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Key Facts  on the Project ’s  Envi ronmental  Analys is  …
 Completed by a local, highly qualified and reputable firm (HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.) 

 Found to be in conformance with CEQA, City Land Development Code Guidelines, MSCP, 
and others

 Project is an underutilized infill project that has incorporated a reduced footprint and 
avoidance in the design

 Project overlap with existing easement is allowable

 Project impacts restricted to developed/landscaped areas with no suitable habitat for 
species (no suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee); impacts to less than 0.1-acre 
(0.07acre) of upland Tier habitat less than significant

 Appellant’s assessment completed on entirely different/incorrect property and is 
misrepresented and flawed

 Project approved by City Council on July 21, 2025



Project achieved 
ful l  environmental 
compliance.
  CEQA
  City Guidelines
  MSCP
  Other local, regional, and 

state regulations

Community Plan consistent

City Council approval 
July 21, 2025



Project is  an 
underuti l ized inf i l l  
project.
 Proposed building footprint is 

reduced compared to existing and 
retreats from adjacent slope

 Existing open space easement allows 
project’s limited parking, 
landscaping, walls and other uses

 Proposed impacts within open space 
easement are decreased from 
existing condition from 1.27 acres 
down to 0.87 acre

 BMZ overlap with open space 
easement is reduced by 0.26 acre

 Covenant of Easement will be 
recorded over avoided open space



Project is  designed 
to avoid Biological 
Resources.
 Impacts restricted to existing developed 

and actively maintained landscaped 
areas

 0.07-acre impact on upland Tier 1 
habitat (Southern Maritime Chaparral) is 
less than significant per City Biology 
Guidelines

 No suitable habitat for sensitive species, 
including the Crotch’s bumble bee



Appellant analyzed and commented with 
extraneous information based on the incorrect 
property.
• Incorrect property that informed the Appellant’s comments is reported as 

being located approximately 250 meters (825 feet) east of the project 
site.

• Appellant’s claim that the observations were made “at or adjacent to 
the project site” is false and unprofessional.

• Appellant’s comments on an account of diversity of species on the 
project site and other items are misrepresented and flawed.



We are avai lable for questions and recommend 
Planning Commiss ion approval.
 The applicant team and its environmental consultant recommend 

Planning Commission approval of the project.

We are available for questions and happy to help.
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