieve air pollution mitigation in Pacific Beach and 
La Jolla is by constructing a roadway which will permit direct access to the 1-5 freeway. 

(4) Page (64) regarding vehicular noise mitigation would naturally result on 
several Pacific Beach streets should an interconnector be built for La Jollans. 

Finally, one last note, and this also is of considerable concern to the residents of 
Pacific Beach. We have noted on page (19) and Table (3), have omitted three (3) 
intersections which currently carry an LOS of F. 

These intersect ions are: (1) Bluffside Avenue at Mission Bay Drive, 90 seconds 
(prox) 

(2) Soledad Mountain Road at Garnet Avenue, 120 
seconds (prox) 

(3) Soledad Mountain Road at Beryl Street, 70 seconds 
(prox) 

We would ask that the Engineering Department be contacted to find out why these 
significant intersections were omitted. These intersections are significant because 
they serve as primary egress for central and south La Jolla. 

We have also noted that the Intersection of Garnet Avenue at Mission Bay Drive Is 
included. We would ask that the EIR reflect this as the Intersection of Balboa Avenue 
at Mission Bay Drive. This is very important as Balboa Avenue , as it intersects with 
Mission Bay Drive is in fact, a state highway. It is our understanding that priority 
funding may be made available through various state sources for state highways 
encumbered by service of LOS F such as this intersection. 

We appreciate your help in this regard and If I can assist you in any way, please do not 
hesi tate to contact me. 

cc: James Magot, PBCPC (Chair) 
Councilmembers Valerie Stal lings, Ron Roberts 

3 

106. Promoting mass transit within both communities is both a 
policy and directive of the City. TOD, TDM and bus a nd 
shuttle route service are now being implemented to lower t h e 
number of vehicles on community roadways . The City encoura ge s 
Pacific Beach and La Jollan residents to partic i pate in ma s s 
transit in a cooperatives effort to make this mode of 
transportation successful. 

107. The intersection analysis was done to reflect the community's 
Level of Service at signalized intersections. Not all 
signalized intersections are included in a community - wide 
study. Thirteen signalized intersections were selected for 
Level of Service analysis in the area (more than JO signal ized 
intersections are in the Pacific Beach area). 

108 . Comment noted, see revision in text and in Table J. 
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PREFACE 

Both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan Updates have been revised since distribution of the draft Environmental Impact Report, 
dated April 9, 1993. These revisions have not resulted in any major policy changes identified 
in the first set of draft Plan Updates. Rather, the revisions are text modifications and 
additions inserted into the text to further clarify those existing Plan policies 
and recommendations. · 

There has also been some modifications made to the travel forecast, developed by the City's 
Transportation Planning Division, for both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan 
updates. These modifications have been based on the generation of new buildout information 
required for the associated Public Facilities Financing Plan. While the number of average 
daily trips at community buildout have increased, and some of the Levels of Service at 
community intersections have changed, there are no new significant environmental impacts 
identified as a result of these changes. Specific changes made within the Updates are 
as follows : 

LA JOLLA 

The Plan Update includes a recommendation that will require the City to review future 
development projects for the potential of obtaining Prescriptive Rights of access, Ill 

accordance with the California Coastal Act and State Law. 

The Natural Resources and Open Space Element of the Plan update includes two new Plan 
recommendations. It allows for the preservation of public views to the ocean through .the 
dedication of public easements on properties that are located between the shoreline and the 
first public roadway. It also establishes standards. for shoreline and bluff-top development, 
which are consistent with those of the Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone of the San Diego 
Municipal Code. 

The Residential Element includes a reference to a new Appendix (H) which establishes 
development standards for residential projects near coastal bluffs, which are also coi1sistent 
with those of the Sensitive Coastal Resource Overlay Zone. This element contains a 
recommendation protecting steep and sensitive slopes from excessive grading and 
development, by means of clustering structures through planned residential districts and to 
require lot subdivisions to have a portion of each lot in slopes below 25 percent grade. 

The Plan update includes a new Appendix (I) which identifies parking standards for uses 
within the Coastal Zone, the Beach Impact Area and the La Jolla Shores Planned District 
Ordinance zones . It also includes a new Appendix (J) which identifies the boundaries of the 
San Diego-La Jolla Underwater Park as well as the rul es and regulations governing the use, 
protection and maintenance of this aquatic park. 



PACIFIC BEACH 

The Pacific Beach Communiry Plan and Local Coasra! Program Land Use Plan Updare 
includes more specific recommendations for coastal bluff development and parking standards, 
in response to feedback received by the City from the California Coastal Commission. 

A recommendation has been included in the Update for the development of the Farnum 
Elementary School site as an interim community park until funding for the new library is 
secured. Detailed streetscape plans have been provided in the Plan appendix , and the Plan's 
specific reference to designation of the two acres at the southeast corner of Pacific Beach 
Drive and Crown Point Drive, has been deleted in anticipation of it 's incorporation into the 
Mission Bay Park Master Plan. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Preparation of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required to address potential 
environmental issues identified in the community plan updates for the neighboring 
communities of La · Jolla and Pacific Beach. The proposed La Jolla Communiry Plan and 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Updare would be a consolidated statement of policy 
for growth and development in La Jolla over the next 20 years. The proposed Pac(ftc .Beach 
Community Plan and Local Coasral Program Land Use Plan Updare would be a consolidated 
development guide for Pacific Beach over the next twenty years as well. 

The City of San Diego Planning Departir.ent conducted an Environmental Initial Study for 
the proposed Updates, and determined that implementation of these Plans could result in 
significant environmental impacts within the communities. Preparation ofan Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is, therefore, required. This EIR has been prepared in accordance with 
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21000 et. seq.), the State of Cali_fornia CEQA Guidelines as 
amended, and the City's EIR preparation guidelines. 

A single EIR has been prepared for both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and 
LCP Updates. These adjacent communities are almost entirely built out , in terms of 
developable land, and they share a susceptibility to significant impacts within the same range 
of environmental issues. For these reasons , a joint document was prepared. Also, as 
identified during the initial study process, this EIR addresses the issues of traffic and 
circulation , air quality, geology and soils , biology, cultural resources , hydrology/water 
quality, and noi se . 

The analysis of these issues within the EIR is arranged in sections describing the existing 
conditions, potential impacts of the proposed Plans, and mitigation measures for adverse 
impacts. The EIR analysis distinguishes between mitigation measures incorporated into each 
Plan and additional mitigation necessary to reduce significant impacts to an acceptable level. 
Alternatives to the proposed Plans are also addressed to avoid, reduce, or mitigate potential 
impacts. Technical data ·and other supporting information and materials discussed in this 
report are on file with the office of the Development and Environmental Planning Division of 
the Planning Department. 

The proposed project requires the adoption of the two community plans, developed from 
updated traffic forecasts and assumptions on land use intensities. Since the specifies of future 
development or redevelopment, such as design and construction, are not known at this time, 
the degree of specificity presented in this report is directly related to the degree of specificity 
involved in the proposed action as allowed by CEQA (Section 15146). This document is, 
therefore, a "tiered EIR," which is encouraged by CEQA to cover matters in broad EIRs 
(such as general plans or policy statements), with subsequent environmental review of future 
site-specific project plans. 
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Moreover, at this general level of proj ect review, no Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting 
Program is available. As future site-specific develop ment and redevelopment projects occur 
within La Jolla and Pacific Beach, applicable mitigation for specific environmental impacts 
will be developed. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The communities of La Jolla and Paci fie Beach are located adjacent to one another , in the 
mid-coastal region of the City. With La Jolla situated just north of Pacific Beach, these 
two communities lie next to the Pacific Ocean shoreline, just west of Interstate 5, and north 
of Mission Bay Park, as shown in Figure 1. North and northeast of the La Jolla/Pacific 
Beach area lies the University community, and to the east lies Clairemont Mesa. 

Due to the unique location of both La Jolla and Pacific Beach along the scenic Pacific Ocean 
coastline, these communities are host to thousands of visitors each year. While tourism is a 
key component to their economy, tourism is a contributor to significant impacts on the area's 
environment, as well. 

LA JOLLA 

The La Jolla Community Planning Area encompasses approximately 4,680 acres of land. 
The Planning Area is immediately bounded on the north by Torrey Pines City Park, Salk 
Institute and the University of California, San Diego (UCSD) campus , on the east by Gilman 
Drive, and on the west by the Paci fie Ocean. The topographical character of La Jolla 
includes extremely sensitive and scenic natural resources, comprised of steep and densely 
vegetated hillside slopes, Mount Soledad, coastal bluffs, beaches and parks. Coastal bluffs 
stretch from La Jolla Farms south to La Jolla Shores, and from Windansea Beach south to 
Tourmaline Surfing Park. La Jolla contains over 900 acres of open space and parkland, with 
dedicated open space located primarily within four major hillsides that form the core of 
La Jolla's open space system. 

Approximately 95 percent of the land designated for development in La Jolla has been built 
out. Future development within this community is expected to focus primarily on 
redevelopment and infill of commercial and single-family residential uses throughout 
La Jolla's residential areas and downtown "Village" area. 

Primary transportation access to La Jolla is limited to Ardath Road from the east, 
Torrey Pines Road from the north and La Jolla Boulevard and Soledad Mountain Road from 
the south. Ardath Road is the only street that provides direct access into the community from 
Interstate 5 (1-5). La Jolla's general circulation network is composed of major, collector and 
local streets, configured in a grid pattern along the community's coastal edge and within the 
Village area. The remaining roadways are contoured streets following the gradually elevated 
slopes of Mount Soledad. To minimize disruption to the community character of La Jolla, the 
Community Plan Update does not recommend additional road widenings. Rather, circulation 
improvements focus on the promotion of transit-oriented development (TOD) standards for 
all new development, improving public transit, and a rnajor intersection reconfiguration. 

PACIFIC BEACH 

The Pacific Beach Community Planning Area encompasses approximately 2, 700 acres of 
land. The community is immediately bounded by 1-5 on the west, Mission Bay Park and the 

5 



Del Mar 
Poway 

Mira Mesa 

La Jolla _ 

LOCATION MAP 
Environmental Analysis Section 
CITY OF SAN D IEGO• PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

6 

\ 

• N 

lIJ 



community of Mission Beach on the south, and by the Pacific Ocean on the west. Within the 
southeastern portion of Pacific Beach lies a section of the Northern Wildlife Preserve, a 
highly sensitive biological resource area of Mission Bay Park . Pacific Beach was also 
included within the original Pueblo Lands , which divided the area into a large grid pattern in 
the mid-1800's. This grid pattern is still maintained today . 

Topographically, Pacific Beach is characterized by flat coastal plains with gently to 
moderately sloped hillsides in the northwest quadrant ·of the community, comprising the 
southern slopes of Soledad Mountain. There are 124 acres of parkland and open space within 
this community, including City-owned Kate Sessions Memorial Park and the beaches of _ 
Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean. The shoreline area from Grand Avenue to the boundary 
with La Jolla, contains coastal bluffs that gradually increase in height as they extend north. 

Approximately 97 percent of the community's land area is developed, primarily with 
low-profile, single-family residences. A majority of the community 's future development is 
anticipated to occur as redevelopment and infill with mostly residential and commercial uses. 

Regional transportation access to Pacific Beach is provided by I-5, both southeast and 
northeast of the community. The community's overall circulation network follows a grid 
pattern mostly forming rectangular blocks on the coastal plains portion of Pacific Beach, but 
contours on the southern slopes of Mount Soledad. The circulation system provides coastal 
access routes that are heavily utilized to the public beach areas, as well as to Mission Beach 
and La Jolla. General access to Pacific Beach is constrained due to the Pacific Ocean to the 
west and Mission Bay to the south . Streets within Pacific Beach leading to La Jolla are 
limited in capacity and are not ideal alternative access points. The circulation system is 
already hampered by a street network which due to its age does riot meet current design 
standards, and is further constrained during summer months by visitors who wish to enjoy 
the community's recreational opportunities. 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

Approximately 70 percent of La Jolla and 60 percent of Pacific Beach is located within the 
California Coastal Zone. As mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976 which · 
established the coastal zone boundary, Local Coastal Programs (LCP) must be prepared for 
all areas within the coastal zone, for the purpose of protecting and enhancing the state's 
coastal resources . 

The San Diego City Council adopted the La Jolla-La Jolla Shores Local Coastal Program 
Addendum in 1982 and amended it in 1983, and, subsequently, adopted the Pac'!fic Beach 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan in 1983 . These plans were developed within the 
context of a legislative framework existing on the federal, state and local levels. Both the 
proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates further the inclusion 

· of coastal issues identified by these communities, and propose policies and recommendations 
in various elements of the Plan Updates to address these issues. 
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CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION FROM THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Typical ly , any development within the California Coastal Zone would require a Coastal 
Development Permit pursuant to the California Coastal Act of 1976. The City of San Diego, 
however, will request a categorical exclusion from the Coastal Development Permit process 
with the Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Update, based on the fact that there are 
specified areas of Pacific Beach that are predominately built out , and redevelopment of these 
areas under the City's zoning ordinances will not affect coastal resources or coastal access . 

A local jurisdiction must submit a written request for a categorical exclusion to the Coastal 
Commission staff. Since categorical exclusions are not technically a part of the Local Coastal 
Program, as defined by the Coastal Act, the request for a categorical exclusion may be 
submitted concurrently with the LCP implementation plan or after LCP certification. 

LAND USE 

La .Jolla 

As indicated above, approximately 95 percent of the land designated for development .in 
La Jolla has been built out. As shown in Figure 2, La Jolla is a firmly established residential 
community, with over 14 ,700 housing units spread throughout the community. 
Seventy percent of this total is single family and 30 percent is multifamily. While 
single-family housing reflects a wide range of densities and architectural styles, there are 
very few vacant parcels remaining in this community where new development of 
single-family homes can occur. Based on the present residential zoning designations in the 
community, it is anticipated, that upon build out of La Jolla , there will be a total of . 
14 ,810 housing units, or an increase of .6 percent. Of this increase, there will be an 
approximate addition of 30 single-family units and 60 multifamil y units. 

Commercial development within La Jolla is primarily concentrated in the "Village" area, 
generally bounded by Prospect Street , Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla Boulevard and Pearl 
Street. Over 150 acres are used for commercial purposes, including specialty shops, a major 
department store, hotel and motel services, restaurants and corporate offices. The Village 
serves as a cultural and heritage center for the community with significant historic 
landmarks, which are discussed further in the Cultural Resources section . It also contains 
popular recreation areas, including the Ellen B. Scripps Park and La Jolla Cove along 
Coast Boulevard. 

Pacific Beach 

The community of Pacific Beach is almost completely built out, with approximately 
97 percent of its developable land built upon. As shown in Figure 3, Pacific Beach is 
predominately residential in use, with about 88 percent of its acreage occupied with 
residential development. Of this area, 61 percent is desi gnated for. single-family use and 
39 percent is for multifamily use. Housing in Pacific Beach is generall y low-profile, 
exhibiting many architectural styles and ex terior building material s. Since there are very ·few 
vacant parcels left for residential development, si ngle-fami ly housing in this comm unity is 
virtually built out. It is anticipated, however, that there could be an addit ional 
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1,884 multifamily units constructed upon build out of the entire community. This number of 
units includes 50 additional units that could result from a proposal of the Pac ific Beach 
Community Planning Committee, to rezone selected areas of Pacifi c Beach . It is projected , 
however , that only a portion of these 1,884 units will be built over the nex t 20 years. Based 
on development trends which have taken place since the community was downzoned in 1991 , 
it is anticipated that 995 units will be built by the year 2010 . 

In 1990, as part of the City's Single Family Protection Program, the 1983 Plan was amended 
to redesignate most of the community's multifamily residential area from a maximum 
allowable density of 29 dwelling units per acre to a maximum allowable den sity of 
15 dwelling units per acre, with rezonings from R-1500 to R-3000. 

Commercial uses occupy approximately seven percent of Pacific Beach , and concentrate in 
six distinct commercial districts. Since tourism is a major part of the community's economy, 
commercial development has increasingly targeted the visitor population, thus negleding the 
commercial needs of local residents. Commercial properties throughout these districts , and 
particularly along Garnet Avenue, are exhibiting symptoms of di srepair , overall deterioration 
and economic decline. 

SENSITIVE RESOURCES 

Biolo~ical Resources 

La Jolla's open space system consists primarily of dedicated open space within four major 
hillside areas . These hill sides are the slopes of Mount Soledad , La Jolla Heights Natural 
Park, Pottery Canyon and Soledad Natural Park. A range of sensitive biological habitats can 
be found throughout La Jolla ' s open space system, including coastal sage scrub, mixed 
chaparral, maritime succulent scrub, riparian scrub, grassland, and coastal bluff scrub. 
Coastal sage scrub is a habitat type that supports sensitive species such as the orange-throated 
whiptail and San Diego horned lizard . It also supports the California gnatcatcher which is 
federally listed as threatened. Sensitive coastal resources extend along the entire La Jollan 
coastline , from La Jolla Farms to Tourmaline Surfing Park. Public access is. limited, 
however , due to steep slopes, cliff erosion and sensitive rock formations. 

Immediately off-shore of La Jolla is the San Diego-La Jolla Underwater Park, a dedicated 
City park consisting of 5 ,977 acres of tidal and submerged lands between La Jolla Cove and 
the northern boundary of the City of San Diego. The Park was established for the purpose of 
protecting all aspects of the marine environment, geological formations, archeological 
resources and scenic resources. Within the dedicated limits of the Park is a 532-acre 
ecological reserve. The reserve was form ally designated as a "Look - Don't Touch" area. 
Maintenance responsibilities for the Park are shared between the City and the California 
Department of Fish and Game. City Council has also approved a temporary , 5-year Seal 
Rock Marine Mammal Reserve, just north of the Children's Pool. The Coastal Commission, 
however, has not yet approved this proposed Reserve. 

Much of Pacific Beach's parkl and is oriented towards the shoreline, including the beaches of 
Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean , Tourmaline Park, Palisades Park (north and south), 
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Pacific Beach Park, and Crown Point Shores. In northeast Pacific Beach , City-owned Kate 
Sessions Memorial Park encompasses 79 acres of designated parkland of whi ch 63 acres is 
natural open space. Moreover, sensitive coastal bluffs extend from Grand A venue to the 
boundary with La Jolla , and ex hibit varying degrees of erosion and slippage. The southeast 
corner of Pacific Beach cuts across the 65 + acre Northern Wildlife Preserve situated in 
Mission Bay Park. The Northern Wildlife Preserve contains one of the best examples of 
coastal salt marsh remaining in southern California, and is managed jointly by the City and 
the University of California. 

Cultural Resources 

Both La Jolla and Pacific Beach contain significant prehistoric and historic archaeological 
resources, particularly along the coastline areas. Within La Jolla, the City's Historical Site 
Board has officially designated 24 sites/structures as locally historic. Historic structures and 
sites are important community landmarks and convey a sense of history and identity for the 
community and its residents. Most of the historic structures, including the La Jolla 
Community Center, Woman's Club and Athenaeum, are concentrated in the Village area and 
have established an architectural theme and neighborhood scale for this district. 

Pacific Beach contains four locally designated historic sites/structures, that of Crystal Pier at 
the foot of Garnet A venue, Dunaway Drugstore at the corner of Garnet A venue and Cass 
Street, Rose Creek Cottage at Grand A venue and Rose Creek, and a residence at 
1704 Grand Avenue. Pacific Beach is also the location of the Village of La Rinconada de 
Jamo, a prehistoric village site which was occupied for approximately for 2,500 years. 
Prehistoric camp sites have been recorded, as well, along the entire length of Pacific Beach 
and Mission Beach and at Crown Point. 

Overlay Zones 

The coastal communities of La Jolla and Pacific Beach are located within a number of 
regulatory resource overlay zones, established by the City of San Diego for the protection of 
sensitive resources. Since large portions of these communities lie within the Coastal Zone, 
they are subject to Coastal Zone and Sensitive Coastal Resource Overlay Zone (SCR) 
regulations and permits. The SCR Overlay Zone establishes special development regulations 
for all wetlands, wetland buffers, shoreline coastal bluffs , and beaches, and requires a 
separate SCR permit. 

Portions of these two communities also lie within the Hillside Review Overlay Zone (HR) , 
which establishes development regulations for hillsides of 25 percen t or greater slope and 
requires an HR permi t. Portions of Pacific Beach lie within the Floodway Zone and 
Floodplain Fringe Zone. These zones fall within the JOO-year floodpl ain, for which most 
development and all filling of a floodplain requires a Land Development Permit and a 
Coastal Development Permit. Eastern portions of both La Jolla and Pacific Beach not within 
the Coastal Zone, are subject to the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) which regulates 
development affecting 25 percent or greater slopes, biologically sensitive lands , geologic 
hazards, and cultural resources. 
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Surrounding Land Uses 

As indicated above, La Jolla and Pacific Beach are immediately surrounded by Mission Bay 
Park, and the communities of University , Clairemont Mesa and Mission Beach. Mission Bay 
Park is located just south of Pacific Beach and is one of the largest and most comprehensive 
aquatic parks ever created. It is over seven square miles in size and contains in excess of 
1,800 acres of useable land and 2,200 surface acres of navigable water. The Park consists of 
a small boat harbor as well as area for a wide range of land and water sports . Abutting 
Pacific Beach's southeast corner, is the Northern Wildlife Preserve, as mentioned above, 
which is one of Mission Bay's highly sensitive salt marsh and mudflat habitat areas . 

The University community is a growing urban center, located north and northwest of 
La Jolla. It has experienced a recent surge of high-density multifamily residential and office 
park development within the last decade, particularly within the La Jolla Village Drive area. 
This community includes the UCSD campus, Salk Institute, Scripps Clinic and Research 
Foundation, and Torrey Pines State Reserve. 

South of University is Clairemont Mesa, a well-established post World War II suburban 
community, typically characterized by single-family homes built in the 1950's and 1960's. 
West of Mission Bay Park is the community of Mission Beach, a densely, built-out beach 
community of primarily residential uses, with many .structures constructed during the l 930's 
and 1940's. Mission Beach has been experiencing much residential redevelopment, however, 
particularly on those lots overlooking the ocean and bay waters. 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Development of both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates, 
occurred primarily through the cooperative efforts of the La Jolla Community Planning 
Association, La Jolla Town Council, Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee, the 
City of San Diego Planning Department, and other governmental agencies. The update 
process incorporated input from community residents, local business and property owners, 
architects, planners, and private citizens, as well. The Plan Updates also contain 
recommendations that were generated from privately-initiated planning studies and locally 
sponsored design charrettes , prior to preparation of these updates. 

La Jolla Community Plan and LCP Update 

The proposed project is, in part, an update to the existing La Jolla Communiry Plan adopted 
by City Council in 1976, and the La Jolla-Lo Jolla Shores Local Coasral Program Addendum 
adopted in 1982 and amended in 1983 . The proposed Update would be a consolidated 
statement of policy for growth and development of the La Jolla community planning area 
over the next twenty years . It would designate appropriate areas for residential , commercial, 
community facilities and recreational uses. The Plan also recommends that specific areas 
remain free of development to preserve sensitive slopes, coastal access a:nd public parkland. 
Below is a brief summary of the update's proposed modifications to the existing Plan: 

NATURAL RESOURCES AND OPEN SPACE SYSTEM ELEMENT 

This element recommends the rezoning of Mount Soledad Park from R 1-40,000 to Open 
Space-Open Space Park (OS-OSP), and the dedicating of 30 acres of Mount Soledad, north 
of Ardath Road, as part of the Mount Soledad Park . The Plan proposes the provision of a 
viable habitat linkage system between open space areas in La Jolla in order to preserve 
wildlife, as well as the development of a signage program to identify visual resources and 
public access points. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ELEMENT 

Recommendations within this element include the development of a shuttle or feeder transit 
service to link with the Light Rail Transit (LRT), and the reduction of parking regulations 
for development projects utilizing transit-oriented development and transportation · 
management demand techniques. It requires that projects processed under discretionary 
permits would be designed for transit , bicycle and pedestrian use. The Update also 
recommends the evaluation of potentially realigning portions of the Ardath Road and Torrey 
Pines Road intersection including La Jolla Shores Drive, Hidden Valley Road and the 
frontage road adjacent to Ardath Road. 

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE ELEMENT 

This element proposes the rezoning of portions of the West Muirlands fro m R 1-8000 to 
Rl -10,000, together with other areas as applicable. It also recommends increased densi ty, 
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from 1 du/ 1500 square feet up to l du/ 1000 square feet, for mixed use projects built within 
commercially designated areas . 

COMMERCIAL LAND USE ELEMENT 

Recommendations within this element include that PDQ regulations be amended to permit up 
to 1 du/1000 square feet for mixed commercial/residential projects developed under 
affordable housing programs. It also recommends the development of a Landscape 
Maintenance District to enhance and beautify all commercial areas, as well as the utilization 
of archaeological surveys to identify significant cultural resources. · 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES, PARKS AND SERVICES ELEMENT 

This element proposes the acquisition or lease of the Decatur Elementary School site for park 
use, as well as joint use of public school facilities, and the maintenance of the Fay Avenue 
right-of-way and adjacent slopes as a recreational and vis~1al resource . 

HERITAGE RESOURCES ELEMENT 

This element recommends the identification of potentially significant historic resources in the 
community, and the implementation of a comprehensive Historic Preser\iation Package to 
preserve historic resources under private ownership. 

Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Update 

The proposed project is also an update to the adopted Pac{fic Beach Communiry Plan and 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, adopted by City Council in 1983, and amended 
five times. The proposed Update would guide development and redevelopment of the Pacific 
Beach Community Planning Area over the next 20 years, and would strive to reconcile the 
community's duality of roles, as both a visitor destination and a residential community. 
Below is a brief summary of the Update's proposed modifications to the existing Plan: 

CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

Recommendations within this element include the maintenance of bus routes, the Sunrunner 
and/or a year-round community shuttle, and linking these routes with the LRT. It proposes 
the reduction of parking regulations for projects employing transit-oriented development and 
transportation demand management techniques. Projects processed under special permits · 
would also be designed for transit, bicycle and pedestrian use. 

Also recommended in the Transportation Element are projects that would increase the 
capacity of the roadway system. These projects include the adding of turn lanes at the 
intersections of Grand Avenue/Lamont Street, Grand Avenue/Mission Bay Drive, Garnet 
Avenue/Lamont Street, Grand Avenue/Ingraham Street, and Garnet Avenue/Mission Bay 
Drive; widening Grand Avenue to six lanes from east of Noyes to Lamont Street ; and 
widening Garnet A venue from Soledad Mountain Road to 1-5. 
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COMMERCIAL LAND USE ELEMENT 

This element proposes that specific commercial areas be designated for office-, regional-, 
community-, neighborhood- and visitor-serving commercial uses . It allows a density of 
43 du/acre and shared parking for mixed-use projects, and requires that projects along trans it 
corridors to employ pedestrian, bicycle and transit-oriented development standards. The 
element also recommends amending the Living Unit enabling legislation to allow 
development in commercial zones within the community. 

INDUSTRIAL LAND USE ELEMENT 

The Industrial Land Use Element proposes to provide for the continuation of an industrial 
area within the community, and to stimulate the physical rehabilitation and economic 
revitalization of industrial properties to promote a positive community image. The element 
recommends the designation of industri al area northeast of the intersect ion of Mission Bay 
Drive and Balboa A venue for light industrial uses. It also recommends that new industrial 
development processed under discretionary review incorporate landscaping treatments as 
id en ti fied in the Plan's landscaping recommendations. 

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE ELEMENT 

This element proposes to revise multifamily development standards to promote smaller, more 
affordable units , and to amend the RI (single family) Zones to preserve distinct 
neighborhood features. It also encourages the development of Single Room Occupancy Hotels 
and Living Units in the commercial areas. The draft Plan includes an alternative presented by 
the Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee which proposes the rezoning of residential 
uses (increasing multifamily to 50 additional units) north of Garnet Ave. to the alley between 
Emerald and Felspar and from Gresham to Mission Blvd. , from R-3000 to R-1500. The 
alternative also proposes residential rezoning north of Garnet Ave. to the alley between 
Emerald and Felspar between Lamont and Pendleton from R-3000 to R-1500, and from 
R-3000 to R-1500 the corner parcels at the northeast intersection of Moorland and 
Riviera Drive. 

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Recommendations in this element include the designation of natural resource areas as Public 
Park or Open Space and proposes the improvement of public access to the beach and 
Mission Bay. This element recommends that any new development of property abL1tting the 
Northern Wildlife Preserve maintain a buffer area and controlled pedestrian trail and viewing 
areas around the Preserve, in accordance with the Sensitive Coastal Resource Zone. It is 
also recommends that the City work with the San Diego Unified School District to identify 
opportunities for jointly utilizing school properties for additional recreational facilities and 
pursue acquisition or lease of surplus school sites for park development. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Implementation of the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates could 
potentially create significant environmental impacts associated with traffi c and circulation , air 
quality, geology and soil s, biology, cultural resources, hydrology/water quality , and noise . 
Since these community planning areas are 95 and 97 percent developed , respective ly, many 
issues which would have required analysis for implementation of a new co mmunity plan, are 
not applicable at the update phase of these Plans. Only those impacts which are considered to 
be potentially significant are addressed in this EIR. 

The following analysis is based ·upon Environmental Ini~ial Study conducted by the City's 
Planning Department for the Plan Updates and subsequent comments received in response to 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) distributed for this EIR, see Appendix A. 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Existin~ Conditions 

The La Jolla and Pacific Beach community-based circulation systems are heavily used as 
coastal access routes on key community streets, including La Jolla Shores Drive , 
Torrey Pines Road , Prospect Street, Coast Boulevard, Garnet and Grand Avenues, and 
Ingraham Street. Presently , both communities are coping with main roadways operating in 
excess of their design capacity, as well as intersections operating with levels of service 
(LOS) lower than C. 

La Jolla and Pacific Beach are both presently serviced by public transit routes. La Jolla is 
serviced by routes 30 and 34/34A. Route 30 provides "express" service from downtown 
San Diego to Mira Mesa with stops in La Jolla and Pacific Beach, while route 34/34A 
provides local bus service through the community from Pacific Beach to the Veterans 
Hospital. Pacific Beach is served by five bus routes, and during the summer months , 
supplemental transit called the "Sun runner" transports residents and visitors to .and along the 
beaches for a nominal fare. Moreover, both communities have regional and local bicycle 
networks that provide access to adjacent communities, shoreline areas and selected 
neighborhood streets. 

To lessen the growing amount of traffic congestion within these two communities, both the 
La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates are focusing on the 
enhancement of mass transit and pedestrian access, together with the use of tran sportation 
demand management strategies in conjunction with future development. 

Issue: Would revisions in the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and 
LCP Updates result in an increase in traffic which is significant in relation to roadway 
capacities in these communities? 
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Impact 

For the purpose of forecasting future transportation conditions upon build out of both La 
Jolla and Pacific Beach , the City's Transportation Planning Division, Engineering and 
Development Department (E&D), prepared the Pacific Beach/la Jolla Tronsporrarion Srudy , 
Final Draft, 1993. 

The travel forecast utilized a process called "traffic model calibration" or a "base year 
analysis". Prior to testing future land use and traffic conditions, the traffic model was 
validated by performing a base year analysis. Vehicle trips were generated using existing 
land uses, which were then distributed and assigned to the existing circulation system. Model 
volumes were then compared to actual ground counts· to evaluate the precision of the model. 
The trip generation rates used were then adjusted to bring· the forecasted volumes closer to 
actual counts. Then the future year model was prepared. The model assumes buildout by the 
year 2010 of the surrounding communities (according to SANDAG projections) and 
transportation improvements. 

Even though 95 percent of La Jolla is developed, upon community buildout there could be 
approximately 30 additional single-family dwelling units constructed throughout La Jolla, and 
about 60 multifamily units . This development translates into an additional 300 average daily 
traffic (ADT) on La Jolla roadways, based on 10 trips per single-family unit (suburban area) 

. and another 480 ADT, based on eight trips per multifamily unit (under 30 du/acre). A total 
of 780 ADT could, therefore, be generated by implementation of the proposed La Jolla land 
use plan. 

Although Pacific Beach is over 97 percent built out, it is anticipated that with implementation 
of the proposed Pacific Beach land use plan, approximately 1,884 additimial multifamily 
dwelling units could be constructed upon community buildout. As previously discussed, 
singly-family housing is virtually built out. Multifamily development could generate an 
additional 15,072 ADT on Pacific Beach roadways, based on eight trips per unit (urider 
30 du/acre). 

According to the travel forecast, eight roadway segments within La Jolla are presently 
operating in excess of their design capacities. In Pacific Beach, 14 roadway segments are 
operating over capacity. This is determined by a volume to capacity (V /C) ratio, where 
streets with V /C ratios of 1.05 or greater result in congestion. Roadways with V /C ratios of 
1. 30 or greater would result in severe congestion. Tables I and 2 indicate the overall 
1991-92 ADTs for La Jolla and Pacific Beach, and the projected ADTs upon community 
buildout. 

It is forecasted that with roadway improvements, upon community buildout of La Jolla, 
14 roadway segments would operate in excess of their design capacities. Seven of these 
segments would be operating with V/C ratios greater than 1.30, and three segments along 
La Jolla Shores Drive would be operating in excess of 2.0 .. 

Upon community buildout_ of Pacific Beach , it is fo recasted that 17 roadway segments would 
be operating in excess of their design capacities. Ten segments would be operating with Y /C 
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VIC RATIO# 
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rtlRCiOOi~"SffiEE't"'::;:;:::: ;:;:;:: : ::;; : ''''''' MiSSldlfBL"P' iiAYARtfS'f;::;:;:::;;;:;::;::::;:::;::;;:;;:;:;:;:::::;:::::;:;::::::::::::;::::1s:·ooo·:;:;::;::;:::::::::;::::::::1·;(300·::;:;:;:::;:::::::: 7i'!X>"'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''::· o~g5· : :: ::::::::;:::::;::::::::::::::;::,:,:::::::::.::;.· 15:000·:;:·::::;::::::::·:'1a:ooo··: .. ····· 1 ~01·> 
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PACIFIC BEACH 
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

SCENARIO II 
AVBRAOB Ul\U\ T 

'IUl"AL AVBRAOll OP'IUl"AL 
l!OllASICJ10 N APl'ROACHINO DBLAYPllR APPROACHINO 

'JRAFFIC VBHICLB 'JRAFFIC 
IVBHJCLES\ 15B:X>Nll5\ I HOURS\ 

Gamet Avc./Milllon Blvd. 2,470 21 14 

Grand Ave./Millloo Blvd. 2,870 rl 21 

Million BIYd./Paclfic Beach Dr. 1,853 20 10 

Beryl ~lngabam !l. 2,229 31 19 

G amet AvJlngabam !l. 3,270 39 35 

Gamet AYC./Lamoc1t !l. 2,870 28 22 

Grand A~ngabam !l. 4,270 32 38 

Crown Pt. Dr Jlngnibam Sl./Rlvl<n Dr. 3456 25 24 

Grand Ave./Lamont !l. 4,753 62 82 

Balboa Ave./Grand A~~ !l. . . . 
Gnnd Ave.JOloey ~ 3,339 16 15 

Gamet Aw./Balboo Ave./Million Bay Dr. 1.532 78 163 

Grand Avc./Mhoion Bav Dr. 3614 29 29 

• Currcocly uruignallied 

Sceruirio # 1: Em1tirg traffic volumes with editing ht.onection connguntion 
Scenario #2: Future traflic volume1 wih elllli'I lrt.<raectioo confluntlon. 
Sccruirio # 3: Puturetrafficvoluma wih recommended irt.<roe;tioo lmprovementL 

SCENARIOl2 
AVBRAOB Dill.A Y 

'IUl"AL AVBRAIJI! OP'IUl"AL 
LOS APl'ROACHINO DBLAYPllR APPROACHINO 

'IllAPPIC VBHICLB 'JRAFFIC 
IVEl!JCUlS\ ISOCON!l5\ IHOURS\ 

c 2,689 22 16 

D 3,196 30 rl 

c 2,250 23 14 

D 2,339 42 rl 

E 3,936 74 81 

D 3,500 58 51 

D 4,922 44 60 

c 3,864 35 35 

p 5,943 120 196 . . . . 
c 4,291 34 40 

p 8,543 120 285 . 

D 4034 59 66 

Scenario # 4: Future traffic)lolumet wih the propoocd obuttle oyllem and recommended irt.<roec:tion improvementJ, where applicable. 

SCENARIO 13 
AVBRAOB Dill.A Y 

'IUl"AL AVBRAOB OP'IUl"AL 
LOS Al'l'l!OACHINO DBLAYPllR Al'l'l!OACHINO LOS 

'JRAFFIC VBHICLB 'I1lAPPIC 
IVEHJCLES\ ISOCON!l5\ IHOURS\ 

c -- -- -- - -
D -- -- -- --
c -- -- - - --
E -- -- -- --
p 3,936 53 58 E 

E 3,500 44 42 E 

E 4,922 36 so D 

D -- -- -- - -
p 5,943 54 89 E . 5,431 40 61 E 

D -- -- -- - -
p 8,543 120 285 p 

E -- -- -- - -

SCENARIO 14 
AVBRAOBDBLAY 

'IUl"AL AVBRAOI! OP'IUl"AL 
iAPfROACHINO DELAY PER APPROACHINO LOS 

TRAPPIC VBHJCLB TRAPP IC 
IVBHJCLES> ISOCON!l5\ IHOURS\ 

2,415 21 14 c 

2,782 26 20 D 

2,018 20 11 c 
2,100 30 11 c 

3,404 39 37 D 

3,127 30 26 D 

4,278 28 34 D 

3,473 22 20 c 

5,200 32 47 D 

4,886 24 33 c 

3,18.5 22 23 c 
1,685 70 150 F 

3 590 30 30 D 



ratios greater than 1.30 , and one segment would be operating in excess of 2.0 (Beryl Street -
Donaldson Dr. to Soledad Mountain Rd.). Figures 4 and S illustrates future recommended 
street classifications in both communities. 

In terms of roadway intersections, the travel forecast found that two intersection s within 
La Jolla, and eight intersections within Pacific Beach currently operate with a level of service 
(LOS) lower (or worse) than C, of the intersections studied. Poten tial problems with LOS 's 
lower than C include congestion, delay and air quality impacts. Upon buildout of these 
communities, the forecast study projected LOS to be worse than C at four La Jolla 
intersections, and ten Pacific Beach intersections with existing intersection configurations . As 
shown in Table 3, and listed below, many of these intersections would have a LOS of E or 
worse. 

• Torrey Pines Rd./La Jolla Shores Dr. (LOS F) 

• Prospect Pl./Torrey Pines Rd. (LOS E) 

• N. Torrey Pines Rd./La Jolla Shores Dr. (LOS F) 

• Beryl SL/Ingraham St. (LOS E) 

• Garnet A ve./Ingraham St. (LOS F) 

• Garnet Ave./Lamont St. (LOS E) 

• Grand Ave./Ingrahm St. (LOS E) 

• Grand Ave./Lamont St. (LOS F) 

• Garnet Ave./Balboa Ave./Mission Bay Dr. (LOS F) 

• Grand Ave./Mission Bay Dr. (LOS E) 

Si2nificance of Impact 

Implementation of the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates would 
result in direct and cumulative impacts to traffic circulation within these communities, in 
relation to the capacity of the roadway systems. These Plan Updates would, however, create 
less of an overall impact to traffic circulation than the previously adopted Community Plans 
for La Jolla and Pacific Beach . The forecasted increases in traffic volumes and levels of 
service for community roadways, for the large part, are attributed to overall regional growth 
and increased tourism. 
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Miti~ation Measures 

La Jolla 

The proposed La Jolla Community Plan and LCP Update specifies that the City shall not 
widen existing streets, or construct major roadways into La Jolla which would result in an 
increase in existing traffic volumes into the community. Improvements to La Jolla's street 
system shall be made in a manner that facilitates traffic circulation without disruption of the 
community character or existing patterns of development. The following are Plan 
recommendations intended to relieve traffic congestion within the Village area and 
enhance streetscapes. · 

• Widen sidewalks at intersections, such as Girard Avenue and Silveracjo Street, in order to 
allow pedestrians a better opportunity to cross the street and to accommodate pedestrian 
related amenities such as bike racks, park benches and pedestrian-oriented landscaping or 
tree plantings . 

• Impleri1ent streetscape design guidelines of the 1990 Vista Project which coordinates 
· street improvements in the Village area , with decorative paving, sidewalk landscaping, 

street lighting and furniture recommendations for Girard Avenue, between Prospect Street 
and Pearl Street, and Silverado Street and "The Dip" area on Prospect Street between 
Girard A venue and Herschel A venue. 

• Construct a student parking and school bus loading area on the east side of Fay A venue 
between Nautilus Street and West Muirlands Drive, to reduce traffic impacts and 
on-street parking demand by students on residential streets surrounding La Jolla 
High School. 

• Encourage MTDB to evaluate a shuttle bus system to central La Jolla from peripheral 
parking areas and from the proposed Light Rail Transit (LRT) line within the 
1-5 corridor. · 

• Require commercial redevelopment along transit routes to provide landscaping and 
passenger waiting areas at transit stops within public right-of-way, as well as bicycle 
racks, lockers and other storage facilities for users of these co mmercial areas. 

• Encourage shuttle service through La Jolla to the beach and recreational areas, and 
continue to provide a bikeway system that provides user friendly and safe access for 
leisure and work-oriented trips. Develop a coordinated bikeways system that links 
important destinations, such as commercial and employment areas, schools and 
transit stops . 

• Evaluate the potential of realigning portions of the Ardath Road and Torrey Pines Road 
intersection including La Jolla Shores Drive, Hidden Vall ey Road and the frontage road 
adjacent to Ardath Road. 

26 



• Locate surface parking areas at the rear of buildings, with ingress and egress from 
the alley . 

Implementation of these recommendation would partially reduce impacts to traffic and 
circulation, but not to a level below significance . 

Pacific Beach 

Similar to La Jolla, the Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Update specifies policies 
and recommendations focusing on the improvement of public transit .and related facilit ies, 
without the construction of large-scale roadway widenings and extensions. 

• Study the feasibility of providing a no-fare collection shuttle bus (to supplement the 
Sunrunner and bus routes) with stops at parking terminals outside the central commercial 
areas and near I-5, as well as at pay parking lots located at various points throughout 
the community . 

• Pursue acquisition of property on East Mission Bay Drive for the purpose of creating a 
park and ride facility for alternative transit modes to destinations in Pacific Beach. 

• Upon construction of the light rail station at Balboa Avenue and Morena Boulevard/1-5 , 
expand the existing Pacific Beach bus routes or establish a new route to provide service 
between the station and the community. 

• Promote the redevelopment of the Pacific Plaza sl1opping center as a transit node to help 
reinforce it as the commercial core area of the communi ty. 

• Require new development processed under discretionary review to provide transit stops, 
passenger waiting areas, bus turnouts, bicycle racks, lockers and storage facilities 
as appropriate . 

' • Review and periodically update traffic signal timing and coordination to ensure maximum 
efficiency of traffic flow in the community. 

Street Realignments 

• Realign Balboa A venue to intersect Grand A venue at Noyes Street , thereby reducing 
congestion and eliminating the potential for traffic conflicts. 

Street Widening:s 

• Widen Grand Avenue to six lanes between east of Noyes and Lamont Street within 
existing right-of-way. 

• In the long term, obtain the dedication of the required right-of-way on both sides of 
Garnet Avenue to provide a landscape entryway and to increase to si x lanes between 
Soledad Mountain Road and I-5. 
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• Obtain the dedication of the required right-of-way at the intersect ion of Garnet Avenue 
and Mission Bay Drive, to provide a second southbound to eastbound left turn lane and 
lengthen the storage length for the northbound right and left turn lanes. 

• At the intersection of Grand Avenue and Lamont Street, widen Lamon Street to provide a 
second southbound left-turn lane and an additional northbound right-turn lane, within the 
existing right-of-way . Separate the shared northbound left and through lanes . Within the 
existing right-of-way, provide additional turn lanes at the following locations: 

• Garnet Avenue and Lamont Street (Add a right turn lane northbound to eastbound and 
add a right turn lane southbound to westbound) . 

• Grand A venue and Ingraham Street (Add second lane northbound to westbound and add 
southbound to eastbound left turn lanes). 

Street Extensions 

• Extend Pacific Beach Drive to North Mi ssion Bay Drive for pedestrian , bi cyc le and 
emergency vehicle use one. Mitigation measures shall be provided during construction to 
address the impacts of increased sediment caused by grading . Measures should include 
catch basins and filtering systems or other necessary and effective measures. The. bridge 
design should provide for minimal alterations to Rose Creek and its habitat. 

The La Jolla Community Planning Association has provided a list of proposed operational 
improvements to the City , including a one-way street system for the Village commercial 
area, for the City's Transportation Planning Division to study. The Pacific Beach Community 
Planning Committee has provided a list of proposed operational improvements for the City to 
study as well. 

The rezoning alternative proposed by the Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee 
would result in approximately 50 additional multifamily units at buildout (included within the 
1,884 unit count). The City's Transportation Planning Division has determined, however, 
that the additional ADT generated by these units is not significant enough to warrant further 
circulation improvements. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures, or alternatives to these measures, would 
partially reduce impacts to traffic and circulation, but not to a level of below significance. 

The contribution to significant traffic and circulation impacts by future residential and 
commercial development/redevelopment within La Jolla and Pacific Beach , could be further 
mitigated by the adoption of a development alternative to reduce intensities within 
communities. Reduced intensities could include downzoning within the same land use 
category, or rezoning to a more restrictive use. 

Future traffic and circulation impacts could also be reduced with the adoption of a project 
alternative to implement additional public transit services and a year-round community shuttle 
system (within Pacific Beach only), in addition to installing operational street and intersection 
improvements. The LOS of key community intersections would improve slightly , as shown in 
Table 3. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Existinli: Conditions 

Southern California has experienced long term air pollution problems , and particularly smog , 
due to a combination of its geography, climate and population. Air quality is directly related 
to the cardiovascular and respiratory health of humans and animals. Both the communities of 
La Jolla and Pacific Beach lie within the San Diego Air Basin , where a majority of the area's 
air pollutants are generated from motor vehicle emissions. San Diego is surrounded by 
mountainous terrain which traps pollution in stagnate air. Persistent stagnant weather 
conditions prevent pollutants from dispersing into the atmosphere, which increases the time 
pollutant gases are exposed to sunlight, causing chemical reactions that create smog. 

The federal Clean Air Act of 1970 as amended in 1977, rnandates the attainment of national 
ambient air quality standards in order to protect public health from adverse effects caused by 
excessive concentrations of certain pollutants. In accordance with the Clean Air Act , 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) have been established , to set maximum background 
levels considered safe for six primary pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx), ozone, sulfur dioxide , lead, and suspended particulates. The State Air Resources 
Board (ARB) has developed additional AAQS , due to California's unique air quality 
problems, which are based on the levels at which pollutants can cause damage. A margin of 
safety is calculated into these standards, partly to protect people who are particularly 
sensitive to air pollution, such as children, the elderly, and people with heart and 
lung diseases. 

State standards are more stringent than federal standards for all pollutants except N02, for 
which federal and state standards are not comparable. Table 4 shows both federal and stated 
AAQS. To ensure that these standards are met within the San Diego Air Basin, the local Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) was established. Since the air basin is actually concentric 
with San Diego County boundaries , the County Board of Supervisors acts as the APCD. The 
Board appropriates funding for the District's operation, adopts local regulations concerning 
pollution amounts that can be released, and maintains eight air quality monitoring stations 
throughout the County . 

Throughout California, each air basin has been classified by the State ARB and the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for oxidants, CO, N02, and particulate matter as 
being either attainment areas (which met standards), or nonattainment areas (which exceed 
the standards). San Diego is designated as a nonattainment area for ozoi1e and particulates. 
The western portion of the County (coastal plain and eastern foothill) is also a nbnattainment 
area for carbon monoxide and nitrogen dioxide . 

Pollutants 

Photochemical smog, measured as ground-level ozone, continues to be San Diego's primary 
air pollution problem. Ozone is formed when hydrocarbons are mixed with NOx in the 
presence of sunlight, from the emissions of automobiles and industry. These emissions are 
generated in the populated coastal plain and are blown inland by the onshore breeze to the 
lower mountain slopes. Between 1:00 and 3:00 p. m. is when ozone is the most severe, with 
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Table 4 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

C a lifornia Standards National Standards 

Pollutant 
Averag ing 

Concentra tion Method Primary Secondary Method 
Time 

O z one l H our O.ll9 p p m - 0.12 ppm . S<1n1 e ;is E th )'h..' r'll.' 

(2J5µg / m3) Prim<lry C hL·milum in1.:St.·L·n i:-1.• 

8 H o ur 9.0 ppm Non-dispers ive 9 ppm N on -dispersivL• 
Carbon (1 0 m g/ m 3) ln froired (10 mg/ m3) l nfr~"lrL~ -Monoxide Spec troscopy SpL'c tra scopy 20 ppm 35 ppm 1 Ho ur 

(23 mg/m3) (NDIR) (40 rT)g/ m3) (NDIR) 

Annu.11 - 100µg / m3 
Nitroge n A ve r.1gc Cns Phase <0.05 ppm) Same ;i s G <ts Ph<1 se 

Chemilu mi- Prim;-iry C hemilu m i-
Dioxide 0.25 ppm 1 Hour nesccnce - Standnrd s ncs ce nc e 

(470 µg/m3) 

Annu<tl - 80µg / m3 -
Aver<lge (0.03 ppm) 

24 H our 0.05 ppm 365 µ g / m3 -
Sulfur (1 31 µ g/ m3) Ultraviol e t (0.14 ppm) 

Dioxide Fluorescence 
Pilrt1rosil niline 

3 H our - - 1300µg / m3 
(0.5 ppm) 

1 H o ur 0 .25 ppm 
(655 µg / m3) 

- -

Suspended 
Annua l Mean 30 µ g/ m3 Size Selecti ve 50 µ g / m3 

Particula te Inle t High Hi g h Volume• -Matter Volume Sampling 
(PMlO) 24 H o ur 50 µ g/ m 3 Si1n1pler 150 µ g/ m3 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg / m 3 Turbidimetric - - -
Barium Sulfate 

30 Day 
1.5µ g /m3 - -

Lead 
Average Atomic Atom ic 

Cale ndar Absorptio n 
l.5µg/m3 Silmeas Absorption 

Qu<1rter 
-

PrimClry 

Hydrogen 0.03 ppm Cadmium 

Sulfide 1 H o ur (42 µ g/ m3) Hydroxide - - -
Str<lctan 

Vinyl Chloride 0 .010 p p m 
T ~d l.u B.,g 

24 Hou r Collection, G.1s - -(chloroethene) (26 µg / m3) 
Chrom11togrttphy 

Visibility In s u fficient um o unt to reduce 

R ed ucing 1 Observation the prevail ing visibi lit y to less - - -
Particles 

th;in 10 nlil es when the relative 
humidit y is less than 70%. 

Notes: 

1. California standards. other than ozone , carbon 
monoxide , sulfur dioxide (I hour). nitrogen dioxide. and 
particula te ma tter (PM ,,) . a re values that are not to be 
equaled or exceeded. The ozone. carbon monoxide. sulfur 
dioxide (I hour). nitrogen dioxide. and particu la te matter 
(PM,.,) standards are not to be exceeded . 

5. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality 
necessary. with a n adequate m a rgin of s afety. to protect the 
public health . Each state mus t attain the prima ry standa rds 
within a specified number of years after that state's 
implementation plan is approved by the Emironmenta l 
Protection Agency (EPA) . 

2 . National standards. other than ozone and those based 
on annual averages or annual geometric means. are not to 
be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is 
attained when the expected number of days per calendar 
year with maxi mum hourly average concentrations above 
standard is equal to or less than one . 

3 . Concentration expressed first in units in which it was 
promulgated . Equivalent units given in parentheses are 
based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference 
pressure of 760 mm of mercury. All measure ments of air 
qua lity a re to be corrected to a reference tempera ture of 
2 5°C and a referen ce pres s ure of 760 mm of m ercury 
(1.0 13 .2 m il libar). Ppm in thi s ta ble refers to ppm by volume 
o r micromoles of polluta nt per mo,le of gas. 

4 . Any equivalent procedure tha t can be s hown to the 
satisfaction of the Air Resources Board to give equivalent 
results a t or near the level of the a ir qua lity s ta ndard may 
be u sed . 
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6. · National Secondary Standards: The levels of a ir 
quality necessa ry to protect the public welfare from a ny 
known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. Each 
state must attain the secondary standa rds within a "reason ­
able time" after the implementation p la n is a pproved by th e 
EPA. 

7 . Reference method as described by the EPA: An 
"equivalent method" of m easurem ent may be u sed but mus t 
have a "consistent rela tionship to the referen ce meth od- a nd 
mus t be approved by the EPA. 

8 . Prevailing vis ibility is defined as the greatest vis ibilit1 
tha t is attained or surpassed a round at least ha lf of the 
horizon circle but n ot necessarily in continuous sector. 

9. The annua l PM
10 

s tate s tandard is b ased on the 
geometric mean of a ll reported values ta ken d uring the yea r. 
The annu a l PM

10 
national standa rd is based on averaging 

the quarterly a ri th metic mean s. 



intense sunlight and higher temperatures . Ozone is a strong irritant that attacks the 
respiratory system and can damage individual air sacs in the lung. Smog levels have, 
however, decreased within the region during the last 10 years, primaril y due to fewer 
Santa Ana weather conditions pushing air pollution from the Los Angeles basin out over the 
ocean and down to San Diego. 

Airborne particulates, which are particles of dust, smoke, and minute droplets of liquids 
(aerosols), are another major air pollutant in San Diego. It may contain sulfur , nitrogen, 
carbon and various metals. Inhaled particulate matter can constrict airways and interfere with 
the mucous lining of airways. It can lodge deep in the lung, where as a possible carrier for 
toxic materials, can be absorbed into the bloodstream. In 1987, the federal standard of 
particulate measurement was changed to only the inhalable size of I 0 micrometers or less 
(PM 10), because this size is capable of passing through the body's natural filtering system. 
In 1989, no violation of federal standards was recorded in San Diego, but the state standard 
was violated. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is primarily emitted by motor vehicles, throughout the incomplete 
combustion of fossil fuels . It is an odorl ess , colorless gas which is harmful when inhaled , 
reducing the body's ability to deliver oxygen to its tissues. CO tightly binds to 
hemoglobin, the oxygen-carrying protein in blood, and reduces oxygen flow. Concentrations 
of CO occur in areas with high traffic volumes and where vehicies idle for prolonged 
periods, such as congested intersections. Areas of CO build-up are referred to as 
CO "hotspots". High CO concentrations and hotspots would be expected at intersections 
operating at LOS "D" or worse. 

Of the eight air quality monitoring stations throughout the County , the closest one to La Jolla 
is the Del Mar monitoring station. The closest monitoring station to Pacific Beach is the 
downtown San Diego monitoring station . Table 5 indicates photochemical smog (ozone) 
trends for San Diego County, including Del Mar and downtown San Diego, from 1980 to 
1989, for the number of days with one-hour ozone concentrations exceeding the Federal 
Clean Air standard. Table 6 and 7 indicates the number of days and hours exceeding both 
federal and state ozone standards in 1990 and 1991. Ozone levels in downtown San Diego 
have fluctuated over the last ten years. Ozone levels in Del Mar have fluctuated over the last 
ten years as we! 1. 

Within the last five years, the only federal standard exceeded within the San Diego Air Basin 
was the ozone standard. San Diego is not expected to reach attainment for ozone, however, 
due to its proximity to the Los Angeles Air Basin. Total suspended particulates have also 
exceeded state standards at the Kearny Mesa station. 

The California Clean Air Act of 1988 required that a revised air quality strategy be 
submitted by local air pollution control districts to the State ARB by rnid-1991. Also under 
this Act, areas like San Diego County that do not meet clean air standards are required to: 
(1) meet federal and state standards as soon as practical, and (2) reduce, by 5 percent or 
more per year, those pollutants violating the standards or their precursors. The San Diego 
APCD recently adopted a new San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) plan 
in June 1992. These RAQSs contain control strategies designed to improve air quality by 
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w 
N 

Monitoring Sta tions 

Del Mnr 

Chu ln Vi,to 

Al pine 

Downtow n Son Diego 

Kearny Mesa 

T OT AL- SD Air Basin 

Exceed a nee D ays 
Att rib uted to loca ll y 
Produced Air Po llutants 

. Exceeda nce Days 
Attri buted lo Transported 
Ai r Po ll utants from 
L A-Orange Counti.es 

Number of Smog Alerts 
Ozone Conce ntration 
= > 20 pphm . 

Table 5 

PHOTOCHEMICAL SMOG (OZONE) TRENDS FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

NUMBER OF DAYS WITH ONE-HOUR OZONE CONCENTRATIONS 
EXCEEDING THE FEDERAL CLEAN AIR STANDARD OF 

12 PARTS PER HUNDRED MILLION - 1980 T HROUGH 1989 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

21 19 8 12 13 - -
6 3 5 6 4 4 2 

69 52 32 48 30 33 23 

6 1 2 5 3 5 2 

10 3 II 9 9 14 7 

87 78 47 61 51 50 42 

27 28 l 8 24 19 14 12 

60 50 29 37 32 36 JO 

8 2 4 4 4 4 0 

1987 1988 1989 

II 9 16 

l 2 9 

25 34 38 

I 2 9 

5 7 9 

40 45 55 

14 13 14 

26 32 4 1 

I 2 2 

Source : APCD (2/12/90) 



VJ 
VJ 

Station 

Alpine 

Chula Vista 

Del Mar 

Downtown 
San Diego 

El Cajon 

Escondido · 

Kearny Mesa 

Oceanside 

BASINWlDE 

Table 6 

PHOTOCHEMICAL SMOG (OZONE) TRENDS FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

NUMBER OF DAYS WITH ONE-HOUR OZONE CONCENTRATIONS 
EXCEEDING THE FEDERAL AND STATE CLEAN AIR STANDARDS OF 

I2 PARTS PER HUNDRED MILLION - 1990 

No. of Days No. of Hours No . of Days No. of Hours 

Exceeding Exceeding Exceeding State Exceeding Maximum 1-Hour 
Federal Standard Federal Standard Standard State Standard Concentration 

I-Hour I-Hour I-Hour I-Hour in pphm 
Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration 

> 12 pphm > 12 pphm >9 pphm >9 pphm 

26 74 123 498 17 

3 5 21 58 15 

9 23 23 77 17 

6 12 26 82 17 

8 18 46 129 16 

8 12 26 75 17 

13 28 29 89 20 

4 8 14 34 17 

39 122 139 - 20 

Date of Maximum 
Concentration 

June 3 

June 26 

Oct. 29 

Oct. 24 

June 3 

June 26 

Oct. 25 

Oct. 4 

Oct. 25 

Source: APCD 



VJ 
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Station 

Alpine 

Chula Vista 

Del Mar 

Downtown 
San D iego 

El Cnjon 

Esc·ondidn 

Kc;imy Mesa . 

Oceanside 

Otay Mesa 
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Table 7 

PHOTOCHEMICAL SMOG (OZONE) TRENDS FOR SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

NUMBER OF DAYS WITH ONE-HOUR OZONE CONCENTRATIONS 
EXCEEDING THE FEDERAL AND STATE CLEAN AIR STANDARDS OF 

12 PARTS PER HUNDRED MILLION - 1991 

No . of Days No . of Hours No . of Days No . of Hours 
Exceeding Exceeding Exceeding Stale Exceeding Maximum I-Hour 

Federal Standard Federal Standard Standard Stale Standard Concentration 
1-Hour I-Hour I-Hour I-Hour in pphm 

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration 
>I'.! pphm >12pphm >9 pphm >9 pphm 

13 27 77 277 15 

3 4 13 38 15 

7 16 28 87 17 

7 9 23 57 17 

4 4 31 72 14 

7 21 27 75 21 

8 15 25 68 18 

3 7 14 35 16 

2 2 28 65 14 

27 69 106 - 21 

Source: San Diego County APCD 

Date of Maximum 
Concent ration 

Sept. l 

Oct. 9 

No v. 4 

Oct. l 

Oct. 9 

Oct. 19 

Oct. 9 

May. 5 

Oct. 9 

Oct. 19 



concurrently reducing reactive organic gases (ROG), CO, and NOx emissions. ROG and . 
NOx are the precursors to the formation of ozone. A wide range of RAQS control measures 
were adopted for implementation , of which the following measures are relevan t to the 
La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates: 

• Trip reduction and parking management programs to reduce vehicle trips and increase 
average vehicle occupancies. 

• Expansion of transportation alternatives including park-and-ride facilities, 
high-occupancy-vehicle facilities and expanded mass transit. 

• Traffic systems management to encourage better traffic flow by ramp metering and 
transportation control improvements . 

The RAQSs contain 32 new stationary source tactics to control emissions from industrial, 
commercial and residential sources. They also require California-registered vehicles owned 
by persons with a Mexican address to comply with the smog check program . 

Issue: Would implementation of the proposed Community Plan and LCP Updates 
reduce the ability of the San Diego Air Basin to meet federal and state clean air 
standards? 

Impact 

The community of La Jolla is presently 95 percent developed. With implementation of the 
proposed land use plan upon community buildout , there could be approximately 30 additional 
single-family units constructed in La Jolla, and about 60 multifamily ttnits. This development 
translates into an additional 780 ·ADT that could be generated onto La Jolla roadways. 

Even though Pacific Beach is now over 97 percent developed, upon community buildout, 
· approximately 1,884 additional multifamily dwelling units could be constructed. This 
development could generate an additional 15 ,072 ADT on Pacific Beach roadways . 

The rezoning alternative proposed by the Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee 
would result in approximately 50 additional multifamily units (included within the 
1,884 units) at build out. The City's Transportat ion Planning Division has determined that 
the additional ADTs generated by these units are not significant enough to warrant further 
circulation improvements. · 

Based on the travel forecast conducted by the City's Transportation Planning Division , 1993 , 
eight roadway segments within La Jolla are presently operating in excess of their design 
capacities, as well as 14 such roadway segments in Pacific Beach. Upon buildout of these 
communities, it is forecasted that with roadway improvements, the total number of roadway 
segments operating over capacity would be 14 in La Jolla and 17 in Pacific Beach. Segments 
with V /C ratios of I. 30 or greater would result in moderate to severe traffic congestion. 
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The travel forecast also found that two intersections within La Jolla and eight intersections 
within Pacific Beach currently operate with a LOS lower (or worse) than C. Potential 
problems with LOS D or lower incl udes congestion, qelay and air quality impacts. Upon 
buildout of the two communities, the travel forecast projects the LOS to be worse than C at 
four La Jolla intersections, and at ten Pacific Beach intersections with ex isting intersection 
configurations . Intersections with LOS D or lower could experience a build-up of 
CO concentrations, thus creating CO "hotspots." 

Sienificance of Impact 

Implementation of the land use plans set forth within the proposed La Joll a and Pacific Beach 
Community Plan and LCP Updates, would create direct impacts on the region's ability to 
attain federal and state air quality standards. Motor vehicle emissions would also 
incrementally affect air quality within the San Diego Air Basin as development occurs over 
time, resulting in cumulative impacts. These Plan updates would , however, create less · 
impacts than the previously adopted Community Plans for these two communiti es. Forecasted 
increases in average daily traffic and levels of service on community roadway , are for the 
large part , attributed to overall regional growth and an increase in tourism . 

Mitieation Measures 

To minimize direct and cumulative impacts to air quality within the San Diego Air Basin , 
both the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates include goals and 
recommendations as they relate to the 1992 RAQSs. Implementation of these measures would 
not, however, reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 

• Reduce traffic congestion within the communities by increasing the effic iency of public 
transit, by promoting safe and pleasant bicycle and pedestrian routes, and by providing 
physical and operational improvements to the existing circulation systems. 

• Promote the use of a year-round shuttle service as an alternative fon11 of transportation . 

• Create safe and useful pedestrian and bicycle pathways to connect the residential 
neighborhoods with commercial areas and community facilities, such as schools, parks 
and the library . · 

• Reduce the impact of visitor parking in those areas closest to the beach and bay through a 
program of incentives (such as peripheral parking centers and improved transit) and 
disincentives (such as time-limit parking and residential parking permits). 

In addition, the Plan Updates recommend the implementation of transportation demand 
strategy studies. Significant impacts to air quality within the San Diego Air Basin couid be 
further mitigated by the adoption of development alternatives to reduce intensiti es within both 
communities. These alternatives would focus on downzoning within the same land use 
category: or rezoning to a more restri ctive land use. Adoption of a development alternati ve 
would reduce traffic impacts, and thereby reduce direct and cumul at ive impacts to ai r quality 
within the San Diego Air Bas in . 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Existi112 Conditions 

Soils 

According to the U.S. Deporrmem <?f Agriculture Soil Survey-San Diego , California , much of 
the soil make up within the two communities is either highly erodible, or because of 
widespread development, no valid interpretations for erodibility can be made. The southern 
coastal plain of La Jolla and the western one-half of Pacific Beach is composed of such 
disturbed soil, that is referred to as Urban Land (Ur). Urban Land indicates that the so.i l have 
be so highly urbanized upon that no erodibility factor can be determined. 

The shoreline beach areas in both communities are classified as Coastal Beaches (Cr) , with a 
severe erodibility factor. Much of Mission Bay, its island and peninsulas, are composed of 
Made Land (Md) as a result of dredging operations conducted in Mission Bay from 1942 to 
1961. Made Land is found in Pacific Beach within the vicinity of Mission Bay Senior High 
School and Campland, adjacent to the Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

The hillier parts of La Jolla and Pacific Beach comprising Mount Soledad and its ridges and 
canyons, are composed of a mixture of highly erodible soils. The summit of Mount Soledad 
and the high ridge extending south along I-5 contain terrace escarpments (TeF) , which are 
severely erodible . The remaining hillside ridges and canyons fanning out from 
Mount Soledad throughout the center of La Jolla, are composed of Olivenhain cobbly loams 
(OhE, OhF, and OhC), ranging in slope gradients of 2 to 50 percent. Within sloping mesa 
areas in -between the canyons , widespread development has occurred on soils generally 
consisting of Carlsbad gravelly loamy sands (CbB and CbC), Olivenhain -Urban land complex 
soils (OkC and OkE) and Huerhuero-Urban land complex soils (HuC and HuE). The loamy 
sands have a high erodibility factor, where the other soils containing Urban land have 
no rating. 

In northern La Jolla, along the flatter coastline areas, are highly erodible Corraliton loamy 
sands (CsB and CsC). Altamont clays (AtE, AtE2, and AtF) lie adjacent to the loamy sands, 
and have a moderate to severe erodibility rating. The remainder of northern La Jolla is 
generally composed of Carlsbad gravelly loamy sands (CbB , CbC, and CbD) , 
Carlsbad-Urban land complex (CcC and CcE), and Chesterton fine sandy loams (CfC). The 
sands and the loams are all highly e rodibl e . 

Geolo2y 

Seismology 

According to the City of San Diego Seismic Sqfery Study, there are a range of seismic fault 
traces extending through the La Jolla community . As shown in Figure 6, these faults include 
the Muirlands Fault, Country Club Fault , Mount Soledad Fault, Rose Canyon Fault and 
Scripps Fault. 

The Rose Canyon Fault zone extends south through La Joll a and Pacifi c Beach, for 
approximately 10 miles. This zone extends south from La Jolla Cove Shores , down along 
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Ardath Road , through Rose Canyon, and along the east side of Mi ssion Bay parall eling 1-5. 
This zone is comprised of the subparallel fa ults of Rose Canyon, County Club and Mount 
Soledad. Within Pacific Beach, as shown in Figure 7, it includes the Miss ion Bay Fau lt. 
Seismic studies indicate that the Rose Canyon Fault zone also continues north offshore fo r 
approximately 10 miles. 

The Rose Canyon fault has been classified as potentially "active" by the California Division 
of Mines and Geology, due to its recorded pattern of earthquake and seismic movement. Any 
new development within five hundred feet of either side of this fault, would require 
geotechnical studies prior to issuance of discretionary permits and site construction. This 
alignment also falls within the Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone, recently established by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology in December of 1992. Seismic related hazards 
within this zone include ground shaking, surface ground rupture_, landslides and liquefaction . 
The remaining faults within these communities are classified as inactive. 

Ground Stability 

In terms· of geologic stability within La Jolla and Pacific Beach, ground conditions appear to 
be generally stable through much of the two communities. B~sed on the Ciry <?f San Diego 
Seismic Safery Srudy, almost the entire community of Pacific Beach and the western portion 
of La Jolla have a geotechnical land use risk zone rating of AB, B, and AC, with a 
corresponding geologic hazard category number of 52, thus indicating that the ground is 
generally stable. The shoreline's coastal bluff and beach areas range from generally unstable , 
with unfavorable jointing and rapid erosion, to generally stable, with very slow erosion and 
no slides (in the broader beach areas). La Jolla's northern shoreline contains confirmed, 
known, and highly suspected slide areas within the coastal slopes . · 

Many of the shoreline areas immediately adjacent to Mission Bay have a high potential for 
ground failure , or liquefaction. Liquefaction is a phenomenon which occurs in unconsolidated 
and/or near saturated materials . The soil loses total cohesion and is converted to a fluid state 
when subjected to severe vibration, as with seismic activity. Within Pacific Beach, these 
areas of high liquefaction potential are found within the vicinity of Rose Creek , Mission Bay 
Senior High School and Campland, and have a geotechnical land use risk zone rating of C 
with a corresponding geologic hazard category number of 31. 

The areas comprising Mount Soledad and its ridges, canyons and sloping mesas, are mostly 
underlain with Ardath scale, a slide-prone geologic formation . Its geologic ratings, however, 
indicate that these areas range from unfavorable to favorable in geologic ground structure. 
Most of the existing development occurs on favorable geologic ground structure. 

Issue: Would implementation of the Community Plan and LCP Updates result in the 
exposure of people or proper1y to geologic hazards such as ear1hquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, ground failure , or similar hazards? 
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Note: The information presented on this map 
is primarily intended for planning purposes 
and should not be construed as definitive 
data for a specific site. The information 
p<esented is a collection of the most readily 
available data at the time of compilation and 
limited to the sources indicated on the legend 
sheet. Since the information on this map was 
transferred from a series of maps of differing 
scales, the accuracy is limited. As recom­
mended in the San Diego Seismic Safety 
Study, city-wide maps showing faults. 
geological hazards. !arid use capabilities 
and related studies used to determine 
suitable land uses are to be kept updated. 

Source: 

City o f Sa n Diego 
Seismic Safety Study 
Compiled by: 
F. flcach Leighton & Assoc. , 
1971 , updated 1983 

PACIFIC OCEAN 

Scripps Fault 

GEOLOGICAL FAULT LINES AND 
HAZARD AREAS - LA JOLLA 
Environmental Analysis Section 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO • PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Impact 

Geological conditions exist within both La Jolla and Pacific Beach which could pose serious 
hazards when the land is developed upon. These areas include unstable slopes , slide-prone 
rock formations, earthquake faults, and areas prone to liquefaction during seismic acti vity. 

Construction sites located in specific Hazard Category Zones are considered to have 
potentially significant geologic impacts. The Hazard Category Zone, as it relates to La Jolla 
and Pacific Beach , includes land with the following features or phenomenon: confirmed , 
highly suspected, or conjectured land slide potential; slide-prone Ardath scale rock 
formation; relatively high liquefaction potential; generally unstable coastal bluffs; unstable 
and unfavorable bedding planes;· and rapid erosion potential. Also, project sites located 
within 500 feet of an active fault, such as Rose Canyon Fault, or potentially active faults are 
considered to have potentially significant geologic/geotechnical impacts. 

The future residential development or residential/commercial redevelopment expected to 
occur throughout La Jolla and Pacific Beach, may well be located within one, or a 
combination of, the above mentioned Hazard Category Zones. Future projects that are in 
these areas would require geotechnical surveys and studies to be conducted prior to issuance 
of any City permits. In most cases, geologic hazards can be alleviated by grading. Generally, 
this involves removing the hazardous ground material and backfilling with stable material at 
stable slope gradients. In some cases, buttress fills are created which extend into open 
spaces, thereby disturbing sensitive vegetation, at least temporari 1 y. For hazards associated 
with faults, building setbacks are generally considered as adequate mitigation. 

Sienificance of Impact 

Implementation of both the Community Plan and LCP Updates could result in significant 
direct and indirect impacts to the geological make-up of future project sites within La Jolla 
and Pacific Beach. Future development could expose people and property to geologic 
hazards, thus jeopardizing human safety and well-being. 

Mitieation Measures 

The proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates recommend 
specific hillside and coastal bluff development guidelines to alleviate potential geologic 
hazards in those areas . 

La Jolla 

• Design structures on hillsides with a Hillside Review Overlay Zone designation in a 
manner that does not excessively alter the natural hill side conditions, thereby minimizing 
the need for cut and fill grading. 

• The structural quality of the soil should determine the type of coqstruction proposed on 
hillsides. The stability of a hillside is important to the protection of adjacent properties as 
well as sensitive slopes and canyons which may surround the site. 
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• Design infill development on hill sides in relation to ex ist ing topograph y and land scape 
features, and set back large residential structures from the brows of hill sides. 

• Prohibit coastal bluff development on or beyond the bluff face ~ except for public access 
stairways and ramps leading to beaches. Other permitted coastal development would 
include fencing essential to deter trespassing and protect fragile resources, and erosion 
control measures , such as seawalls and drainage conduits, provided that they do not alter 
the natural character of the bluff face, restrict public access, or encroach on public 
property without an approved encroachment permit. 

• Require a geotechnical report for all bluff-top development proposed to be sited within 
40 feet from the bluff edge, to document that the· edge is stable enough to support the 
proposed development in accordance with the Sensitive Coastal Resource Overlay Zone. 

• Permit the placement of shoreline protective works, such as seawalls, revetments and 
parapets, only when required to save coastal-dependent uses and when there are no other 
feasible means to protect existing principal structures in danger from wave action. 

• Disallow the placement of protective structures to encroach on any public areas unless 
engineering studies indicate that minimal encroachment may be necessary to avoid 
significant erosion conditions and that no other viable alternative exists. 

• Require indigenous native and drought tolerant plants in all new developments and 
significant additions along coastal bluffs, to reduce the need for underground irrigation 
systems that contribute to the erosion of the bluff face due to water runoff over the 
bluff face . 

• On existing legal lots, where 90 percent or more of the lot is located on steep slopes 
above 25 percent grade, limit encroachment into the hillside to 20 percent, thereby 
preserving the remaining portions of the hillside in a natural, undisturbed state. 

Pacific Beach 

• Set back new development along coastal bluffs in accordance with the sensitive coastal 
resources zone and specific proposals within the Plan to reduce the potential for erosion 
and slippage. 

• Any new access (via trails, etc.) into and through Open Space areas proposed by the City 
shall be reviewed by the Planning Department to ensure that it is provided in a manner 
that is sensitive to resource preservation. 

Detailed mitigation measures would be formulated during environmental review of 
site-specific projects. 
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BIOLOGY 

Existine Conditions 

The communities of La Jolla and Pacific Beach both contain man y sensitive biological 
resources throughout their canyon, hillside and creek bed areas, that form the core of their 
open space systems, as shown in Figures 8 and 9. 

Major hillside areas within La Jolla include the slopes of Mount Soledad , La Jolla Heights 
Natural Park, Pottery Canyon and Mount Soledad Natural Park. The residential development 
of La Jolla Alta, located in the southern portion of the community , has also reserved over 
20 acres of sensitive slopes and canyons as a dedicated open space easement. Mount Soledad 
Natural Park consists of approximately 117 acres of slope reserved as public parkland . An 
additional 30 acres of Mount Soledad, north of Ardath Road is not presently part of the 
Natural Park, but is maintained as open space by the City. As shown in Figure 12 , the 
sensitive biological habitats found within La Jolla, include coastal sage scrub, mixed 
chaparral, maritime succulent scrub, riparian scrub, grassland, and coastal bluff scrub. Open 
space and parkland comprise over 900 acres of the community's land coverage. 

The majority of sensitive hillside and canyon areas within Pacific Beach occur on the 
southern slopes of Mount Soledad, which comprise the 79-acre Kate Sessions Park, and a 
linear sloped area situated just west of I-5. As showh in Figure 13. Sensitive biological 
habitats located in these areas include coastal sage scrub, mixed chaparral and disturbed 
grasslands. Paci fie Beach's eastern side is traversed by the partial 1 y channelized Rose Creek , 
which leads into Mission Bay through the Rose Creek inlet. Valuable habitat communities 
found along the creek alignment include freshwater marsh, brackish marsh, and 
saltwater marsh. 

The southeastern edge of Pacific Beach includes a northern portion of the 65+ acre Northern 
Wildlife Preserve within Mission Bay Park, as shown in Figure 9. Approximately 17 acres of 
the northern portion of the Preserve comprise the Kendall-Frost Mission Bay Marsh Reserve. 
The City of San Diego and University of California - Natural Reserve System , jointly 
manage the Preserve. It contains the last remnant of salt marsh in Mission Bay, and is 
considered to be one of the best examples of coastal salt marsh remaining in southern 
California. Just southwest of the Preserve, and adjacent to Crown Point Drive, is also a 
designated least tern breeding area. The California least tern is a federally-listed, endangered 
species which is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973 . Limitations on human 
activity on or adjacent to designated least tern nesting sites are necessary for maintaining the 
effectiveness of the sites for breeding and nesting. 

As shown in Figures IO and 11, the Sensitive Coastal Resource Overlay Zone (SCR) covers 
portions of both La Jolla and Pacific Beach . This zone overlays the coastal edges of La Jolla, 
consisting of sensitive coastal bluffs and beaches. It covers portions of Pacific Beach as well, 
including coastal bluffs and beaches along the coastline, .and wetlands and wetland buffer 
areas within the Northern Wildlife Preserve and in Rose Creek. Future projects proposed in 
these SCR overlay areas would require SCR permits. 
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·Neither La Jolla or Pacific Beach contain designated wildlife corridors within their open 
space systems. This is primarily due to widespread urbanization throughout both 
communities, resulting in isolated and unconnected pockets of open space areas and open 
space easements . 

Biolo~ical Habitats 

Coastal Sage Scrub 

Coastal sage scrub is considered to be a sensitive habitat by the County and City of 
San Diego, because of its rapid decline and growing number of declining plant and 
threatened and sensitive animal species associated with it. This habitat type occurs primarily 
throughout the open space slopes of Mount Soledad facing 1-5, Soledad Open Space Park, the 
La Jolla Alta PRO open space easement, La Jolla Park , some hillsides in La Jolla Shores, 
Kate Sessions Park, Scripps Coastal Reserve, and UCSD property, a~ shown in Figures 12 
and 13. 

Coastal sage scrub is characterized by the two dominant plant species of California sagebrush 
(Arrenisia califomica) and flat-top buckwheat (Eriogonum fascic11/arum). Highly sensitives 
plant species in this habitat include California adolphia (Adolphia ca/{fornica), mesa clubmoss 
(Selaginella cenerascens), the state endangered San Diego County monardella (Monardella 
linoides ssp. viminea), and the coast barrel cactus (Ferocactus vi ridescens) which is a 
Category 2 candidate for federal listing. 

Coastal sage scrub is also associated with highly sensitive animal species, including the 
San Diego horned lizard (Phyrnosoma coronarun blainvillei), and orange-throated whiptail 
(Cnemidophorus hype1y1hrus heldingi) both Category 2 candidates for federal listing, and the 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila ca/{fornica), federally listed as threatened. This habitat type 
also includes the Rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila rujicedps canescens), the loggerhead 
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), and the cactus wren ( Campylorhynchus branneicapillus couesi). 

Maritime Succulent Scrub 

Within the project area, maritime succulent scrub is found primarily in the Scripps Coastal 
Reserve and the UCSD property adjacent to Scripps Institution of Oceanography. This habitat 
type occurs along coastal bluff areas on thin, rocky or sandy soils and intergrades with 
southern coastal bluff scrub. It contains sage scrub mixed with many succulents and cacti . 

Characteristic plant species of this habitat community include California copperleaf (Ccalypha 
californ.ica), coastal agava (Agave shawii), and California sagebrush (Arremesia cal{fomica) . 
The characteristic succulents and cacti within this community include velvet cactus 
(Bergercactus em01yi), coast barrel cactus (Ferocactus viridescens), bush sunflower (Encelia 
californ.ica), prickly pear cactus (Opunria lilforalis) , cliff spurge (Euphorbia misera, Dudley 
spp.) and desert thorn (lycium col(f'ornic11111). 
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Coastal Bluff Scrub 

Coastal bluff scrub requires special soil conditions found on coastal bluffs along the northern 
end of La Jolla , in and around Blacks Canyon and Sumner Canyon. The height of the 
plantsmay reach five feet. Characteristic plant species within the habitat community include 
saltbush (Arriplex spp.), morning-glory (Ca/ysregia cyclosregia), and others. 

Coastal Mixed Chaparral 

Coastal mixed chaparral is also known as southern maritime chaparral. It is a distinctive type 
of chaparral that exists only in weathered sands with the fog belt in scattered localiti es from 
La Jolla to Encinitas. It frequently grows on steep slopes, especially those with a northern 
orientation. Within the project area, this habitat type exists primarily on the slopes of Mount 
Soledad Natural Park, Pottery Canyon, the UCSD property south of La Jolla Shores Drive, 
portions of hillsides within the Muirlands, and Kate Sessions Park. It is also found in Black's 
and Sumner Canyons in and adjacent to the Scripps Coastal .Reserve. 

Coastal mixed chaparral is characterized by the plant species which have a relatively limited 
distribution and occur no place else in the world . Plant species of this community include 
toyon, sugar bush, lemonade berry , !aural sumac, chamise, Del Mar manzanita, 
wart-stemmed ceanothus, mountain mahogany , sum1.11er holly , sea dahlia , Del Mar sand aster 
and Western dichondra . These species continue to be vulnerable to continued 
development pressures. 

Del Mar manzanita (Arctosraphylos g!andu/osa ssp. crass{f'o/ia) and summer holly 
(Comarosraphylos diversifo/ia ssp. divers(jo/io) are both Category 2 candidates for federal 
listing as endangered or threatened species. Western dicliondra (Dichondra occidenrolis) is a . . 

Category 3c candidate for federal listing. 

Riparian Scrub 

Riparian scrub is widely scattered along intermittent streams and near larger rivers , and is 
maintained by frequent flooding. Within the project area, this habitat community is found 
along the La Jolla Alta PRD open space easement and drainage area. Riparian scrub is 
characterized by the plant species of baccharis (Baccharis viminea), Barbara sedge (Carex 
barbarae), slender willow (Salix exiqua), and hoary nettle (Urrica Holosericea). 

Coastal Salt Marsh 

Coastal salt marsh vegetation is found in low-lying areas along the coast, and especially in 
estuaries, bays and lagoons . Within the project area, this habitat community exists at the 
mouth of Rose Creek as it empties into Mission Bay and in the Northern Wildlife Preserve. 
Salt marsh found within the Preserve is considered to be one of best examples of coastal salt 
marsh in southern California . This habitat is subject to inundation by salt water, and is 
therefore characterized by high soil salinities. Salt marsh is a highly productive habitat and is 
an essential spawning ground for many ocean-going organisms, including several game 
fishes. Only a small remnant of the original salt marsh acreage remains statewide, due to 
encroaching development. 
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· Salt marsh plants are typically perennial species of succulents and grasses, with Cali fo rnia 
cord-grass and glasswort being the two most common genera within thi s habitat community. 
Sea-blite and saltwort are also readily found wi thin salt marsh . Salt marsh bird ' s beak 
(Cordylanrhus maririnus maririmus) is a federally listed endangered plant also occurring in 
this habitat, which is a hemiparasite that lives on the roots of other marsh species. 

An abundance of wildlife is supported by this habitat, including fish , shell fish , and birds. 
Animals of concern include the California least tern (Srerna anri!!arum brmvni) , light-footed 
clapper rail (Ra/lus longirosrris), salt marsh skipper (Panoquina pa11oq11inoider errans), 
tidewater gobi (Eucyclogobij~1s newbenye), and the Belding's savannah sparrow (Passerculus 
sandwichensis beldingi). The least tern and the clapper rail are federally listed endangered 
species, and the Belding's savannah sparrow is a state-listed endangered species. 

Coastal Brackish Marsh 

Coastal brackish marsh usually intergrades with coastal salt marsh toward s the ocean in 
coastal bays and estuaries, and occasionally with freshwater marshes at the mouth of rivers . 
Within the project area, coastal brackish marsh is found in the upper mouth of Rose Creek, 
as it intergrades with salt marsh leading into Mission Bay . The salinity in brackish marsh 
may vary considerably, .and may increase at high tide or during seasons of low freshwater 
runoff or both. This habitat community is characterized by plant species including sedge, 
coastal salt grass, rushes, glasswort, bulrushes, and soft flag . 

Freshwater Marsh 

Freshwater marshes are found where the water table is at or just above the ground surface. 
Freshwater is found within Rose Creek just north of Balboa Avenue, as the creek bed 
transitions upstream from salt and brackish water. This vegetation community is dominated 
by perennial bulrushes and cattails. 

Issue 1: Would implementation of the proposed Plans result in a reduction of any 
unique, rare, endangered, sensitive; or protected species of plants or animals? 

Issue 2: Would -implementation of the proposed Plans result in the interference with 
movement. of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species? 

Issue 3: Would implementation of the proposed Plans result in impacts to a sensitives 
habit.at, including streamside vegetation, coastal sage scrub, chaparral, salt water 
marsh, and freshwater marsh? 

Impact. 

Future development and redevelopment to take place within La Jolla and Pacific Beach over 
the next 20 years, could occur adjacent to sensitive biological resources found on hillside and 
canyon areas. Even though La Jolla is 95 percent developed, upon builclout of this 
community, it is expected that approximately 30 additional single-family dwelling units 
would be constructed, as well as 60 multifamily units. Residential construction could occur 
along the edges of open spaces systems and open space easements, thus encroaching upon 
valuable habitat areas and potential wildlife linkages/corridors. 
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Even though Pacific Beach is almost totally builtout, it is anticipated that another 
1,884 multifamily units could be constructed through implementation of the proposed lan·d 
use plan. Single-family residential development, would occur as redevelopment , most likely 
in older neighborhoods. Future development could encroach upon the frin ges of sensitive 
habitat communities found within Kate Sessions Park, the Rose Creek floodplain area and the 
Northern Wildlife Preserve. 

Area roadway improvements recommended by the Community Plan and LCP Updates , as 
previously discussed in Section IV. A., could also potentially disturb valuable biological 
habitat. In particular, the widening of Garnet Avenue between Soledad Mountain Road and 
I-5, and the extending of Pacific Beach Drive to North Mission Bay Drive with a bridge 
spanning Rose Creek, could potentially damage fragile marsh areas within the creekbed and 
its embankments. 

The installation and replacement of public utilities, including, bL°1t not limited to, water and 
sewer pipelines , electrical and communications cabling, and natural gas pipelines , all could 
traverse and potentially impact valuable wildlife habitats within open space and shoreline 
marsh and bluff areas. 

Sienificance of Impact 

Implementation of the proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and 
LCP Updates could result in both direct and indirect impacts to biological resources within 
community open space systems, creek beds and shoreline areas. Development of future 
public utility and roadway improvements as recommended by th e City could potenti all y 
impact valuable habitat within these communities as well. 

Mitieation Measures 

The proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates set forth the 
following policies and recommendations to minimize direct and indirect impacts to sensitive 
biological resources, potentially created through implementation of the Plans. ' 

La Jolla 

• Rezone Mount Soledad Natural Park from Rl-40,000 to OS-OSP . 

• Dedicate the 30 acres of Mount Soledad, north of Ardath Road, as part of the 
Mount Soledad Natural Park. 

• Designate the small City-owned parcel at La Jolla Scenic Way and La Jolla Scenic Drive 
South as Open Space. 

• Rezone both Starkey and Via de! Norte Mini-Parks as OS-OSP from R-3000. 

• Designate the Fay Avenue bike path as Open Space and rezone it from R 1-5000 and 
R 1-8000 to R 1-40,000. 
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• Limit public access in open space areas that contain sensitive biological resources to 
scientific ·or educational use. Access shall be confined to designated trail s or paths and no 
access shall be approved by the City which would. result in the di srupti on of habitat areas. 

• Limit encroachment of new development in the areas identified as des ignated Open 
Space. Place the future installation of utility lines, facilities and equipment underground 
in any open space areas where feasible and revegetate with indigenous plant species. 

• Prepare a master Environmental Assessment and Data Base for the Mount Soledad and 
Muirlands areas, to serve as a basic resource document containing an inventory and an 
analysis of all Open Space plant and animal habitat areas. 

• Provide a system of viable habitat linkages between the existing open space areas to 
canyons and hillsides throughout the La Jolla open space system. 

• Designate the bluffs adjacent to Coast Walk as an ecological reserve in order to help 
protect the integrity of the off-shore Underwater Park and Marine Reserve. 

Pacific Beach 

• Designate the Rose Creek inlet and flood control channel as Open Space, and pursue 
development of the area as a linear park with naturalized landscaping, and pedestrian and 
bicycle paths and facilities. Its maintenance will continue to be funded by the City's 
Water Utility Department. 

• Natural resource areas such as Kate Sessions Park and the Northern Wildlife Preserve 
shall be designated as Open Space and rezoned to an appropriate Ope1i Space Zone to 
preserve them in their natural state. 

• Placement of new utility infrastructure should avoid open space areas serving as habitat 
-· -preserves ··or conservation areas. Facilities should avoid all sensitive habitats, plants, and 

animals when being located in any open space area and absolutely excluded from open 
space sites serving as mitigation and/or serving habitat preservation/conservation 
purposes. Other open space areas allowing public access and activity would be available 
for utility infrastructure with appropriate mitigation . 

• Any new access (via trails, etc.) into .and through Open Space acres proposed by the City 
shall be reviewed by the Planning Department to ensure that it is provided in a manner 
that is sensitive to resource protection, with designated trails what would not disrupt 
habitat areas. 

• Any new development of property abutting the Mission Bay Park Northern Wildlife 
Preserve shall maintain a buffer area and shall incorporate, where feasibl e, a controlled 
pedestrian trail and viewing areas around the marsh in accordance with. the Sensitive 
Coastal Resource Zone and the specific proposals within the Cornrnuriity Plan. 
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"Designation" of land to Open Space within the Community .Plan updates, acts to secure land 
for a particular use, but which could be rezoned to another use in the future. Development of 
open space related facilities could occur within this designation. To "dedicate" property to a 
particular land use, en tails a com mitmen t macle by a private landowner to keep his property 
within a particular land use, such as Open Space, or a transfer of the land 's ownership to the 
City (e.g. in the form of an easement) for a particular land use. Acceptance of land 
dedications by the City requires approval by the City Council. Dedication of land to Open 
Space permits no future development on that property and no future rezonings. 

Detailed mitigation or alternatives for impacts to biology related to residenti al, public 
utility and other projects, would be formulated during subsequent environmental review for 
those projects. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Existini: Conditions 

Both La Jolla and Pacific Beach are situated within a coastal region which has an extensive 
record of both prehistoric and historic occupation, even though much of these areas have 
been completely urbanized. Areas including Rose Canyon, Mount Soledad, Pacific Beach , 
Mission Beach, and Mission Bay have been studied by archaeo logists over the years, and a 
large number of archaeological sites have been recorded. 

Prehistory 

The area's prehistory dates back to approximately 10,000 years ago, when the region's 
occupants were Native American people. The San Dieguito Complex is a cultural distinction 
used to describe a group of Native American people who occupied this region between 
10,000 and 8,000 years ago. The San Dieguito migrated to coastal San Diego County from 
areas with drying , inland lakes now located in desert terrain . It is believed that the 
San Dieguito Complex was a wandering-based hunting and gathering society, as suggested by 
tools recovered from the sites of the San Dieguito . These people gathered mari.ne resources 
of shellfish and fish with sophisticated stone tools. The material culture of the San Dieguito 
Complex consists primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large 
projectile points. Many tools were made of felsite, a fine-grained green metavolcanic 
material. Also associated with San Dieguito sites are sleeping circles, trail shrines, and 
rock alignments . 

Subsequent to the San Dieguito was the La Jolla Complex which dates back to approximately 
9,000 to 8,500 years before the present. The La Jolla Complex is a major cultural tradition 
which was established in the San Diego region, primarily along the coast. These people are 
characterized by having milling technology . The material culture includes "crude" cobble 
tools, especially choppers and scrapers, basin metates , manos , descoidals , points and flexed 
burials. The time period represented by La Jollan sites is referred to ~s the Early Milling or 
Archaic Period . 
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The Late Prehistoric Period is marked by the occupation of the Kumeyaay Indians, a Yuman 
speaking people from the Colorado River region, approximately 2,000 years ago . Due to the 
silted-in condition of lagoons along the coast, the Kumeyaay avail ed themselves of what 
mari ne food sources were avai lab le, but supplemented this with seasonal plants and game as 
the primary sources of nourishment. They were a seasonal hunting and gathering people who 
practiced cremation, the use of bows and arrows, and the use of acorn s from scattered oak 
trees along the coast (Moratto 1984) . The cultural mate rial of the Kumeyaay included 
specialized ceramics, cremation urns , sc rapers, scraper plain s, a steatite indu st ry, and 
clay-lined hearths. 

Within the Pacific Beach community is the recorded, prehistoric site of the Village of 
La Rinconada de Jamo, SDI-5017 (SDM-W-150). The village site has provided 
archaeologists with significant information regarding the ways of prehi storic life in coastal 
San Diego. It is believed that thi s site was occupied for 2,500 years or more, from the late 
Early Milling Period throughout the Late Prehistoric Period and into th e Hi storic Period. 
Cultural materi al recovered at the village site indicated the subsistence ac tiviti es of milling 
and hunting , stone tool manu fac ture, meat processing , and procurement of fish, mammals, 
and reptiles (Winterrowd and Cardenas 1987). A recovered cerami c pipe frag ment and 
red-tailed hawk remains also indicate the occurrence of ceremonial activities at the site. 

History 

In 1769 the first Spanish exploring party, commanded by Gaspar de Portola , traversed the 
coastal canyons en route to the north from San Diego. Rose Canyon served as a natural 
transportation route for commercial and military activities along the coast. Dramati c changes 
occurred in the lives of the Indians of San Di ego during this time, when the 
Mission San Diego de Alcala and the Presidio of San Diego were founded. Coastal Indians 
were quickly absorbed into the Mission system or died of newly introduced diseases. For this 
reason , ethnographic accounts of these Indians are limited. As the Indian population 
diminished , Spanish and Mexican people gradually settled in the area, as well as 
Americans during the Gold Rush era (Carrico and Taylor 1983), to pursue farming and 
ranching activities. 

Since the beginning of the 20th Century, the San Diego coastal area experienced an increase 
in residential development and an escalation in land values. Both La Jolla and Pacific Beach 
contain significant historic structures and sites, dating back to the early 1900' s that are 
important historical and heritag resources as well as community landmarks, as indicated in 
Figures 14 and 15. La Jolla contains 24 sites and structures that have been designated as 
locally historic by the City 's Historical Site Board. These sites are located primarily in the 
Village area, of which four of those sites have been placed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The nationally historic sites are the Red Rest and Red Roo.st (Neptune) 
Cottages, La Jolla Woman's Club and Scripps Marine Biological Laboratory. 

Within the vicinity of Scripps In s ti tu ti on of Oceanography, there are also hi storic features 
(Hanna 1980) associated with the former military facilities of Camp Ca ll an and Camp 
Matthews. The hi storic remains are representative of military activities with Worid War II 
coastal defenses. Camp Matthews was located in the eastern and cent ral portions of the 
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1. G.H. Scripps Marine 
Biological Laboratory' 

2. Pottery Canyon Park' 
3. ML Soledao Park' 
4. Windemere Cottage 
5. Coast Walk ' 
6. Cave Store and Cave 
7. Tyrolean Terrace (land only)' 
8. Green Dragon Colony (land only' 
9. Hawley House and Fig Tree 

(Top o' The Cove Restaurant) 
10. Hotel Cabrillo 
11. Brocton Villa' 
12. Red Rest and Red Roost 

(Neptune) Cottages· 
13. La Valencia Hotel' 
14. Colonial Inn' 
15. La Jolla Ar1 Association' 
16. Central La Jolla Street Lamps 
17. Little-Hotel-By-The-Sea' 
18. Athenaeum and Library' 
19 . .6.rcade Building 
20. Cole Book Store' 
21. Villa Waldo & Torrey Pine 
22. Brodiaea 
23. Woman's Club' 
24. Kaltenbach House• 
25. La Jolla Community Center' 

29 

26. Casa de Manana· 
27. Scripps Clinic Medical Inst.· 
28. Morton Bay Fig Tree 
29. Bishop's School 
30. Wall Street Apartments' 
31. Monte Vista' 
32. El Pueblo Ribera' 
33. Fire Station No. 13' 
34. Martha Kinsey Residence 

• Registered Historic Sites 

Potentially Historic Properties 

A. 949 Coast Boulevard 
B. 941 Coast Boulevard 
C. 7590 Draper Avenue 
D. 7520 Draper Avenue 

Note: lnclusioii in this list does no~ by 
itself, establish a historic site designa­
tion, nor does it otherwise restrict use 
or development of a site. A historic site 
designation may be applied only fol­
lowing a separate review prooess, 
independent of this plan. 
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present UCSD campu s, and served as a Marine Corps training and firing range from World 
War I to 1964. Camp Callan was located along the ocean in the vicinity of La Jolla 
Farmsand north up to the southern boundary of Torrey Pines State Park. Within the UCSD 
campus are other military buildings and features probably associated with Camp Matthews. 
Within the northern La Jolla Community Plan boundaries, historic remain s include a part of 
a bermed coastal artillery battery , and historic trash with bottles and ceramics. 

Pacific Beach contains only a few significant historic structures remini scent of the 
community's early history. Crystal Pier at the foot of Garnet Avenue , Dunaway Drugstore at 
the corner of Garnet A venue and Cass Street, Rose Creek Cottage at Grand A venue and 
Rose Creek, and a Victorian residence at I 704 Grand Avenue have been des ignated as locally 
historic sites. 

Issue 1: Would development as a result of the proposed Community Plan and 
LCP Updates alter or destroy any prehistoric or historic archaeological sites? 

Issue 2: Would development as a result of the proposed Community Plan and 
LCP Updates create adverse physical or aesthetic effects on an architecturally significant 
building, structure, or object'? 

Issue 3: Would development as a result of the proposed Community Plan and 
LCP Updates cause any impacts to existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 

Impact 

Development to occur within the communities of La Jolla and Pacific Beach, as proposed by 
the land use plans , could potentially impact both known and unknown cultural resources 
within the project area. Archaeological records reveal that the communiti es of La Jolla and 
Pacific Beach are rich in cultural resources. In addition to the prehi storic Village of 
La Rinconada de Jamo discussed above, resources include prehistoric camp sites which have 
been recorded along the entire length of Pacific Beach and Mission Beach, as well as heavily 
used seasonal camps at Crown Point and at the foot of Rose Canyon. These sites were 
associated with the La Jolla Complex (Smith and Moriarty 1985, Norwood and Walker , 
1980) and the recent late prehistoric Kumeyaay Indians (Winterrowd and Cardenas, 1987). 

Prehistoric burials have also been discovered along La Jolla's coastal bluffs during residential 
construction. These burials are as old as 8,400 years and associated with the La Jolla 
Complex . Their condition is usually di sturbed as a result of previous farming activities within 
the area. 

Disturbance and damage to cultural resources often occurs during the excavation operations 
for a project, where unknown subsurface resources are . uncovered. Future redevelopment 
projects would also be occurring on properti es which have not been prev iously surveyed for 
cultural remains . 
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Public roadway and utility i 111 provemen t projects could disturb or damage unknown 
prehistoric and hi storic sites as well. Among these improvements, the City is carrying out th e 
La Jolla-Pacific Beach Trunk Sewer Relief Project (CIP No . 46-164). Thi s proj ect primarily 
upgrades existing sewer force mains that are tributary to the First and Second 
La Jolla-Pacific Beach Trunk Sewers, renovates pumps in Sewer Pulllp Station 17, and 
rehabilitates Storlll Station "G". The project extends approximately 13 city blocks frolll 
Mission Blvd., down Tholllas Ave., and along Haines Street in Pacific Beach, with which the 
presence of potentially significant cultural resources could not be verifi ed. As specifi ed 
in a separate environmental document prepared for this project (Miti gated Negative 
Declaration, DEP No. 90-0787), archaeological monitoring is required during all ground 
disturbance operations. 

The City is also carrying out the Mission Bay Sewage Interceptor Systelll (MBSIS), a 
five phase project, to control non-point source pollutant flows and sewage spills frorn 
discharging into Mission Bay and the San Diego River tributary area .· This project will 
consist of phased improvements to storm drains, construction of underground pump stations 
and the installation of telemetry systems. Project locations extend around the Mission Bay 
shoreline, within Sail Bay and Fiesta Bay , and have the potential for impacting recorded 
archaeological sites including the Village of La Rinconada de Jama. Separate environmental 
documentation is being conducted for this phased project with appropriate n1itigation, 
if required . 

Historic surveys and inventories have also been conducted for La Jolla and Pacific Beach, to 
identify those sites which are 45 years and older and which may have historical significance . . 
The La Jolla-A Hisroric lnve11101y was compiled in 1977, and lists approximately 
171 potentially historic sites throughout La Jolla. A preliminary historic survey was also 
prepared for Pacific Beach in 1981 and revised in 1992 by the City Planning Department, 
which lists 53 significant and potentially significant historic sites. Thus, future development 
and redevelopment within these communities could impact structures/sites of unknown 
historical value. 

Si~nificance of Impact 

Development to occur over time within La Jolla and Pacific Beach could create direct 
impacts to both known and unknown prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. 
Development and redevelopment within these communities could also potentially damage or 
destroy historical significant buildings, structures or sites representative of architectural 
periods or occupied by people of historical significance. 

Mitigation Measures 

The proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan and LCP Updates s.et forth the 
following policies and recommendations to minimize or avoid direct irnpacts to cultural 
resources potentially caused through implementation of both Plans. 
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La Jolla 

• Identify sites of potentially significant hi storic value within the community by 
conducting surveys with the owners consent, based on existing preliminary surveys. 

• Protect existing structures of significant architectural and historical value within 
residential and commercial areas for their scientific, educational and heritage values. 
Maintain the cultural zone designation within the La Jolla Planned Di stri ct. 

• Encourage the adaptive reuse or relocation of older structures to another site within the 
community to preserve the structural integrity, usefulness and po\ential hi stori c value of 
these buildings. 

• Implement a comprehensive Historic Preservation Package in order to preserve historic 
resources under private ownership , through incentives such as the provision of historic 
tax credits and permit fee waivers. 

Pacific Beach 

• Conduct historical and archaeological surveys using the preliminary heritage survey 
conducted for Pacific Beach, and pursue designation of significant sites or structures. 

• Ens.ure that any redevelopment for Crystal Pier maximizes public access, emphasizes 
water dependent uses , enhances the historical architectural character of the pier and 
provides adequate parking. 

• Provide incentives, such as tax credits and permit fee waivers to encourage private 
designation and conservation of potentially historic sites. 

In compliance with cultural resource requirements of the City of San Diego, future 
development projects may require additional archival research, intensive surveys, 
excavations, resource evaluations of discovered remains, or archaeological monitoring. 
The project applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologi st to carry out these activities. 

Identified significant archaeological resources shall be avoided during excavation or 
construction at a project site, or preserved through capping or placement within an open 
space easement. When a significant resource would be disturbed by development , a research 
design and data recovery program, discussing in detail how the resource would be recovered, 
shall be prepared by the archaeologist and approved by the City prior to issuance of any 
discretionary permit. · 

The City Planning Department shall review all future projects which may alter a designated, 
or potentially eligible, historic site (typically a structure of 45 years or older). Any project 
proposal that substantially alters such a site, shall be reviewed by the City's Historical Site 
Board. Site restoration shall follow specific guidelines set forth by tlie Board during the 
project's environ mental review . 
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All cultu ral resource surveys, assessments, resource evaluation s and report preparations shall 
be carried out in accordance with City of San Diego and CEQA gui delines. It would be 
determined, however, which of these act ivities wo ul d .be required, during th e environmental 
review of site-specific proj ects. · 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Existin~ Conditions 

The La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Planning Areas are located within the 
Penasquitos Hydrographic Unit. The Penasquitos Hydrographic Unit is a triangular-shaped 
area of approximately 170 square miles, extending west from Poway to La Jolla . The unit 
contains Los Penasquitos Lagoon and Mission Bay, as well as Miramar Reservoir which is a 
major water storage facility containing imported Colorado River water . There are numerous 
creeks in this unit , including Soledad Canyon Creek , Carmel Vall ey Creek, Los Penasquitos 
Creek and Rose Creek which are major tributari es collecting runoff from seasonal rainfall. 

·Mission Bay forms a 4 ,000-acre aquatic park , with water quality that is generally lower than 
that of the coastal ocean water. This water quality is mostly due to poor flu shing 
characteristics of the bay , incidental discharging from boats , and accidental sewage pipeline 
breaks and spills into the bay. The partially channelized Rose Creek empties into 
Mission Bay, and has been degraded by adjacent residential and co1i1mercial development, as 
well as the construction of roadway and public utility proj ec ts. 

In the San Diego region, urban stormwater runoff is a major contributor to nonpoint source 
(NPS) pollution to surface waters. Growing urbanization has furth er impacted the hydrologic 
characteristics of watersheds which affects the volumes and rate of stormwater runoff. In 
compliance with amendments to the Federal Clean Water Act, in 1987 , which established the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit process, the City's 
Engineering and Development Department is developing a Citywide NPS pollution control 
and management program. Solutions to NPS pollution are regional in scope,_rather than 
designed on a project level basis; however, the practices may be implemented on 
individual projects. 

This City program is being developed in accordance with the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board San Diego Region , Order No . 90-42, NPDES No .. CA 0108758 , a 
region-wide permit that states, 

... "The impact of storm water and urban runoff discharges on 
water quality of receiving waters has not been fully determined . 
Extensive water quality monitoring and analysis of the data are 
essential to make that determination. This order requires the 
permittees to monitor the discharges and to analyze the data. Thi s 
Order also req uires the development and implementat.ion of bes t 
management practices (BMPs). "BMPs" are defin ed in 40 CFR 
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122.2 as "schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, 
maintenance procedures, and other management practi ces to 
prevent or reduce the pollution of waters of the United States . . . " 

Issue 1: Would the proposed Community Plan and LCP Updates result in changes in 
absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff? 

Issue 2: Would the proposed Community Plan and LCP Updates result in the 
discharging into surface or ground waters, significant amomits of pesticides, herbicides, 
fertilizers, gas, oil, or other noxious chemicals? 

Issue 3: Would the proposed Community Plan and LCP Updates result in a change in 
deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion which 
may modify the channel of a river or the bed of the ocean or any lagoon? 

Impact 

Future development within both La Jolla and Pacific Beach would increase the amount of . 
impervious ground surfaces within these communities, and in turn, increase the overall 
amount of urban runoff. Urban runoff is a major contributor to nonpoint source pollution to 
surface waters within the Penasquitos Hydrographic Unit. During the rainy season, pollutants 
from stormwater runoff are washed off streets, roofs, lawns and landscaping, and parking 
lots, thus degrading the water quality as it enters the area's rivers, creeks, coastal wetlands, 
lagoons , bays and the Pacific Ocean. The potential pollutants carri ed in stormwater runoff 
include sediment, heavy metals, oil, grease, gasoline, and other petroleum derivatives, 
fertilizers, pesticides, nutrients, animal wastes, salts and bacteria. Adverse impacts include 
more frequent and severe flooding, streambank and coastal bluff erosion, increased 
sedimentation in riparian areas and estuaries, and pollutant export. 

Implementation of the La Jolla Community Plan and LCP Update would result in the 
additional construction of approximately JO single-family dwelling units and approximately 
60 multifamily units. Commercial development would occur as redevelopment primarily 
within the Village core. Moreover, implementation of the Pacific Beach Plan would. result in 
approximately 1,884 additional multifamily units throughout the community. New 
single-family housing and commercial uses within Pacific Beach would occur over time as 
redevelopment within the allowable zones. 

The construction of building foundations and additional paved areas, including roadway 
improvements, parking lots, and driveways would increase the amount of impervious ground 
areas. These impervious areas increase stormwater runoff and the velocity of .sheetflow 
which could carry many of the above mentioned toxins, especially from motor' vehicles, into 
waterways and groundwater. Landscape irrigation and other sources of imported water could 
also increase the amount of area runoff, and toxin infiltration into groundwaters. 

As discussed above under the Geology and Soils section, much of the sloped areas within 
La Jolla and Pacific Beach are composed of soil types which are rated by the 
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U .S. Department of Agri culture Soil Survey-San Diego Area, California as having severe 
erodibility characteri sti cs . Coastal beaches along both colllrnuniti es are rated as having a 
severe erodibility factor as well. The steeper slopes and coastal blu ff areas are susceptible to 
erosion , geologic instabi I ity , and bluff alteration in general. 

Significance of Impact 

Through implementation of the proposed land use plans for both La Jolla and Paci fie Beach 
within the next ten to twenty years, development could result in direct and indirect impacts to 
the natural hydrology and water quality of community groundwater, traversing creeks and 
canyon drainage areas, Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean shoreline. Increlllental 
development and redevelopment occurring over a period of time, could contribute to 
cumulative impacts to hydrology/water quality as well. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following are lllitigation llleasures recolllmended throughout the Colll1i1unity Plan to 
minimize or avoid illlpacts associated with the hydrology/water ' quality within the 
two Community Planning Areas. 

La Jolla 

• Preserve beach and shoreline areas through appropriate erosion control measures that will 
maintain the natural environment, yet allow for the effective drainage of surface water. 
Surface water drainage shall not be allowed to drain over or near the bluff area, but 
rather into drainage facilities with energy dissipating devices. Where street drainage 
systems erode b I u ffs , the system shou Id be redesigned to prevent b I u ff erosion . · 

• Limit encroachment of new development in the areas identified as designated 
Open Space. 

• Maintain the natural surface drainage system, including intermittent streams, creeks, 
gullies and rivulets, especially where such drainageways adjoin or transverse other 
properties. Effects to natural drainage created by changes to natural landform or its 
surface coverage, must be determined prior to project approval. 

• Limit the total amount of surface ground cover. The design of such site surfaces as 
structure foundations, driveways, patios, sidewalks and roads, should support, not alter, 
the natural system of drainage. 

• Require indigenous native and drought tolerant plants in all new developments and 
significant additions along coastal bluffs, to reduce the need for underground irrigation 
systems that contribute to the erosion of the bluff face due to water runoff. 

• Improve existing street drainage outl ets with energy dissipating devi.ces or other similar 
measures in order to minilllize erosion cau sed by quantity, velocity or content of runoff. 
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• Direct roof and surface drainage away from the bluff edge toward s the street or into 
special drainage faciliti es that have been equipped to divert water runoff from flowin g 
over the bluff face. 

Pacific Beach 

• Set back new development along coastal bluffs in accordance with the Sensitive Coastal 
Resource Zone and specific proposals within the Plan to reduce the potential for ernsion 
and slippage. 

• Any new access (via trails, etc .) into and through Open Space areas proposed by the City 
shall be reviewed by the Planning Department to ensure that it is provided in a manner 
that is sensitive to resource preservation. 

• Any new development of property abutting the Mission Bay Park Northern Wildlife 
Preserve shall maintain a buffer area and shall incorporate, where feasible, a controlled 
pedestrian trail and viewing areas around the marsh in accordance with the Sensitive 
Coastal Resource Zone and the specific proposals with.in the Plan. 

Detailed mitigation measures would be formulated during environmental review of 
site-specific projects. 

NOISE 

Existing Conditions 

Noi se is defin ed as any un wanted or obj ecti onabl e so und whi ch di sturb s human ac ti vity. 
Ambient noise levels are increasing in urban areas clue to the growing volume of 
noise-generating activities. Within the urbanized communities of La Jolla and Pacific Beach, 
noise is primarily due to vehicular traffic, temporary construction, ventilation and air 
conditioning (HY AC) operations, leaf blowers, car alarms and barking clogs. The long-term 
effects of noise are physical as well as psychological. The various effects of noise could 
include headaches, sleep disturbance, changes in the heart and respiratory rate, irritability, 
fatigue, and hearing impairment. Noise could also adversely affect property values and the 
overall livability of a particular area. 

Noise level is based upon the volume or intensity of a sound, its frequency or pitch, and the 
time of day and duration of its occurrence. The intensity of sound is made up of small, very 
rapid fluctuations in air pressure, measured on a logarithmic scale in decibels (dB) . Decibel 
levels range from 0 dB, the approximate threshold for hearing, to 120 dB, the approximate 
threshold for pain. Sound frequency is the number of sound waves per second produced by 
an emitting source, which gives a sound its pitch. High pitched sounds are generally 
perceived as louder and more annoying than low pitched sounds, even when both types of 
sound are being emitted at the same decibel level. 

A method often used to quantify environmental sounds consists of a weighing system for all 
frequencies, that reflects the clecreasecl sensitivity of human hearing at both low and 
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extremely high frequencies. Thi s method is referred to as "A" weighing, and the decibel 
level measured is called the A-weighted sound level dB(A). 

Regarding the time of day sound occurs, nigh t-time noi se events are generall y wei ghted as 
being ten times louder than day-time noise because of the much higher level of human 
disturbance that occurs, as in sleep disruption. This is calcul ated by using the Communi ty 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the "A" weighted average sound level for a 
24-hour day. It is calcul ated by adding 5dB to sound levels in the evening (7:00 pm to 
10:00 pm), and lOdB to sound levels in the night (10:00 pm to 7:00 am) to compensate for 
the increased sensitivity to noise during the quieter evening and nighttime hours. 

In addition, noise which occurs frequently at shorter intervals tend s to be more irritating than 
continuous sounds that blend into the background , as in white noi se. Physical harm to the ear 
can be caused by continuous noises at high decibel levels. 

Issue I: Would implementation of th e proposed Updates result in a significant increase 
in the existing ambient noise levels of La Jolla and Pacific Beach'? 

Issue 2: Would implementation of the proposed Updates result in the exposure of 
people to noise levels which exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance'? 

Issue 3: Would implementation of the proposed Updates result in th e exposure of 
people to current or future transportation noise leve ls which exceed standards 
established in the Transpo11ation Element of the General Plan? 

Impact 

The City of San Diego Transportation Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan 
established noise standards for various land uses, see Tabl e 8. The maximum acceptable 
exterior noise level is 75 dB(A) CNEL for industrial and commercial land uses; 70 dB(A) 
CNEL for business and professional office land uses; and 65 dB(A) CNEL for residential 
land uses, schools, libraries, hospitals and parks. The maximum exterior noise level for all 
useable outdoor living space (including patios, balconies, courtyards, seating areas, children's 
play areas, picnic and barbecue areas , and swimming pool s) is 65 dB(A) CNEL or below. 

Interior noise levels for hotels, motels, and dwellings other than si ngle-family dwelling units 
are regulated by the City's Building In spection Department, in accordance with the California 
Administrative Code, Title 24, Noi se In sulation Standards (Title 24). Noi se insulation in 
these structures is required so that interior noi se levels do not exceed 45 dB(A) CNEL. Even 
though single-family detached residences are not presently covered by the City's Noise 
Ordinance, interior noise levels for these homes which exceed 45 db(A) CNEL, would be 
considered significant. Interior noi se levels at bu si ness and professional office land uses are 
not to exceed 50 dB(A) CNEL. 

The most prevalent and consistent source ofnoi se within La Jolla and Pacific Beach will 
continue to be generated by vehicular traffic . As a "ruie of thumb ", the City's Planning 
Department has established thresholds for which noi se studies or calcu lations would be 
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Table 8 

LAND USE-NOISE LEVEL COMPATIBIUTY STANDARDS 

Annual Community Noi se Equivalent Level in Decibels. 

Land Use 

Outdoor Amphithea ters (may not 
be suitable for certain types of 
mu sic . 

Schools, Libraries 

Nature Preserves, Wildlife Preserves 

Residential -Single Family, Multiple 
Family, Mobile Homes, Transient 
Housing 

Retirement Home, Intermediate 
Care Facilities, Convalescent Homes 

Riding Stables, Water Recreation 
Faciliti es 

Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf 
Courses 

50 55 60 65 70 75 

11111 
11111111 

iiHlilll iii 

11,11111'11 ii 1111111111 

2/2 TRANSPORTATION 

SOURCE : CITY OF SAN DIEGO PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN 1989 
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COMPATIBLE 
The average noise level 
is such that indoor 
and outdoor activities 
associated with the 
land use may be car­
ried out with esse nti ­
ally no interference 
from noi se . 

INCOMPATIBLE 
The average noise level 
is so severe that con­
struction costs to 
make the indoor en· 
vironment acceptable 
for performance of 
activ iti es would prob­
ably be prohibitive. 
The outdoor environ­
ment would be intol ­
erable for outdoor ac­
tivities ass.ociated with 
the land use. 



required for new construction impacted by traffi c noi se . If the structure or outdoor usable 
area is proposed to be 50 feet of less from the center of the outside lane of a stree t, wi th the 
following existing or future ADT levels , the exterior noise level standard s may be exceeded: 

Land Use 

All residential and other 
·sensitive uses (schools , 
libraries, hospitals, day-care 
facilities , motels and parks). 

Office, church, business 
and professional office uses. 

Commercial , retai 1, industrial 
and outdoor spectator sport 
uses. 

ADT Level 

7 ,500 ADT or greater 

20,000 ADT or greater 

40,000 ADT or greater 

Most main streets within La Jolla and Pacific Beach which traverse residentially designated 
areas, have ADTs much greater than 7 ,500. These roadways would include Torrey Pines 
Road, La Jolla Shores Drive, La Jolla Scenic Drive South and North, Nautilus Street , 
Soledad Mt. Road, Beryl Street, Grand Avenue, Garnet Avenue, Ingraham Street, La Jolla 
Mesa Drive, and Lamont Street. New residential construction along these streets would most · 
likely require noise studies and noise mitigation. 

With respect to noise from adjacent stationary uses, a project which would generate noise 
levels at the property line which exceed the City ' s Noise Ordinance standards, would be 
considered a potential noise impact (such as a car wash). Increases in urban noise levels 
affecting a wildlife refuge, or open space park could also be determined significant on a 
case-by-case basis . Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dB(A) CNEL for 
12 hours within a 24-hour period at residences would be considered significal1t, as well. 
Where temporary construction noise would substantially interfere with normal business 
communication, or affect sensitive receptors, temporary noise impacts would be 
considered significant. 

Si~nificance of Impact 

Implementation of the land use plans set forth in the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community 
Plan and LCP Updates, could create direct impacts on the ambient noise quality of both 
communities . As future development occurs incrementally over the 1.1ext twenty years, 
implementation of the Plans could create cumulative noise impacts within these communities. 

Miti~ation Measures 

Mitigation for noise impacts is determined on a project-by-project basis and can vary 
depending upon the proj ect type and site. Noi se attenuat ion can be accom pli shed by noise 
avoidance, implementing s"tructural alterations or constructing noi se wall s and/or noise 
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berms. Avoidance involves the altering of site plans so that sensitive receptors are located 
outside the area of impact. This can be ac hieved by using larger building setbacks than 
required by zone, or relocating sensitive receptors to the interior of a site. 

Structural mitigation involves building techniques, including insulation and special window 
treatments, to reduce interior noise levels. Structural measures would also include mechanical 
ventilation or air conditioning so that windows can remain closed and still meet ven til ation 
requirements . The specific measures are usually not known until the building plans have 
been prepared. 

Physical mitigation includes the installation of noise walls and/or noi se berms. Berms are 
constructed during the grading phase of a project, whereas noise wall s are part of the 
building process. 
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GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

Both La Jolla and Pacific Beach are well estab li shed, urbani zed communiti es. Approximately 
95 percent of the land designated for development within La Jolla has been builtout , as well 
as over 97 percent of the developable land within Pacific Beach. Neither one of the se 
communities have the land area to accommodate significant future growth. Development to 
occur within the next twenty years would take place as limited infill or redevelopment of 
existing residential and commercial buildings. Recent downzonings have also occurred in 
Pacific Beach, primarily for 1irnltifamily residential uses, to comply with the City's Single 
Family Protection Program. Both the proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan 
and LCP Updates are consistent with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General 
Plan and the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Transportation improvements recommended within the Transportation /C ircul at ion Elements 
of these Plan Updates, would serve to alleviate existing roadway problems and those traffi c 
conditions forecasted upon community and regional buildout. As discussed above in 
Section IV. , these improvements would not lessen traffic and circulation impacts to below 
a level of significance, and are considered growth accommodating at best. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Implementation of the proposed Community Plan and LCP Updates could result in significant 
cumulative impacts, as identified by the environmental analysis section of thi s EIR. 
Cumulative impacts could occur in association with traffic and circulation, air quality , 
hydrology/water quality, and noise. A brief summary of each impact is presented below. 

TRAFFIC AND CfRCULATION 

Based on the Pac(fic Beach/La Jolla Transporrarion Srudy, Final Drqfr, 1993, conducted by 
the City's Transportation Planning Division, many roadways segments would operate 
significantly in excess of their design capacities within these communities. It is forecasted 
that with recommended roadway improvements , 14 roadway segments would operate over 
capacity in La Jolla , as well as 17 roadway segments within Pacific Beach. Street segments 
with V /C 1.3 or greater would result in congested conditions ranging from modera te to 
severe. 

The City's forecast also found that upon community buildout, the level of service (LOS) 
would be worse than C at four La Jolla intersections, and at ten Pacit!c Beach intersections. 
As development occurs over time, vehicles would idle for prolonged periods of time with 
LOS Dor lower, creating congestion, delay and air quality impacts. 

AIR QUALITY 

Upon community buildout , the City's transportation forecast projected that 14 roadway 
segments within La Jolla would operate over capacity, as well as 17 roadway segments in 
Pacific Beach . This would result in moderate to severe roadway congestion, thus emitti ng 
additional automobile exhaust and pollutants into the regional San Diego Air Basin. 

At those roadway intersections forecasted to operate at LOS Dor greater, a buildup of CO 
concentrations could occur, creating unhealthful and damaging CO "hotspots''. Incremental 
pollutant emissions, generated throughout the life of the proposed Plan Updates could inhibit 
the ability of the San Diego Air Basin to attain both federal and state air quality standards. 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

Incremental construction of additional building foundations and paved areas, would increase· 
the amount of impervious area throughout La Jolla and Pacific Beach. Over the next 
20 years, urban runoff would be the major contributor to nonpoint source pollution of surface 
and groundwaters. An increase in impervious surface areas could increase runoff and the 
velocity of stormwater sheetflow, resulting in the accumulation of toxins and sediment 
loading within canyon drainage areas, Rose Creek, Mission Bay, coastal bluff areas and 
Los Penasquitos Lagoon . These impacts are most effectively reduced by regional programs 
and facilities. 
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NOISE 

As urbanization becomes more intense within La Jolla and Pacific Beach during th e next 
several decades , ambient noise levels will increase due to the growing number of 
noise-generating activities. The long- term effects of noi se are physica l as well as 
psychological. The various effects of noi se could include headaches, sleep di sturbance, 
changes in the heart and respiratory rate, irritability, fatigue , and hearing impairment. Noise 
could also adversely affect property values and the overall li vability of a parti cular area. 

Within La Jolla and Pacific Beach, noise is generated primarily from vehicul ar traffic with 
increases in roadway ADTs. New development and redevelopment of residential a_nd 
commercial uses along the more frequently travelled roadways in these communities , may be 
subjected to future noise studies and noise mitigation, as development occurs . Urban noise 
levels affecting a wildlife refuge or open space could also be determined as significant on a 
case-by-case basis . 
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VII. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF 
THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE l\1AINTENANCE AND 

ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERl\1 PRODUCTIVITY 

Both La Jolla and Pacific Beach are located along the Pacific Ocean coastline, where tourism 
is a key component of their local economies. Land values are escalating clue to the 
desirability of living along the coast, together withan ever increas ing limitation of 
developable land . In terms of short-term productivity and viabi 1 ity , these communities both 
support a localized industry of tourism that coexists with well-established residential uses 
occupying much of the community land areas. 

Future development and redevelopment would occur primarily in residential and commercial 
districts which have, or are adjacent to , areas containing hydrological , biological and cultural 
values. These areas would include that of open space, marshland , coastal bluffs and locations 
containing older buildings with possible historic eligibility. Implementation of the Community 
Plan and LCP Updates would potentially diminish these environmental values. · Maintenance 
and enhancement of the long-term productivity of these values wi thin the two communities, 
however, would depend upon the extent of future developmen t and the success of 
impact mitigation applied, in accordance with both Plan guidelines and supplemental 
environmental review. 
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VIII. SIGNIFlCANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONJVIENTAL 
CHANGES INVOLVED IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Implementation of the proposed La Jolla and Pacific Beach Co1i1111unity Plan and 
LCP Updates would result in an increase in traffi c and circulation congestion , a reduction in 
air and water quality, a reduction in ground stability, a reduction in biol og ical and cultural 
resources, and an increase in noise levels . These changes would also be con sidered 
permanent and irreversible , over and beyond the life of the proposed Pl ans . 

Future residential development as proposed by both Plan Updates throughout these 
two communities, would further commit these areas to suburban use. Pl an implementation 
would also increase in.cremental demand on community services , including water and sewer 
facilities, and fire and police protection. 
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IX. ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126(d), a range of project alternatives 
to the proposed project are presented below, as options which may red uce .or avo id identified 
impacts associated with implementation of the La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan 
and LCP Updates. The impacts identifi ed within this EIR are associated with 
traffic/circulation , air quality, geology and soils, biology, cultural resources, hydrology/water 
quality and noise. 

The "No Project" alternative is also discussed in accordance with CEQA, which would result 
in the continued implementation of the existing Community Plans . 

NO PROJECT 

Adoption of the "No Project" alternative would allow the continued implementation of the 
La Jolla Communiry Plan ( 1976) and La Jo/lo-La Jolla Shores Local Coaswl Program 
Addendum (1982), as well as the Pacific Beach Co1111111111iry Pion and Louil Coasral Program 
Land Use Plan (1983) . 

This alternative would result in no rezoning actions. Relative to La Jolla, this alternative 
would not rezone the slopes of Mount Soledad Natural Park from R 1-40,000 to an OS-OSP 
designation, or dedicate the 30 acres of Mount Soledad, north of Ardath Road, as part of the 
Mount Soledad Natural Park. Within this alternative, an 8-acre portio1i of the Muirlands 
residential area would not be rezoned from Rl-8000 to Rl-10 ,000. Nor would the No Project 
alternative provide for the increased density of mixed use (residential /commercial) projects 
from 29 to 43 dwelling units per acre, to encourage affordable housing along transit 
corridors within the neighborhood commercial districts . 

In Pacific Beach, adoption of the No Project alternative would result in no designations of 
natural resource areas as Open Space, such as Rose Creek inlet and flood control channel, or 
the rezoning of Kate Sessions Park from Rl-10,000 to OS-P. No provision would be made 
to apply the SCR zone to property abutting the Northern Wildlife Preserve, or to pron1ote 
coordination between the City and the San Diego Unified School District to pursue joint 
utization of school sites for recreational and park use. This alternative would not allow for 
the increased density to 43 du/acre and shared parking for those mixed-use 
(residential/commercial) projects which employ pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-oriented 
development (TOD) standards. 

No Project would not implement the transportation improvements, discussed above, to 
alleviate congested roadways and intersections, as both recommended in the P.lan Update and 
recommended by the City's Transportation Planning Division. As a result, this alternative 
could result in similar or worse adverse impacts to traffic/circulation, air quality, geology 
and soils, biology, cultural resources , hydrology/water quality and noise. 

75 



REDUCED DEV ELOPM ENT INTENS ITY 

This alternative would focus on the reduction of development intensities fo r residential and 
mixed-use residential /commercial development throughout L a Jolla and Pacifi c Beach. 
To lessen the intensity of uses within these communities, certain rezoning recommendations 
within the proposed Plan updates, would not be implemented. 

Both in La Jolla and Pacific Beach, the residential density of mixed use 
(residential/commercial) project would not be increased from 29 du/acre to 43 du/acre, 
within neighborhood commer"cial districts along transit corridors. Thi s inclucles 20 acres of 
neighborhood/commercial use in La Jolla, along the east and west sides of 
La Jolla Boulevard, within the PDO. 

With this alternative , approximately 75 units of multifamily development would not be 
constructed along transit corridors in La Jolla, within the neighborhood/commercial districts. 
Approximately 400 units of multifamily development would not be constructed in 
Pacific Beach along its transit corridors. Based on 8 vehicle trips per multifamily unit (under 
30 du/acre), there would be a reduction of 600 ADT on La Jollan roadways and 3,200 ADT 
on Pacific Beach roadways. Requiring these areas to retain a _lower intensity , would not only 
curb the increase of area traffi c , but would decrease the added demand for on-site and 
off-site parking within the communities. Area traffic impacts would be reduced , as well as 
impacts to air quality and noise. However, this is only the case if colilmercial develop1i1ent 
were not to intensity along the same transit corridors, by adding additional square footage on 
second or third stories. Because of the 30-foot height limit , the mixed-use alternative would 
generate less ADT than either 2-story or 3-story commercial development. 

The proposed rezonings, however , are recommended within the Plan Updates to encourage 
the use of public transit along transit corridors and to provide smaller, more affordable 
housing units. 

PUBLIC TRANSIT AND OPERATIONAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

This project alternative would delete all roadway widening and extension improvements 
recommended in the Plan updates. Rather, it would focus on the implementation of enhanced 
public transit and operational street improvements recommended by the Plan Updates (such as 
using lights, directional signage, and rearranged on-street parking) , as well as the additions 
of turn lanes within existing rights-of-way. This alternative would promote and encourage all 
facets of the Community Plan Updates that relate to the enhancement of public transit with 
the year-round use of the community shuttle and the development public transit nodes within 
commercial and residential/commercial areas. 

Recommended roadway improvements to be clel eted from thi s alternative include the 
obtaining of required right-of-way on both sides of Garnet Avenue for the purpose of 
widening it to six lanes between Soledad Mountain Road and I-5 . The ~x ten sion of Pacific 
Beach Drive to North Mission Bay Drive for pedestrian , bicycle and emergency vehicle use 
only , with a bridge spanning Rose Creek would be deleted as we ll. 
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The actual savings in ADTs through full implementation of thi s alternati ve is not ava il ab le at 
this time, either through the City's Transportation Planning Divi sion or SANDAG. 
According to SAN DAG 's 1985 Transi1 Mode Spli1 Sllldy, however, it was indi ca ted that 
utilizing mass transit to its maximum potential would reduce ADTs in La Jolla by . 7 percent 
of its total projected traffic volumes, and in Pacific Beach by . l percent (Am mi, 
Transportation Planning Division, 1993). 

RIDGEGATE ROW/1-5 INTERCHANGE 

A connection between Ridgegate Row and I-5 has been proposed by ·members of the 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee, as a possible access route to La Jolla from 
I-5. It is believed that approximately 30 percent of the traffic travers ing Pacific Beach is 
La Jolla bound traffic. The connection of Ridgegate Row with I-5 would lie between the 
existing Ardath/I-5 interchange and Grand/Garnet/I-5 interchange. 

CALTRANS and the City have conducted an engineering and cost/benefit analysis of the 
proposed interchange, included within the Pacific Beach/La Jolla Tro11sporrorio11 Srudy, Final 
Draft, 1993. Several significant constraints were identified by transportation engineers, 
including I) the proposed interchange would lie too close to the adjacent interchanges, thus 
causing increased weaving among vehicles entering and exiting 1-5 , and 2) due to the high 
grade difference between the only location where CAL TRANS could build an interchange 
connecting to Soledad Mountain Road, a 4-lane major street could not be designed to City 
standards. A new alignment would have to be selected, requiring massive. grading operations. 
This would result in a very costly ramp desi gn, with funding unidentified at this time. 

Currently, the Ridgegate Row/I-5 interchange alternative is not being recommended by the 
City's Transportation Planning Division, nor is it being included in the La Jolla Community 
Plan update. According to the traffic study, however, this alternative would have substantial 
traffic benefits. It would allow another access point to La Jolla and would relieve some of the 
traffic from Pacific Beach streets, particularly on Mission Bay Drive. It is expected that 
Ardath Road traffic would decrease as well. Potential impacts to traffic would be reduced, 

,together with impacts to.air quality and noise . 

To determine the actual level of traffic improvements within Pacific Beach and La Jolla with 
inclusion of the Ridgegate Row/I-5 interchange and its design alternatives, further analysis 
would have to be conducted by both the City and CAL TRANS . 

None of the above alternatives, however, would completely mitigate impacts to 
traffic/circulation or air quality within La Jolla and Pacific Beach. 
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City of San Diego 
Planning Department 
DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING DIVISION 
202 "C" Street 
Mail Station 4C 
San Diego, CA 92 101 
(619) 236-6460 

Date: July 8, 199 2 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the following project: 

PROJECT: La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan Updates and Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plans. COMMUNITY PLAN and LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS and REZONINGS, for the purpose of updating 
the currently adopted La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan 
texts and land use plans. The La Jolla ·community planning area 
encompasses approximately 4,680 acres of land, and Pacific Beach 
encompasses about 2,700 acres. These communities lie adjacent to 
one another, in the mid-coastal region of the City. They are 
located immediately west of Interstate 5, south of the University 
community and north of Mission Bay. Portions of both La Jolla and 
Pacific Beach also lie within the California Coastal Zone . 
Applicant: City of San Diego. 

DEP NO.: 92-0 199 

Based on an Initial Study, it appears that the project may result in 
signi ficant env i ronmental impacts in the following areas : Traffic, air 
quality, hydrology/water quality, . biology and cultural resources. 

For more information, or to provide comments on the scope and content of the 
draft EIR, contact the following person at the address above: Anne Lowry, 
Associate Planner, (6J9) 236-5571. 

Written comments on the scope and content of the draft EIR must be sent to the 
above address by no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. 

Responsible agencies are requested to indicate their statutory 
responsibilities in connection with this project when respo"nding. 

Attachments: Location Map 
Initial Study Checklist 

Distribution: U.S. Government 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

State of California 
CALTRANS, District 11 
California Coastal Commission 
Department of Conservation 
Department of Fish and Game 
Depar tme nt of Par ks and Rec r eation 



Office of the Historic Preservation 
Office of Planning and Researc h 
Regional Water Qual ity Control Board 
State Air Resources Board 
State Cle a r inghouse 

County of San Diego 
Ai r Pollution Cont ro l Dist r ict 
Department of Park and Recreation 
Department of Planning and Land Use 

City of San Diego 
Clean Water Program 
Councilmember Wolfsheimer, District 1 
Councilmember Roberts, District 2 
Councilmember Stallings, District 6 
Engineering and Development Department 
Fire Department 
General Services Department 
Historical Site Board 
Mayor's Off i ce 
Parks and Recreation Department 
Planning Department 
Police Research and Analysis 
Property Department 
Transportation Planning Div i s i on 
Water Utilities Department 

City of Del Mar 
Planning and Community Development 

Other Agencies and Organizations 
Birdwatcher's Neighborhood Association 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 
Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee 
Commun i ty P l ann i ng Committee of La Jolla ·Shor es 
Crown Point Association 
La Jolla Community Planning Association 
La Jolla Parking and Business Improvement Association 
La Jolla Shores Association 
La Jolla Town Council 
League of Women Voters 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
Mission Bay Planner s Commit tee 
Mission Bay Par k Committ ee 
Mission Be ach Prec i se Planning Committee 
Mission Beach Town Council 
Ocean Beach Planning Board 
Pac i fic Beach Community Pl anning Committee 
Pac i fic Beach Town Counc il 
San Diego Association of Governments 
San Diego Count y Archaeological Society, Inc . 
San Die g o Gas & Electric 
San Diego Trans i t Corporation 
San Diego Unified School District 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
Sierra Club 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Group 
University Community Planning Group 
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Initial Study Checkli s t 
Date t - z. s-- /f z... 

DEP No. 9z - t:? ! ?'f 
III. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: ,/.p );//,.tr j /.?t:Jc£/f";2__ $~~ 6 ;?1#1· _pµ11t 

. i/,P/ #?'c$ 
This Initial Study checklist is designed to identify the potential for 
significant environmental impacts which could be associated with a project. All 
answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a potential for signifi cant 
environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section IV. 

A. Geology/Soils. Will the proposal result in: 

1 . Exposur e of people or property 
to geologic hazards such as 
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, 
ground failure, or similar hazards? 

4W""~ ~<0':2~ 

. ; 

B. Air. Will the proposal result in: 

1. Air emHisions which would substantially 
deteriorate ambient air quality? &tf!lfv

0

;:;!f; bvL/llfdAf? -hl!f//f·~ 

2. The exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

3t'C $, /. 

3. The creation of objectionable odors? 
3'~ ~ I?_/. 

4. The creation of dus t? 
.f e e 8. / , 

Yes Maybe No 
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S. Any alteration of air movement in 
the area of the project? 
,ffi c?lt{urbi>N/' 4/R u 1o r'onu;/ 

6. A substantial alteration in moisture, 
or temperature, or any change in 
climate, eithe7 lo;ally or regionally? 
~0._~ /:LL! ' • I 

.bd;;=!;:za:l.:~J !/ f/!lq-tt .; ;; . 

C. Hydrology/Vater Quality. Vill the proposal 
result in: 

1. Changes in currents, or the course or 
direction of water movements, in either 
marine or fresh waters? 
J)e.vc//4'7'.iu","j9·A.fr?q(4 1"'",,,,w--'6.-ffe1&t-Yt-1 

/ / . /' I - 'y· / atA/"'=- ~{J(..., I/ Ncuh ' 

2. Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of 
surface runoff? 

;!5~,f4w,/?l/Z//,,,P,.,""",,_ 
' (} 

3. Alterations to the course or flow of 
flood waters? 
df- @/£ 1~ J t?C ~ #t"A/Z 4of 

4. Discharge into surface or ground waters, 
or in any alteration of surface or ground 
water quality, including, but not limited 
to temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turyjdi ty? L 
Xw ~ 1 ~h-- 1ak=1 l-· At/./i¢;)/ 

S. Discharge into s urface or ground wa ters , 
significant amounts of pesticides, 
herbicides, fertilizers, gas, oil, or other 
noxious chemicals? 

~e.c ?· 1. - -dz_ott1~ /'Zr.abl.v N t .J/ 
PMd?ip~ bf,$ I IA-Aid' :f' 01-121.N' ~ I 

7 . / 7 7 
6. Change in deposition or erosion of beach 

sands, or changes in siltation, deposition 
or erosion which may modify the channel of 
a river or stream or the bed of the ocean 
or any bay, inlet or lake? 

Al~ Q!t?d!417 7 av; ~?;:: d 
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Yes Maybe No 
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7. Exposure of people or property to water 
related hazards such as flooding? 

f~r:: ~( 5 . .;,. ,!?. /. 

8. Change in the amount of surface water 
in any water body? 

~ y:jf "-- e.u:Aa~"'' '<f/ ·""'"' ~, -''--'-' l / J 

D. Biology. Will the proposal result in: 

1. A reduction in the number of any unique, 
rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully 
protected species of plants or animals? 
,f?unhj u?I 011>1,-1vc!E- dkfit~Lo/'l11~1 c:f 
fl/< "e 1 ,.,,~,o uC 5cu/ .e .,i.. a u:t:U (, t-J ~UJ-f . .J-

c/ 11 

2. A substantial change in the diversity 
of any species of animals or plants? 

& sff$t·/~"'.7u~i ?ri'/cfib-/IU-.._ 

5. In impact on a sensitive habitat, 
including, but not limited to streamside 
vegetation, oak woodland, vernal pools, 
coastal salt marsh, lagoon, wetland, or 
coastal sage scrub or ·chaparral? 
&!~- £?,I 

6. Deterioration of existing fish or 
wildlife habitat? 

.1L.V ~,I. 

E. Noise. Will the proposal result in: 

1. A significant increase in the 
existing ambient noise levels? 
M t~mwcc;.;//./c:~ / 11-#t?tf-f' j_nt7f}y~/ 

) 
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2. Exposure of people to noise levels which 
exceed the City's adopted noise 
ordinance? 

/;111.J4; k·~;{j c.~.5/&ec:,:;f;,.._ 

Yes Maybe No 

3 . Exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed 
standards established in the Transportation 
Element of the General Plan? -v1 
Zuv~ u!ill.. £p~~~ • .1. N« ! 

til-'ML/0 A -;y{,,L ;t.'?Z;cu/7("); };_. > W,5 ~ 
7 / 

F. Light, Glare and Shading. Will the proposal 
result in: 

1. Substantial light or glare? 

~::¢$.~~i~~(~ 
2. Substantial shading of other properties? 

,;«.(- E ·-1. 

G. Land Use. Will the proposal result in: 

1. A land use which is inconsistent wit h 
the adopted community plan land use 
designation for the site? 

,!,y,,yt(H<U- ~:(,,.~i~ 1y~4. -

· 2. A conflict with the goals, objectives 
and recommendations of the community 
plan in which it is located? 

~3~~~1 
3. A conflict with adopted environmental 

plans for the area? 
Cn~!Yc:t: µ_?(z'-/.44JZ~ ui-U:V ~ 

~t.--rtwd"l !Jf.t:uWI--
I / 

4. Land uses which are not compatible with 
aircraft accident potential as defined by 
a SANDAG Airport Land Use Plan (ALUC)? 
def k··iht-~,, ~ N/ll'(j,z7.r?.1t!V:i~tt-f· 
0~1tlt'..tf? 7<Hk?·-

7 
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Yes Maybe No 

H. Natural Resources. Will the proposal result i n: 

1. The prevent ion of future ex traction of 
sand and gravel resources? 
,zr6 Jor ·lf/ ~ ji '4t-t=<~f'rtt:4~N l~t .!--' 

2. The conversion of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural use or impairment of the 
agricultural productivity of agricultural 
land? 

Y:, o/~wLtr~-~ 7~ 
M~ . 

I. Recreational Resources: Will the proposal 
result in an impact upon the quality or 
quantity of existing recreational 
opportunities? 

4U< 12/, 

' J. Population. Will the proposal alter the 
planned iocation, distribution, density, or 
growth rate of the population of an area? 

tfet1w.+ttJl..c7?e".v druuf ~?L?d 

K. Housing. Will the proposal affect existing 
housing in the community, or create a demand 
for additional housing? 

v; 

L. .Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal 
result in: 

1. 

2. 

Traffic generation in excess of specific/ / 
community ylan allocationl ~ 

~u. ~Z.- n•{!t.{2'&u4) !#MK-'--= 

An increase in projected traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the capacity of 
the street system? v' 

4 <h £, /, 

/ 

L 

3. An increased demand for off-site parking? J/ 
~::i:j-~/kd'fttl. dU;fc£j#-V 

/ 

4. Effects on existing parking? V' · 
.4Y< J_ . J,2 . ?~ 
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5. Substantial impact upon existing or 
planned transportation systems? 

62-U "- . /. fl 2. . 

6. Alterations 'to present circulation 
movements including effects on existing 
public access to beaches, parks, or 
other open space areas? 
,fh4uf4; / /Uk J_, /, Z, ?, tf )' 

7. Increase in traffic hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians? 
8511~,. ~ L, 1.-t. 

M. Public Services. Vill 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 protectiqn? 
/:? dr;?;;,, ~t- .4~ .<&j'«4-U./ 

b. Police protec tion? 
&Ldf4• 

c. Schools? 
,,Uk 7//A 

d. Parks or other recreational 
facilities? . 

M '1(.4d 4f!Yz~ 7/adUi~~ 

? 

f. Other governmental services? 
.. /av/ae ~~ pa7<..-
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N. Uti li tie~ . Will the proposal resul t in a 
need for new systems, or require substantial 
alterations to existing utilities, including: 

a. Pov.rer? 
d!/l-l.1 i.:r adc "l'L-l~C:.---

ti c 

b. Natural gas? 
att- 111. a 

c. Communications systems? 
4 U.- /114 

d. Water? 
d.t-L- .//(.de , 

e. Sewer? 
#LL A!'Vl 

f. Storm v.rater drainage? 
#?<-- Ma-. 

g. Solid v.raste disposal? 
B k AIA-

O. Energy. Will the proposal result in the use 
of excessive amounts of fuel or energyf 
ffe t:::)'('t:HJr'e Rtl?/"'-"..1Nh /l~ft//~ 

Yes Maybe No 

/ 

P. Water Conservation. Will the proposal result in: 

1. Use of excessive amounts of v.rater? 

j!;~~;;,z.~ !z:'.!';1;,B7;;:1~ 
2. Landscaping v.rhich is predominantly 

non-drought resistant vegetation? 
ddie&e~·v(.e .4 . (f', P-:.1 .!?<£?'/M.Fn~ 

(/ 

Q. Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics. Will the 
proposal result in: 

1. The obstruction of any vista or scenic 
viev.r from a public viev.ring ar~a? 

~~;;;')~:~~:!/!f:t:ztj:~ k 
/ " 

/ 
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Yes Maybe No 

2. The creation of a negative aesthetic 
site or project? 

4/1 C. l 

3. Project bulk; scale, materials, or style 
which will be incompatible with surrounding 
development? 

&l-?C. tf, /, 

4. Substantial alteration to the existing 
character of the area? 

AU< 4,1 t'a-)JdJE:({.lt.-uti d/:;,f__ljr 
tit ttdt::r•tct 

5. The loss of any distinctive or landmark 
tree(s), or a stand of mature trees? 

A .tL cf';/. 

6. Substantial change in topography or ground 
surface relief features? 

4?k a/, d;f/..-fia<2 d~rt,?!(Lwdt 
« d~H?1tv£ kz. ~~~tli-uc.rt:n~..v 

7 

7. The loss, 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? 

,aa. & /. d#vf' 4- ' 

R. Cultural Resources. Will the proposal 
result in: 

1. Alteration of or the destruction of a 
prehisto r ic or historic archaeological 
site? 

2. 

~~'t1.vd//'rc1u-~J _­
~~vf..U .r-ry~-o:ibn'&/ 
~ 7 

Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a 
prehistoric or historic building, structure, 
object, or site? 

•W · ~/ / . . 
/ 
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Yes Maybe No 

3. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an 
architecturally significant building , ,/ 
structure, or object? t/ 

4LL g, ;, 

4. Any impact to existing religious or 
sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 

At g,;. 

S. Paleontological Resources. ~ill the 
proposal result in the loss of paleontological 
resources? 

~:f.e:t/:,,~WM,/J 
T. Human Health/Public Safety. ~ill the 

proposal result in: 

1. 

2. 

Creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard (excluding 
mental health)? 

~~~ 
Exposure of people to pt'tential 
health hazards? 
~ z;;. 

3. A future risk of an explosion or the 
release of hazardous substances 
(including but not limited to gas, 
oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation, 
or explosives)? 

,c:Uk Z:I 

U. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 

1. 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? 

;(l/L Q, I if £, I 

2. Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage 
of long-term, environmental gbals? (A 
short-term impact on the environment is 
one which occurs in a relatively brief, 
definitive period of time while long-term 
impacts will endure well into the 
future.) 

·~~ !:1±,':~--~ 
3. Does the project have impacts which are 

individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (A project may impact on two 
or more separate resources where the i~pact 
on each resource is relatively small, but 
where the effect of the total of those 
impacts on the environment is 
significant.) 

,f}.J&d{,_,, I f/ N!-t /U 11 ( '~ - Mt <~d._ . * ..... 
,M#t-{% ~ @ < !N tll-a? I 

4. Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? , 

e~ #k#'·tUd?J 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

A. Geology/Soils 

~ City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study, Updated June 1983. 

USGS San Diego County Soils Interpretation Study -- Shrink-Swell Behavior, 
1969. 

Geology of the San Diego Metropblitan Area, California. 

' B. Air 

/ 

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

Site Specific Report: 

Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAGS) - APCD. 

State Implementation Plan. 

~ Site Specific Report: 

1 d'~'-1'~ 
C. Hydrology/Vater Quality 

v-1 Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), September 29, 1989. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance 
Program - Flood Boundary and Floodway Map, September 29, 1989. 

Site Specific Report: 

D. Biology 

t/" Community Plan - Resource Element 

City of San Diego Vernal Pool Maps 

California Department of Fish and Game Endangered Plant Program -
Vegetation of San Diego, March 1985. 
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Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book - Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA -
Sunset Magazine. 

Robinson, David L., San Diego's Endangered Species, 1988. 

California Department of Fish and Game, "San Diego Vegetation", March 
1985. 

California Department of Fish and Game, "Bird Species of Special Concern 
in California", June 1978. 

State of California Department of Fish and Game, "Mammalian Species of 
Special Concern in California", 1986. 

State of California Department of Fish and Game, "California's State 
Listed Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals", January 1, 1989. 

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 50, Part 10, "List of Migratory Birds.'' 

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 50, Part 17, "Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants", January 1, 1989. 

Site Specific Report: 

E. Noise 

~ Community Plan 

./" San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps, January 1987 
- December 1987. 

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

~ NAS Miramar CNEL Maps, 1976. 

San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday 
Traffic Volumes 1984- 88 . 

San Diego Association of Governments - Average Daily Traffic Map, 1989. 

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG, 
1989. 

Lindbergh Field Airport Influence Area, SANDAG Airport Land Use 
Commission. 

~City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Site Specific Report: 



F. Light , GJare and Shading 

Site Specific Repor t: 

G. Land Use 

~ City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

~ Community Plan. 

Airport Land Use Plan. 

City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

FAA Determination 

H. Natural Resources 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 
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~ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, 
Part I and II, December 1973. 

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

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

I. Recreational Resources 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Community Plan. 

Department of Park and Recreation 

~~- City of San Diego - A Plan for Equestrian Trails and Facilities, 
February 6, 1975. 

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

City of San Diego - Open Space and Sensitive Area Preservation Study, July 
1984. 

Additional Resources: 

J . Population 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 



/ Community Plan. 

Series VII Population Forecasts, SANDAG . 

K. Housing 

L. Transportation/Circulation 

Cjty of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

~ Community Plan. 
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San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG, 
1989. 

San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes 1984-88, SANDAG. 

M. Public Services 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Community Plan. 

N. Utilities 

./ 7 
O. Energy 

P. Yater Conservation 

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: 
Sunset Magazine. 

Q. Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

V Community Plan. 

~ Local Coastal Plan. 

R. Cultural Resources 

v" City of San Diego Archaeology Library . 
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Historical Site Board List. 

Communi ty His t ori cal Sur vey : 

~ Site Specific Report: 

S. Paleontological Resources 

/ Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego 
Metropolitan Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, 
Poway, and SY 1/4 Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division 
of Mines and Geology Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975. 

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

Site Specific Report: 

T. Human Health/Public Safety 

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Managemen t Division 

FAA Determination 

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use 
Au t ho r i zed July 13 , 1989. 

DEPFORM19 
Initial study 
Checklist 

• 



,,t i:' ;__:' t<: l \' E D 3 ],, L( Wu! JS W:.1 l:v11 
4UG 171992 J..1--- * tltc_ tA f-yp) 7 

PLl\N"JING DEPT I '-I L7<f ~1 If y v 
(tv._,~ l7 . 
~~1~~ /l_ ' 

/e /} /) - { _ ~ g.A/\_,/ ~ 
LI !],.._ />&v'Y( L07Y; ~~\ft~ . I . 

tt/ tr c" /;Yl{t I 
Jiv.,~ Aijt, ( {,., 'h It! I 

12 If F.· ?> C-P IV() I (? ._ '-' tJ If f 



DATE : 

TO : 

FROM: 

SUBJECT : 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

MEMORANDUM 

August 14, 1992 

Associate Planner Lowry, Development and Environmental 
Planning Division, Planning Department . / 

. . b . . . . 'l . A1Vv Associate Engineer Juy ari via Senior Civi Engineer r G~ 
Wilson, Engineering Division, Water Utilities 
Department 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE LA JOLLA AND PACIFIC BEACH COMMUNITY 
PLAN UPDATES 

The subject notice dated July 8, 1992, includes the Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plans. 

We have reviewed the subject notice, and it appears that all of 
the Water Utilities issues will be adequately covered in the 
draft Environmental Impact Report, according to the scope and 
content presented in the notice. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please call me 
at 533 - 5150. 

KL:ds 

cc: R. Graff 
K. Ghaderi 

• 



STATE OF CALIFORN IA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50 
Long Beach, California 90802 
(310) 590- 5113 

Ms. Anne Lowry 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street 

July 27, 1992 

San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Ms. Lowry: 

PETE W ILSON, Governor 

RECEIVED 
l\.UG tt 1992 

PLANNING DEP1 

Notice of Preparation for La Jolla and Pacific Beach 
Community Plan Updates, San Diego County - SCH 92071032 

To enable our staff to adequately review and comment on 
subject project, we recommend the following information be 
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report: 

1 . A complete assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent 
to the project area, with particular emphasis upon 
identifying endangered, threatened and locally unique species 
and sensitive and critical habitats. 

2. A discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
expected t o adversely affect biological resources, with 
specific measures to offset such impacts. 

3. A discussion of potential adverse impacts from any increased 
runoff, sedimentation, soil erosion, and/or urban pollutants 
on streams and watercourses on or near the project site, with 
mitigation measures proposed to alleviate such impacts. 
Stream buffer areas and maintenance in their natural 
condition through non-structural flood control methods should 
also be considered in order to continue their high value as 
wildlife corridors. 

More generally, there should be discussion o f al t ernatives to 
not only minimize adverse impacts to wildlife, but to include 
direct benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat. Those 
discussions should consider the Department of Fish .and Game's 
policy that there should be no net loss of wetland acreage or 
habitat values. We oppose projects which do not provide 
adequate mitigation for such losses. 



Ms . Anne Lowry 
July 27, 1992 
Page Two 

Diversion, obstruction of the natural flow, or changes in 
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake will 
require notification to the Department of Fish and Game as called 
for in the Fish and Game Code. Notification should be made after 
the project is approved by the lead agency. 

Thank you for the opportunity to· review and comment on this 
project. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Kris Lal 
at (310) 590-5137. 

Sincerely, · 

~///~;?/Z?y 
Fred Worthley 
Regional Manager 
Region 5 

cc: Office of Planning & Research 



Ms. An ne Lowry 

De v & Env Pl anni ng Div. 

202 C St. 

San Die go~ CA 92 10 1 

Dear Ms. Lowry; 

REC .VED 

JUL 2 7 1992 
DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRON 

PLANNING · 

July 26 , 19 / 2 

6 144 Cast e jon Dr. 

La Jolla, CA 92037 

3us service n eeds to be added to the La Jolla Al ta 

North and South as well as t o th e Muirlands area of La Jolla. 

The b r idg e ov er Ar da th Rd . a nd a f ull in tercan g e with 

La Jol la Sc e nic Dr . Np rth a nd South should be cons truct ed , as we ll 

as th e 0 issing link o n LA J olla Scenic Dr . Sout h . Tha nk fou. 

Pl ease add my nam 2 to your mai lin g l ist . 

Sinc e rely yo u r s , 

~'"' H~<- z.. o----
s t e ran He lstrom. 



UNIVERSITY OF CALif<uRNIA, SAN DIEGO 

BERKELEY • DA \' IS • IRV INE • LOS ANGELES • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO 

GOVERN ME TAL AND COMMUN ITY RELATIONS 

Anne Lowry 
Associate Planner 
Planning Department 
City of San Diego 
202 "C" Street 
Sa~ Diego, CA 92101 

July 20, 1992 

UCSD 

SANTA BARBA RA • SANTA CRUZ 

LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA 92093-0924 
FAX: (6 19) 534-7490 

R EC . /ED 

JUl 2 .) 199~ 
DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRON. 

PLANNING 

Re: Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report, La 
Jolla Community Plan Update; DEP No. 92 - 0199 

Dear Ms. Lowry: 

Please add the University of California, San Diego to the 
distribution list for this document in the "Other Agencies and 
Organizations" category. Al though Scripps Ins ti tut ion of 
Oc e anogr aphy (a unit of the university) is already listed, the 
larger university campus has the same geographic proximity to the 
plan area as SIO. 

Your contact address s hould be: 

Milton Phegley 
Campus Community Planner 
Governmental and Community Relations (0924) 
University of California , San Diego 
La Jolla, CA 92093 - 0924 

( 619) 534 - 5782 . 

;::JbfP#r 
Milton PhegleyJ AICP 
Campus Communit y Planner 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON , Governor 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
• 400 TENTH STREET 
.ACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

DATE: Jul 15, 1992 

TO: Reviewing Agency 

RE: CITY OF SAN DIEGO'S NOP for 

REC VED 

JUL 2 I 1992 
DEVELUt'MtNl ANU i:NYlliON 

PLANNING · 

LA JOLLA AND PACIFIC BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATES 
SCH # 92071032 

Attached for your comment is the CITY OF SAN DIEGO's 

~~~ &I l~) 
~ 

Notice of Preparation of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
LA JOLLA AND PACIFIC BEACH COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATES. 

Responsible agencies must transmit their concerns and comments on the 
scope and content of the EIR, focusing on specific information related 
to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of this 
notice. We encourage commenting agencies to respond to this notice and 
express their concerns early in the environmental review process. 

Please direct your comments to: 

ANNE LOWRY 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
202 C STREET 
SAN DIEGO, Cb 92101 

with a copy to the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the 
SCH number noted above in all correspondence concerning this project. 

If you have any questions about the review process, call 
Tom Loftus at (916) 445-0613. 

Sincerely, 

Christine Kinne . 
Acting Deputy Director, Permit Assistance 

Attachments 

cc: Lead Agency 
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To: 

Subject: 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
Environmental Review Committee 

P.O. Box A-81106 San Diego, CA 92138 

July 12, 1992 

Ms. Anne Lowry, Associate Planner 
Development and Environmental Planning 
Planning Department 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, Mail Station 4C 
San Diego, California 92101 

Division 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
La Jolla and Pacific Beach Community Plan Updates and 

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plans 
DEP No. 92-0199 

Dear Ms. Lowry: 

Thank you for providing the subject Notice of Preparation, which was 
receiv~d by SDCAS last week. 

We are pleased to note the inclusion of cultural resources in the list of 
issues to be addressed in the DEIR. When the report is distributed for public 
review, please ensure that SDCAS is sent one copy each of the DEIR anrl the 
cultural resources technica.l report(s). 

The San Diego County Archaeological Society appreciates being included in 
the City's environmental review process for these community plan updates. 

cc: SDCAS President 
file 

Sincerely, 

~l~~,"""c:::"1.!1~!.:::4~ 
Environmental Review 



STA TE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

R EC v' ED DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
300 Golden Shore , Su ite 50 
Long Beach, Califor nia 9080 2 
( 310) 590- 5113 JUL 1 6 1992 

DEVELOPMENT AND ENV l~ON 
PLANNING . 

July 10, 1992 

Ms. Anne Lowry 
City of San Diego 
Planning Department 
Development and Environmental Planning Division 
202 "C" Street 
Mail Station 4C 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear Ms. Lowry: 

Notice of Preparation for La Jolla 
and Pacific Beach Community Plan 

Updates and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plans, 
San Diego County 

PETE W ILSON, Governor 

To enable our staff to adequately review and comment on 
subject project, we recommend the following information be 
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report: 

1. A complete assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent 
to the project area, with particular emphasis upon 
identifying endangered, threatened and locally unique species 
and sensitive and critical habitats. 

2. A discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
expected to adversely affect biological resources, with 
specific measures to offset such impacts. 

3. A discussion of potential adverse impacts from any increased 
runoff, sedimentation, soil erosion, and/or urban pollutants 
on streams and watercour ses on or near the proj~ct site, with 
mitigation measures proposed to alleviate such impacts . 
Stream buff er areas and maintenance in their natural 
condition through non-structural flood control methods should 
also be considered in order to cont inue their high value as 
wildlife corridors . 

More generally, there should be discussion ·of aLternatives to 
not only minimize adverse impacts to wildlife, but to include 
direct benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat . Those 
discussions should consider the Department of Fish and Game's 
policy that there should be no net lo~s of wetland acreage or 
habitat values . We oppose projects which do not p r ovide 
adequa te mitigation f or such l osses . 



Ms. Anne Lowry 
July 10, 1992 
Page Two 

Diversion, obstruction of the natural flow, or changes in 
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake will 
require notification to the Department of Fish and Game as called 
for in the Fish and Game Code. Notification should be made after 
the project is approved by the lead agency . 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this 
project. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Kris Lal 
at (310) 590-5137. 

cc: Office of Planning & Research 

Sincerely, 

/( [ 111# 
Fre<;I wor~~~;;k 
Regional Manager 
Region 5 
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