MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Project No. 589178
SCH No. N/A

SUBJECT: Lookout-Lot 2- Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and Site Development Permit (SDP)

for the construction of a two-story single-family residence totaling 3,849 square feet.
The project would also include a 507 square-foot garage and a 1,011 square-foot
basement. The proposed project complies with all height and bulk regulations and can
accommodate the public utilities to serve the development. The 0.12-acre site is
located within the single family (SF) zone of the La Jolla Shores Planned District, Coastal
(Non-appealable) overlay zone in the La Jolla Community Plan Area. (LEGAL
DESCRIPTION: PARCEL 2 OF PARCEL MAP NO. 17817) Applicant: Nick Wilson, Island
Architects

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

See attached Initial Study.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

See attached Initial Study.

DETERMINATION:

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

DOCUMENTATION:

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




V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART |
Plan Check Phase (prior to permit issuance)

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or any construction permits,
such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or beginning any construction related activity on-site, the
Development Services Department (DSD) Director’'s Environmental Designee (ED) shall review and
approve all Construction Documents (CD), (plans, specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP
requirements are incorporated into the design.

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY to the

construction phases of this project are included VERBATIM, under the heading,
“ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.”

3. These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the construction documents in the
format specified for engineering construction document templates as shown on the City website:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml

4. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the “Environmental/Mitigation
Requirements” notes are provided.

5. SURETY AND COST RECOVERY - The Development Services Director or City Manager may require
appropriate surety instruments or bonds from private Permit Holders to ensure the long term
performance or implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is
authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City personnel and
programs to monitor qualifying projects.

B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART Il
Post Plan Check (After permit issuance/Prior to start of construction)

1. PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10) WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO BEGINNING
ANY WORK ON THIS PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is responsible to arrange and perform
this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE) of the Field Engineering Division and
City staff from MITIGATION MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also include the
Permit holder's Representative(s), Job Site Superintendent and the following consultants:

Quualified Archaeologist and Native American Monitor,
Note:
Failure of all responsible Permit Holder's representatives and consultants to attend shall

require an additional meeting with all parties present.

CONTACT INFORMATION:



a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field Engineering Division - 858-627-
3200

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, it is also required to call RE and
MMC at 858-627-3360

2. MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) #589178 and /or Environmental
Document # 589178, shall conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated
Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the DSD’s Environmental Designee
(MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). The requirements may not be reduced or changed but may be
annotated (i.e. to explain when and how compliance is being met and location of verifying proaof,
etc.). Additional clarifying information may also be added to other relevant plan sheets and/or
specifications as appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc

Note:

Permit Holder’s Representatives must alert RE and MMC if there are any discrepancies in the
plans or notes, or any changes due to field conditions. All conflicts must be approved by RE
and MMC BEFORE the work is performed.

3. OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency requirements or
permits shall be submitted to the RE and MMC for review and acceptance prior to the beginning of
work or within one week of the Permit Holder obtaining documentation of those permits or
requirements. Evidence shall include copies of permits, letters of resolution or other documentation
issued by the responsible agency.

None required

4. MONITORING EXHIBITS

" All consultants are required to submit, to RE and MMC, a monitoring exhibit on a 11x17 reduction of
the appropriate construction plan, such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to clearly show
the specific areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of that discipline’s work, and notes indicating
when in the construction schedule that work will be performed. When necessary for clarification, a
detailed methodology of how the work will be performed shall be included.

NOTE:

Surety and Cost Recovery - When deemed necessary by the Development Services Director or
City Manager, additional surety instruments or bonds from the private Permit Holder may be
required to ensure the long term performance or implementation of required mitigation
measures or programs. The City is authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary,
overhead, and expenses for City personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects.

5. OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS:

The Permit Holder/Owner’s representative shall submit all required documentation, verification
letters, and requests for all associated inspections to the RE and MMC for approval per the following
schedule:




DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST
Issue Area Document Submittal Associated
Inspection/Approvals/Notes
General Consultant Qualification Prior to Preconstruction
Letters Meeting
General Consultant Construction Prior to Preconstruction
Monitoring Exhibits Meeting
Cultural Resources Monitoring Report(s) Archaeological/Historic Site
(Archaeology) Observation
Bond Release Request for Bond Release Final MMRP Inspections Prior
Letter to Bond Release Letter

C. SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

HISTORICAL RESOURCES ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Prior to Permit Issuance

A. Entitlements Plan Check

1

Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first
Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a Notice to
Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first pre-construction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify
that the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring
have been noted on the applicable construction documents through the plan check
process.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

e

The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (Pl) for the project and the
names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in
the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals
involved in the archaeological monitoring program must have completed the 40-hour
HAZWOPER training with certification documentation.

MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the Pl and
all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet the
qualifications established in the HRG.

Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC for
any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

l. Prior to Start of Construction

A. Verification of Records Search

il

The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (0.25-mile
radius) has been completed. Verification includes but is not limited to, a copy of a
confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or if the search was in-
house, a letter of verification from the Pl stating that the search was completed.



2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and

3.

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.
The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the
0.25-mile radius.

B. PIShall Attend Pre-Construction Meetings

1.

2

B

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a

Pre-Construction Meeting that shall include the PI; Native American

consultant/monitor (where Native American resources may be impacted);

Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor; Resident Engineer (RE);

Building Inspector (Bl), if appropriate; and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and

Native American Monitor shall attend any grading/excavation related Pre-

Construction Meeting to make comments and/or suggestions concerning the

Archaeological Monitoring program with the Construction Manager and/or Grading

Contractor.

a. If the Pl is unable to attend the Pre-Construction Meeting, the Applicant shall
schedule a focused Pre-Construction Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if
appropriate, prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the Pl shall submit an
Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME has been
reviewed and approved by the Native American consultant/monitor when Native
American resources may be impacted) based on the appropriate construction
documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored
including the delineation of grading/excavation limits.

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as well as
information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the Pl shall also submit a construction schedule to
MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The Pl may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or during
construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This request
shall be based on relevant information, such as review of final construction
documents that indicate site conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site
graded to bedrock, which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to
be present.

Il.  During Construction

A. Monitor(s) Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1%

The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil-disturbing and
grading/excavation/trenching activities that could result in impacts to archaeological
resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for
notifying the RE, Pl, and MMC of changes to any construction activities, such as in
the case of a potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain
circumstances, OSHA safety requirements may necessitate modification of the
AME.




2

3;

The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their presence
during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities based on the AME
and provide that information to the Pl and MMC. If prehistoric resources are
encountered during the Native American consultant/monitor's absence, work shall
stop and the Discovery Notification Process detailed in Sections [11.B-C and IV.A-D shall
commence.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a modification
to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern disturbance post-
dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of fossil formations, or when
native soils are encountered that may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be
present.

The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field
activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVRs shall be faxed by the CM
to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification
of Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward
copies to MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1l

24
3.

4,

In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor to
temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to digging,
trenching, excavating or grading activities in the area of discovery and in the area
reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately notify the RE or
Bl, as appropriate.

The Monitor shall immediately notify the Pl (unless Monitor is the PI) of the discovery.

The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also submit
written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of the
resource in context, if possible.

No soil shall be exported off site until a determination can be made regarding the
significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are encountered.

C. Determination of Significance

(Is

The Pl and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American resources are
discovered, shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If human remains are involved,
the Pl and Native American consultant/monitor shall follow protocol in this section.

a. The Pl shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance determination
and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether additional mitigation is
required.

b. If the resource is significant, the Pl shall submit an Archaeological Data Recovery
Program (ADRP) that has been reviewed by the Native American
consultant/monitor, and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant
resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in the area of
discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: if a unique archaeological site is also
an historical resource as defined in CEQA, then the limits on the amount(s)
that a project applicant may be required to pay to cover mitigation costs as
indicated in CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply.

c. Ifthe resource is not significant, the Pl shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that

artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report.
The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is required.



Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be exported off
site until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human remains, and
the following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources
Code (Sec. 5097.98), and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification

1

The Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, the MMC, and the
PI, if the Monitor is not qualified as a Pl. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior Planner
in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services Department
to assist with the discovery notification process.

The Pl shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in person
or via telephone.

B. Isolate Discovery Site

18

3}

Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a determination can
be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the Pl concerning the
provenance of the remains.

The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the Pl, will determine the need for a field
examination to determine the provenance.

If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with input
from the P, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American origin.

C. If Human Remains are determined to be Native American

1

The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.
NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information.
The MLD will contact the Pl within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner
has completed coordination to begin the consultation process in accordance with
CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources, and Health and Safety
Codes.
The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or
representative for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity of the human
remains and associated grave goods.
Disposition of Native American human remains will be determined between the MLD
and the Pl and if:
a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by the Commission; or
b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to
provide measures acceptable to the landowner, THEN
c. Inorder to protect these sites, the Landowner shall do one or more of the following;:
(1) Record the site with the NAHC
(2) Record an open space or conservation easement on the site
(3) Record a document with the County
d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains during a ground-
disturbing land development activity, the landowner may agree that additional




1V,

V.

conferral with descendants is necessary to consider culturally appropriate treatment
of multiple Native American human remains. Culturally appropriate treatment of such
a discovery may be ascertained from review of the site utilizing cultural and
archaeological standards. Where the parties are unable to agree on the appropriate
treatment measures the human remains and items associated and buried with Native
American human remains shall be reinterred with appropriate dignity, pursuant to
Section 5(c). '

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American

1

The Pl shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era context
of the burial.

The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the Pl and
City staff (PRC 5097.98).

If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and conveyed
to the San Diego Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the applicant/
landowner, any known descendant group, and the San Diego Museum of Man.

Night and/or Weekend Work

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract, the following will occur:

1.

Vi

When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent and

timing shall be presented and discussed at the pre-construction meeting.

The following procedures shall be followed:

a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or weekend
work, the Pl shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax
by 8 a.m. of the next business day.

b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections Ill, During Construction, and IV, Discovery of
Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always be treated as a
significant discovery.

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section Ill, During Construction, and 1V, Discovery of
Human Remains, shall be followed.

d. The Pl shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 a.m. of the next business day to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section I1I-B, unless other specific
arrangements have been made.

B. [f night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction:

()

2,

The Construction Manager shall notify the RE or B, as appropriate, a minimum of 24
hours before the work is to begin.
The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.

C. All other procedures described previously shall apply, as appropriate.

Post Construction

A, Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report



1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D) that
describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Archaeological
Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval
within 90 days following the completion of monitoring, It should be noted that if the
Pl is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring Report within the allotted 90-day
timeframe resulting from delays with analysis, special study results or other
complex issues, a schedule shall be submitted to MMC establishing agreed due
dates and the provision for submittal of monthly status reports until this
measure can be met.

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.

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

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the Pl for revision or, for preparation
of the Final Report.

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.

MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.

5. MMOC shall notify the RE or Bl, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report
submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Artifacts
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are cleaned

and catalogued.

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify
function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal material
is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as appropriate.

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner.

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the survey,

testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with an
appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and the
Native American representative, as applicable.

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in the
Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

3. When applicable to the situation, the Pl shall include written verification from the Native
American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources were treated
in accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the resources were
reinterred, verification shall be provided to show what protective measures were
taken to ensure no further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV(5),
Discovery of Human Remains.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

=




1. The Pl shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE or Bl
as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days after
notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

2. The REshall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the Performance

" Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report from
MMC, which includes the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution.

The above mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or deposits
to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or final maps
to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program.

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:
Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Councilmember Joe LaCava, Councilmember District 1
Development Project Manager: Sammi Ma
EAS - Jeff Szymanski

LDR Planning - Sarah Hatinen

LDR Engineering - Khan Huynh

LDR Geology- Patrick Thomas
LDR-Landscaping- Daniel Neri

MMC - Sam Johnson

Facilities Financing (93B)

Water Review (86A)

Central Library MS 17 (81a)

La Jolla/Riford Branch Library (81L)

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES
Historical Resources Board (87)

La Jolla Village News (271)

La Jolla Town Council (273)

La Jolla Community Planning Association (275)
Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

San Diego Natural History Museum (213)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown, Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)
Native American Heritage Commission (222)
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
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Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Native American Distribution - Public Notice Map Only (225A-S)
Deborah Rosenthal

VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
(9] No comments were received during the public input period.

) Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
draft environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are
incorporated herein.

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental
document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

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

Seymancks luly 27. 2021
e bAymarkki Date of Draft Report

Senior Planner
Development Services Department
September 7, 2023
Date of Final Report
Analyst: Jeff Szymanski

Attachments: Initial Study Checklist

Figure 1 -Location Map
Figure 2- Site Plan
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Letter A

A2

FITZGER ALD-YAP-KREDITOR u»

Aungust 16,2021

VIA EMAIL & 17.5. MATT,

Mr. Jeffrey Szymanski

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Michaal 1. FisGerald*
Eoin L. Erediioe®

Eric P. Francitconi

Lynm: Boldue

Sienrge Viusher, LLM, CPAE
David M. Lewrense
Rebert C. Risbrough
Bbert M. Yoslam
Shesilyn Lﬂmed ©'Dall
araie F. Fatl

Bm.uuhn Changal
:mphneﬁ-dsﬂl;manda
cnu!u MeKeana

erek R, Guizzda

Pﬁ'im:: Quiane

M. Marstent

Dmm. M.H.muuharf

Rallot
8. Zemﬂn"

Author's Email: drosenthal @fyklaw com

FYK ref#% 15094.01

Re:  Comments on Project No. 589178 (CDP/SDP-PTS for Lookeur Lot 2)

Dear Mr, Szymanski:

This letter is submitted on behalf of our client, the La Jolla Hills Committee (“Committee™),
an unincorporated group of residents concerned about overdevelopment on Lockout Drive,
including the proposal for development of Lot 2. These comments ate submitted en the Dreft
Mitigated Negative Deglarations {*MNDs") for the above-referenced project ("Lot 2 Project”).

1. This letter incorporates by reference the letter submitted by Evelyn Heidelberg, Esq. on
August [2, 2021 with respect to Lookatt Lot 5. All of Ms. Heidelberg’s comments also
apply to the proposed development of Lookout Lot 2. Specifieally, Lot 2 Is illegally
undersized for its zone, the propased development is oversized for the neighborhood and
disailowed under the La Joilla Comwmunity Plan and Lz Jolla Shores Planned District

Ordinance, the proposed homes lack adequate setbacks, and their design inirudes into the
privacy of neighbering homeowners, vehicular aceess to Lookout Drive is inadequate,
and drainage is not edequately addressed. Finally, the Lot 2 design falls to respect the
historic cheracter of adjoining Lots 4 and 1.

. This letter incorporates by reference al] of the Committee’s previous correspondence on

development of Lots 2 and 5, including submittals prior to 2020 Onar understanding is
that the develaper of Lots 2 and 5 transferred cwnership of Lot 4 (0 a related party and
deleted its pending development from the project, sc Lots 2 and 5 would not be
contiguous. The proposed developments have not changed significantly, and the
cumulative and historical environmental impacts remain the same, but the project

2 Park Plaza, Suite 850 . Ievine, CA 92614 | Tel: 946-788-8900 . Fax: 945.788-8980 . www.fyklaw.com

*Professiona] Corporuien - fOF Connsel . $Cerkifind Sperialist in Etate Planning, Trust & Prahate Law, and in Tasaziet Law, State Bar af Califomia

FITZGERALD YAP KREDITOR, Email sent on August 16, 2021

il
A 1 Comment nnted and the Crty acknowledges that the MND comment letter incorporates the August
12 2021 Evelyn Heidelberg Ietter The Eve]\,rn Hendelberg letter is included &s Letter C and responses C-1
to C-7 are prowded herenn

Lookoutl lotisize compltes with 1i‘1e City of San Diege's Municipal Code and the La Jolla Community Plan
{LICP) and La Jalta Shores Planned District Ordinance {LISPDO). Lot 2 Is a legal lot and compiies with the
zening. The subject lot is not being altered or changed in this proposal. The current lot layout was
created via a Lot Line Adjustment that was approved and recorded with Parcel Map 17817 in 1557,

Furthermore, the propased single-family residence and associzted improvements are consistent with
building code envelope regulations which include setbacks and vehicular atcess.

Dratnage was addressed in Section X of the Initial Study and Impacts were found to be lass than
significanit. The project would comply with alf storm water quality standards during and after
construction, and appropriate BMPs will be utilized and provided. During grading, the project would
implement on-site BMPs, therefore ensuring that substantial erosion or siltatior: on- or off-site would not
occur. The project was determined to be in compliance with the City’s Stormwater Management and
Discharge Control Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 4, Articie 3, Division 3), Storm Water Runoff and
Diainage Regulations (LDC Section 142.02 et al.}, and other applicable storm water guality standards
during and after construction. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the
trainage concerns, so a specific response cannot be provided. As mentioned fn Section V, Cultural
Resources of the Initial study a record search of the California Historic Reseurces Information System
[CHRIS) digital database was reviewed by qualified archaeclogical City staff to determine presence or
absence of potential resources within the project site. The CHRiS search did nat identify any historical
resources within or directly adjacent to the site. In addition, a Cultural Resource Survey (Smith,
September 2017) was conducted for the project and no historical rasources were identified in or directly
adjacent to the project site.

Lookout Lots 2 and 5 are not designated on any historic register and were not found to be
historically significant by the City's Historical Resources Board or State Historical Rescurces
Commigsion. Historical rescurces staff reviewed the proposed wark on Lookous Lot 2 and did not
find it to have a significant impact on the historic integrity of designated parcels 1 and 4.

If a historical resource is not significant, both the resource and the effect:on it does not need to be
considered further in the CEQA process (City of 5an Diego 2022). The MND concluded that the praject
would frave no impact on historical resources. As the comment provided does not provide specifics as to
how the project is not respecting the historic character of adjeining area, a more detziled response
addressing this comment cannot be provided.




A2
3,
A3
4
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degeription has been illegally sphit. This ploy was intended to prevent the Cty from
mnsxdmng the cumulaive impacts of the previously propesed 3-lot developmant
a_d}acem:m and incomorating the bistoric Cotrell House and landscaping. Arthe present
i, the developer has peoceeded with separaie applications for Lots 2 and 5, while
2pplying for conciirrent ministerial apsroval of development of the Intervenfng Lot 4.
CEQA clearly gives the City auibority to consider the allegedly ministesiel permits on
Lot 4 as pasi of the discrationary approval of developmers on Lots 2 and 5, The
Committes challenges the Cioy*s failure to consider ail thres pending development
appliesiions as part of 2 single project far the purposes of CEQA, as well as its
willingness 1o review devalopment of Lots 2 and 3 as séparate projects undes CEQA. In
«ffect, the City is anthorizing and coopersting in “project-spliting™ to pravent the public
from obtaining a fill mnderstending of the proposed changes to 4 designated historic
resourcs in 2 highly sensitive eommmmity.

“Thuis letter incorporates by reference the [etier subrmitted by the Committee 10 Ms.
Suzeane Segar on Avgust 16, 2021 concerning the City’s failm= 1o apply tha City's
historie review guidelines to the rivent building permit fesued for @ pool house znd
cazport on Lot 4, The Lot 4 development should have beeq considered in conjimetion
with neighbochood impacts resulting from developmen of over-sized honses on: the
grossly under-sized acreage of Lots 2 and S,

. The developer of Lots 2, 4, and 5 has atiempted 10 maximize the size of praposad

developrent without considering its incompatibility with the surreunding nefgitborhood
and disallowanee under the Le Jolla Sh pres Planned Distrier Ordinanc

Jolla Shores Plenned District Ordinance Advisory Roard and the L2 Tefla Commmelty

Planning Association have determined fhat this and similar pravion s are

ingomspatible with ihe La Jolia Commumity Plen Residential {.and Uss Elzmem: Land

Levelopment Code Zoning density requivements and La Jollz Shoves Plonned District
Ordinance bube scele. and sarh: istona. The hesion that

Ordinanes bufic. scele. and sethack previsions. The MND cenehusion that the Lot 2

Profest does 1ot gondHar with focal plars, polisies or reenlations {s not soported by tie

dminiotoative oo 5 . . P
hood i Py

d. Desion sitepmtives 1o eliminats miek

?’ora]iofﬂ'(cmsoassatfm&a in the incorporated Tetters, the MND Is defective and
Enadequm to inform the City®s deeisjon-makers or the poblic of the sigmificant adverse
lnpacts of the proposed development of Lot 2.

A-2 This comment indicatad that al! of the Committee’s previous correspandence on devalopments of -
Lots 2 and 5 are incorporaied by reference.

As Indicated in Response A-1, the proposal does not include any mapping actions; the subject lotis
existing and was approved and [egally recorded through Pareel map 17827 in 1997, Refer to Response A-
1 for more infarmation.

The development ofthe baseline for CEQA review s bwo saparate fots and two separaie projects. There
s Independent utility between the proposed projects referenced in this comment. Each project has been
submitted Independently and the whele of the Lot 2 praject bas been aiddressed within the MND. Thera
is no peerenuisite that development of this project must be eompatad in order for the other project to
pracaed, or vice versz.  The development of this project is akso nota conseguencs or rasult of the ather
praject. Thus, the review of these two prajects separately does hot constitute project-spliting.

Further, the MND addresses cumulative impacts in Section XXI{b). As detailed in that seciion, a
cumulative impact to cultural rescurees end fribal cultural resources is Kentified along with mitigetion to
reduce the potentia] project impact to below a lavel of significance. This comment does not dentify a
spechic cumuladve impact of concern, therefora no additional spesific response can be provided.

A-2 The City acknowledges that the MND comment letter incorporates a letter directed to Gty Plan
Historic staff Suzanne Segur on August 16, 2021 This letter focuses on histaric questions on a residence
on Lot 4, 1ot 4 is not part of the Look Out Lot 2 property. This commert does not raise an amitonmental
fssue with the proposad project or the edequacy of this environmental document, No further response Is
nECRSsary.
A Referto Response A- 1. As discussed in Section | of the Inftial Study the proposed single-family
rasidence znd assoclated Improvemsents are consistent with building envelope regulations which include
setbacks and vehicular access, Additianally, in accordance with the Ciiy's CEQA Significance
Determination Thrasholds, Visual Quality/Neighborheod Charaster impacts may result from projects
whaose bulk, scale, materials, or style ars incormpatible with surmrounding development, or would
suhstantially sther the existing or plantied character of the area. The project would have 1o exceed the
Bilowabie height or bulk regulations and the height or bull of the exisling pattams of development in ife
viginity of the project by a substential mergin; have an architectural style or use building matsrials n
stark contrast to adizcent development where the adiacent development foliows a singlg or commen
architectural theme (e.g.. Gaslemp Quarter, Old Town); result in the physical loss, isolation or
degratation of a community identification symbol or iandmark [e.g., a stand of trees, coastal bl
historical landmark) which is identified in the General #lan, applicable community plan or focal coaste!
prograny; be located in 2 highly visible area {e.g., on a canyon adge, hiliton or adjacert to an intersiie
highwey} and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural topography through
excessive height, bulk signage or architectural projectio ns; end/or the project would have a cumuiative
effect by opeqing up a new area for development or changing the overall character of the area.

Existing devefopment in the neighborhiood does nat have a unilying theme of architecture. The new
development would be constructed o comply with all helght and bulk regulations znd is consistert with
Visual Resource recommendations outlined in the LICP and LISPDO, The structure helght is consistent
with buiiding envelope regulations which preserve public views theough the height, setbaclk,
iandscaping, and fence transparency parameters of the tand Development Code that limit the buliding
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Please foed free to communicats with the undersigned aboit the impacts of the
_2 Project. The City and devaloper have failed b reach out 10 the neighborkood to g;;l;:[l;.st:d e
mpacts from cramming two oversized structures within ebsohwely minimal sethacks on
A5 subﬁmdud lots froming or Looknut Drive. The Committes arges the City to consider the
cumulative intpacts of the proposed Lot 2 and 5 homes, witk the Lot 4 pool house and carport,
and to require 2 fill snvironmental impact zeport for the entive praject.

Very ruly yours,
3 LR i N
PR s g T L

Deborah M. Resenthal, FAFCP

Enclosures:  8/12/2021 Heidelberg Latter
B16/2021 Segur Latter

oo Evelyn Heidetherg, Esq.
M. Sreanne Segrr, Frinoips] Planner
La Jolla {ills Committ=a

profile and maxdmize vigw opporwnites. The profect would not result in the physical loss, Isalation or
degradation of & tommunity fdentifiration symbol or landmark ldentified in the Geners! Plan, applicable
cammunity plan, or local coasel program since no suck sEnbol s idenidied within the Generl Plan er

LICP.

A-5 This comment provides a concluding remark and states the MND s defective and inadequate. As
ingicated in Responses A-1 1o A-4, the MND adegquately addresses the project impacts in accordance
with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds {City of 5an Diego 2022) and CEQA, As indicated
abova in Response A2, curnuilative impacts of the project wers considered within the MND. No
significant impact, efther individually or cvnulatively, has been identifiad that would warrant the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report pursuant to CE0A Guidelines Saction 15063(bj.
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ATTORNEYS ATLAW

Michasl L FizGerald®
Evic L Kreditac®

FITZGER ALD-YAP-KREDITOR ur

Lyne Batdue
\ George Vauhe, LLM, CBAL
David Nl

Rebert C. Rishraugh

Robent M, Yorkum

Sherityn Leamed O"Dell

 NawlicF. Fori

Brmok Jaln Changila

Josephine Racheltz Arinds

August 16,2021 Churles €. Mekenna

Derols R Quiznde

Pliencez Cuijeng

Joho b, Marstant

Deborth M. Rasenthalf

Mariz M. Rallot

. Lazy § Zamant
Author's Email: drossnthal@fyiklaw.com
FYK rel# 16094.01

ViA & 1.5, MATL

Ms. Suzanne Segur, Senior Planner
Historic Resources Section
Development Services Department
City ¢f San Diego

1222 First Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

Re:  Designation of George . and Marian H. Cottrell, Cliff May House (Lookout Lots { and
4} as Historical Resources. 7727-7729 Lookout Drive, La Jolla (APN 352-012-16 end
APN 352-012-19)

Dear Ms. Segur:

This ietter is written on behelf of the La Jollz Hills Committee, representing residents on
Lookout Drive in La Jolla. The hote on Lockout Drive Lot 1 (7727 Lookout Dirive) was degigned
and constructed by CIiff May, a San Diego architect who gained international prominence in the
Post-WW L peried for his development of the contemporary ranch house. Lot 1 contains the main
house and a lengthy landscaped driveway that functioned as an important part of the original design.
Lookout Drive Lot 4 was alse owned by the Cottre]l family as part of a {arger landscaped estate,
It allowed the original home to take advantage of significant coastal views from carefirlly placed
picture windews that factored significantly into the home’s location and design. The Commities’s
understanding is that Lots 1 and 4 remain in common cwnezship but have been transferred to a
new owner since the last development submittal. Although we have not been provided with a copy
of the legel document, we understand they have been linked through a recorded [ot tie that permits
construction on Lot 4 to serve the primary home on Lot 1.

The Cottrell/Cliff May house, associated driveway, and related open space are sll
designated as historical resources for the purposes of design review. Lots 1 and 4 were formaily
listed on the California Register of Historical Places in 2014 due to the significance of the

2 Park Plaza, Suite 850 . Irvine, CA 92614 | Tel: 949-788-8900 . Fax: 949-788-8980 . www.fyklaw.com

tion - $0f Counsel . $C4tified Spewialist in Estate Flenning, Trust & Probate Law, and in Taxation Law, Statc Bar of Califormia
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B-1 The majority of this comment focuses on historic issues related to the Lot 4 property. Lot 4is nota
part of the proposed Look Out Lot 2 project. The comments regarding the Lot 4 project and Historical
Resources Board review do not raise an environmental issue with the proposed project or the adequacy
of this environmental document. As indicated in Response A-1 Lookout Lots 2 and 5 are not designated
on any historic register and were not found to be historically significant by the City’s Historicai Resources
Board or State Historical Resources Commission. Historical resources staff reviewed the proposed work
on Lookout Lot 2 and did not find it to have a significant impact on the historic integrity of designated
parcels 1 and 4,

The comment in regard to a potential future lot fine adjustment is speculative and ars not addressed
further hersin. No further response is necessary. :

As discussed in Response A-1, the historical impacts of the propesed Lookout Lot 2 project are addressed
inthe MND and determined not to be potentially significant.
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FITZGERALD VAP KREDITOR us
M. Suzanne Segur —

August 16,2021 il
Page 2 . .

grehitecture and related landscaping. Lot 4 was designated as a local historical resource by the
Historical Resources Board in 2015 due to its association with the CLiff May house. Both of these
designations require the City to exercise special care in approving development proposals and to
comgply with all appiicable historical preservation requirements,

The Committes understands the City has recently approved development of a poo] coraplex,
ineluding new aboveground poolhouse and carport structures, on Lot 4, Future pmposa[s’td'adjust
lot lines between Lookout Lots | and 2 have been discussed, including plans that entirely block
the existing Lot | access or eliminate its exisiing connection to Lookout Drive. The Committes
believes there may be some misunderstanding about the status of the Lockout designations and the
need for review by the Historical Resources Board Design Assistance Sub-Committee before the
pool complex can be constructed or driveway landscaping can be altered.

After the City Historical Resources Board approved designation of Lots 1 and 4 as an
Historjoa! Resource, the former owner filed an appeal within the time set forth in San Diege
Municipal Code Sec. 123,0203; but he never pursued a hearing. Under the Municipal Code, the
City was required to hear the appeal as soon as practicable, but the City Clerk never set the mater
for hearing. Neither the original nor the new owner, who purchased the home within the past few
years, ever requested 2 heering during the intervening Sever years. Under general administrative
law and the City Code, it is therefore clear the appeal was zbandoned. As a result, Muaicipal Code
Section 123.0204 confirme the final decision of the Historical Resouress Board. City Staff is
obligated to treat both Lots [ and 4 as designated under City regulations, given the owner®s legal
ebandonment of the appeal.

Aszthe City is aware, appeal ordinances are strictly construed to ensure that preperty owners
and the public are fully informed of 2pplicable rules. In this case, Lots 1 and 4 were designated as
historical resources more than seven years ago. The State designation of Lots ] and 4 was not
challenged, and appeal of Lot 4°s local designation was never pursued. The owrer and City both
had an obligation to pursue the local appeal as soon as practicable under the Municipal Code.
Because neither the original owner nor the City acted on the appeal, it must be deemed abandoned
for all legal purposes.

The Committes understands the City may have approved a building permit for the poot
complex on Lot 4 without consideting impects to a designated historical resource. The City is
entitled to reconsider any permit issued without authority under a mistake of law or 2
misunderstanding of Lot 4’s historical designation. The proper procedure is for the City to bring
the proposed pool complex to the City Historical Board Design Review Assistance Sub-Committee
for review as socn as possible. The fact that the current owner proceeded under a misapprehension
of law does not affect the City’s obligation to review all proposed development on Lots 1 or4 in
accordance with local regulations.

FITZGERALD YAP KREDITOR, Email sent on August 16, 2021-2 of 2

B~1 The majority of this comment focuses-on historicissues related to the Lot 4 property. Lot4 isnota
part of the proposed Look Out Lot 2 project. The comments regarding the Lot 4 project and Higtorical
Resources Board review do not raise an environmental issue with the proposad project or the adequacy
of this environmental document. As indicated in Response A-1 Lookout Lots 2 and 5 are not designated
on any histeric register and were not found to be historically significant by the City’s Histarical Resources
Board or State Histarical Resources Commission. Historical resources staff reviewed the proposed work
on Lockout Lot 2 and did not find it to have a significant impact on the historic integrity of designated

parcels 1 and 4.

The comment in regard to a potential future lot [ine adjustment is speculative and are not addressed
further herein.. No further response is necessary, :

As discussed in Response A-1, the historical impacts of the proposed Lookout Lot 2 project are addressed
in the MND and determined not to be potentially significant.
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Ms. Suzanne Segur
August 15, 2021
Page 3

While the Commitiee believes the City and owner should have been aware of the
importance of the original CLHf May desiga, it recognizes the need for new development to
accommodate current lifestyle demands. The oritical issue Is that all new development on these
sensitive sites must be compatible with the historical choracter of the property. The Committes
does not know whether the proposed pool complex satisfies this requirement because it was never
submitted for public review,

The Committee also wants to ensure that the original access across Lot 1 to the Cliff May
house is protected. As the City is awars, Lot 2 is seriously undersized with extremely restricted
frontage on Lookecut Drive. The proposed design for Lot 2 shows doors opening onto cramped
side setbacks, with virtually ne landscaping. The Comrmittee is concerned that owners of Lots 1
and 2 will apply for a lot line adjustment that gives Lot 2 additional side vard but eliminates the
original landscaped driveway tw the maln house on Lot 1. Alteration of the original drfveway,
with its lush landscaping, would adversely impaet the historic character of Lot 1. Clff May
designed the Cotirell House with both a lengthy landscaped driveway on Lot 1 and a naturaj
viewshed on Lot 4 — beth elements essentia! to the post World War IT “ranch style™ that he
pioneered and the character defining features of the designation,

In conclusion, the City has failed to comply with the recordation requirements of the
Municipal Code and must record notice of the historic designation as scon as possible in
compliance with applicable law. The Committee ficther requests that construction plans for Lot
4 be submitted to the Historical Resources Board Design Review Assistance Committee as sgon
a5 possible, before the landowner proceeds any farther with pofentiaily incompatible developrment.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

L R 4 ?/ om R ads
2 pEeaa - Ta . A e ~

Deborzi M. Rosenthal, FAICP

oot Annz McPherson, Deputy Director, Develepment Serviges
David McCullpugh, Chair, Historical Resources Board
Diane Kane, Lz Jolia Community Planning Association
Andy Fotsch, Lz Jolla Shores Permit Review Commitiee
Heath Fox, La Jolfa Historfeal Soclety

FITZGERALD YAP KREDITOR, Email sent on August 16, 2021- 207 2

B-1 The majority of this comment focuses on historic issues related to the Lot 4 property. Lot_ 4 is_not a
part of the propased Look Out Lot 2 project. The comments regarding the Lot 4 project and Historical
Resources Board review do not raise an environmental issue with the proposed project or the adequacy
of this environmental dacument. As Indicated in Response A-1 Lookout Lots 2 and 5 are not designated
on any historic register and were not found to be historically significant by the City’s Historical Resources
Board or State Historical Resources Commission. Historical resources staff reviewed the proposed work
an Lookout Lot 2 and did not find it to have a significant impact on the historic integrity of designated
parcels 1 and 4.

The comment in regard to a potential future lot [ine adjustment is speculative and are not addressed
further herein. No further response is necessary.

As discussed in Response A-1, the historical impacts of the proposed Lookout Lot 2 project are addressed
in the MND and determined not to be potentially significant.




Letter C

A1

HeneEEre Law OFfIcE
7875 HIGHLAND VILLAGE PLACE, SUE B102
SaN DEGD, CALFORNIA 92129
858-357-3476 '|
Wm;m's E-NLML Am:‘isass

evein@heidelberglawoffice.carn
Aygust12, 3079

VIA EMAIL {DSDEAS @Sandienn.cov)

Mr. Morge=n Dressar

Devalapmant Services Depariment
Gty of San Ulego

3292 First Aventes, MS 501,

San Dlsgo, CA 92141,

Rer LOGRQUT 107 5 CHP/SDP — PTS £82904

Pear Mr. Dresen

By this letter on behalf of my tlient, Susis McKean who resides =t 7908 Loskeyt Drive (which
aButs Lockaut Lot 3 to the northwest), we herehy submitcomments on the Draft Mitigatad Negative
Dectaration {“MHND) for the referenced proposed projact {the “Project”)

The MND Is deficfent In faifing to identify the sianificant Land Lj¢e and Flznning Impacis of the
Project. Specifirally, the MND erreneoushy conchudes, b Section X2 Land Use 2nd Plenning Impaces as
follows: *The project is compatible with the surrounding development and parmicted by the Gengral
Pian, comeramity plen land use and zoning designations: The project wauld not substandally change the
nature of the srrounding area . {MND, 2 33). “The project Is consictent wiith tha underlyingzone
and fand use deslamation. The profect would not conflict with Any aypliicehle land use pian, pofiey, or
Teguiation of an agency with Jurisdiction over the projeet finciuding But nat linftad to the gerers] plan,
commurity plan, or 2cning ordinence} .. (MND, 21 54).

Inf5et, 55 prasented below, the Project is not parmitted by the General Plan, and s inconsistant
in sevaral respects with the La Jolls Comeaunity Plas (“LICP) and maltipte pravisions of the La Jolta
Shores Panned District Ordinance {“LISPDO™}, which s the appficable moning ordinares, As such, the
Projest, if approved, would have potentizlly significant [and wee and planing impacts. Accordingly, the
REND i deficforst e o matter of law and under CEQA zn Envirormental Impact Report is required to be
prepaved.

ljrPage

HEIDELBERG LAW OFFICE, Ervail sent on Avgust 12, 2023

C-1 This comment is a sumsmary of the issues raised by Heidelbarg Law Office. Tha lettar offers their
specific concerns in the following comments.
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1. The Project s Incomsistent with the Density Desigration Under the General Plan

A5 comecthy set forth on page 24 of ize MND, the General Plan desipnetion for the site
af the Project is “Very Low Density Residential {0—5 dwelling units perzcrs}”. The Profect, -
however, kae 3 dengity Tar in excess of the high end of that range, at &6 dwelling units per afre,
The MNE idertifies the project site as being .12 acre. (MIND, 2t p. 14.) Acmally, the applicant
has idemtified the project site, Lot 5, 2s bafng 5,045 square feet,; which is 0.116 acre. The
oropogsed development of Lot S, &t one unit per 0.115 acre, Is 3.63 units per acre, or fully 72.6-
persant higher than the maxtmum of S units per acre allowed under the Genaral Plar's Vary
Low Senstty Residanii=! designation. (Even rounding the lotsize up to 0.1, 25 in the MND, the
inconsistency of the Projact’s density Is striking: 833 unlts ver acre, or 66,7 percant higher -
tirah Hie maxinum permitted under the General Plar’s density designation for the gropsrty.)
Thers i no substaniial evidence whatsoevar 2o support the MND’s conclusion that the Project
is congistent with the General Plan. The Project’s sxceadarce of the General Plan's magimum
deansity mast ba found to be significant under CEOA.

2. The Project I5 Inconsistent with the Provisions of the LISPDO Rapulating Dantity of
Developed Lois

The LISADO regolstes dwelling unit density in single-family zones as follows: “fNIa lot or
parcel shall be developed or cerupied by more dwelling unlis than the average dwelling unit
density junfs per =cra} of the developed 5F zone within 309 feet of the subject 10t or parcal.”
SOMe$ 1510.304=).

Censideting the developetf parcels within 300 feet of Lookout Lot 5 a5 shown on the
applicant’s table and map submittad 1o the La Joila Shores Flarngd Distrie: Advisery Board for its
Mareh 17, 2021 meeting {Exh. A hereto), It is apparent that the proposed developtment of Lot 5
i incotiststent with SDMC seckion 1540,0204{a), As set forth on Exhiblt B in footnots 2, the
apglicant’s tabie and map displaying floor area and fog slzes for nearky progerties shewad the
resulis by Including the propased davefopoent of Lookawt Lot 5 and the acrempanying Lookaut
Lest 2, as well as excluding the development =1 7715 Lookout Drive (which is depicted on the
applicant’s susvay map as “157 but which I excluded from the applicant’s table used to display
charasteristies of parcels. The proposed dewelopment of Lookeut kots 2 and 5 have high fioor
are3 ratias {see Exh. A; 0.65 and (452, respectively] relatie to the nejghbarhand (average of 0,27
{=xiu B), and the developmamnt at the 7716 Lookout Drive, which was excluded from the

applicent’s table and hence from the Zaltulations of floor area ratis, has a very low fleor area
ratio {0.20).

Fxhibit B (the appiitant's survey, correctsd for the arors noied in the preceding
paragraphs) incluces 41 devetoped parcels occupying @ tatal of 485,980 square fest, or 10,92
eres. Dividing 41 units by 2116 acres glves the average of 3.76 units per acre for developed
patrealswithin 300 feet of the proposed projest, (See Sh, B.) In contrast, and &= nobed in section
4 above, Lot 3 occuples 5,045 square fest, or 0,136 acre. The proposed developmentof lot5, at

2]Page

[T

' &2 Per SOMC 113.0237{h}, any lot may be developed in accordanoe Wit the Base Zone ifthe lotisa

iegal ot The proposal does not inclyde any mapping actions; the subject lotis existing and was )
appraved and legelly recorded throvgh Parce] map 17817 In 1857 ant is legal to develop a dwelling unit

-3 Per SDMIC 1_13.0'237(52, any lot may be develapad in accordance with the _Bass Z-ume Fthelotise
lagat lot. The proposal does nat incnde any mapping actions; the subject lotIs edsting and was
approved and lsgally recorded through Parce! m=p 17817 0 1987 and is legal ta develop 2 dwelling uait

in accordance with the Basa Zone regulations.
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coe Uk divided by 0lldis 2.6 unﬁsper acae, or more than fwice The maximurn rasidential
dansity permitted under the Generai Plan Desgnetion and the LICP.

Wr. Glenn Gargas, the Project Manager for Lookout Lot 5 whan it was congidered by the
ity tn 20418, 2ssertest at the thme that SIRVC section 1530.0804{a) daes notapply to this projact,
and that itwould apply only “¥Fthis project were propasing to create ane or more tréw lots.”. The
crestion of one ar mere new Ioks ocours as 4 result of @ “subdivision® a5 dafined in Section
1120103 of the SDMCE, which provides thet subdfvision bas the samne meaning 2s stated In the
Subdivisian Map Ace, Sectlon 86424, The Subdiision Map Act defines “subdivision” as “the
divigion ... af any unit or unjts of improved or ynimproved land — for the ptitgase of sle, leass,
qr financing, whether immediste or fulure,” Gov'e Code § 66424, Mr. Gargas was in effect
opining, without any supporting rationale, that the tarms “developed or ocoupied” means
“sushdlvitled.” The City Councll, when itadopied the LISPDO in March 2007 after review by fmer
uffr the City Attotney, certainly could have used the SDMC's defined term “subdivision” when &
enzcted Sertion 1510.0204% prohibition on development of a dwelling unit on 2 lot with more
dwelling units than the aversge units per acre of the daveloped single-family zane within 300
teetofthelot. But, & did not doso. instead, it used the more general, broader tarms “devaloped
or oceupied.”™ Thus, thera Ts ne support for My, Gargas’ mterpreiahan of SDMC 1510.0304%
prohibition 25 imited o subdividing a lot.

Indeed, the Development Servicss Dépariment, through its then Assistant Deputy
Director {and Jater Deputy Diractor until his recent retiremant} Gregory P. Bopking axpressly
conceded that Secifon 151C.0304 applies In the surrent contaxt, Specifically, Mr. Hopkins stated,
in 2 letter dates December 2, 2013, that "Future bullding devalopmatt of any of the parcels
within the Parcel Map [1?18?] areas are also required to comply with Sec, 1510.02304 of the La
Joifa Shores PDO development requirements.” See Exh. C, p. 2. Mr. Hoplins did not exelude
subdivisian {a) of Section 15100304 from his skatemant that “Futune buflding developmert of
any ofthe parcels within the Percel Map [17127] are also required to complywith Sec. 1510.0304

el

For the shove-stited reasons, the MND erred In conduding that “[tlhe prolect would ot
conflict with any sppiicable kshd use plan, kolicy, or regulation of an agency with jurlsdletion over
the project fincluding but not limited o the general plan, community pian, or zoning ondinance)
e {MND, gt 34},

2 b should be noted thet had City Council infended the meaning that My, Gargas a¢eribes to
Szctian 1510.0304{a), it'could have used the SDMG-dofined term “development” in that section,

becauss “development” is defined to Include "the act, procass, of result of dividing a parcel of
land inte two or more parts .7 But, Gty Courcl did hot use the SDMC-defined tenm
“development” or any of ite derivatives such as “develsped” bacause he term “develaped® in
Saction 1530,0804{n] is not imlicized to Sgnify that it s 2 term defined i SDMC section 113,000,
By using tha undafined term “developed” in that provision, City Counedl vdll be assumed by the
couris 2o have maant the term "dsveloped® to include the pracess of plar:mg or construcking 3
bardiding or propacy.

3)Fage
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C-4 Plassa see rasponse A2
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3. Tha &equentlsteﬂMeansufﬁsceﬂinl‘nga Prq]ect's Caml:ﬂl‘am:e\ﬁt}: e QRS
Palicies Regarding Bulk and Scale ~ Hoour Area Ratio - Demvnsu'absﬂﬂnhe Project
Daes Riot Comply With Thase LICP Poligies

Atthoush grass floor srea and foor area retdo (“FAR™} ate not development stanifards
under the LISPRO, both the LISPBO and the [JCP contaln regulstoty and policy language
regarding approprate beliding and structure relationships, setbatks, character, and harmonious
transHlons betwaen newand existing development. The Residential Flement of the LICP provides
a5 fallows: “In ardesto malttein and enhance the misting neighbnchood charatter and ambisnce,
and 16 promote good desigy and visual hanmony i1 the transifions between new and &¥ltiing
srutmres, precerve the foBowing slements: Bulk and scale [[ with ragard to surrounding
structuras " LICF, at p. 76.

‘The andy readiiyavadablemeasum..r&ofhulkandsaJeIsFAﬂ,arﬁhasednntha:meﬁ:,
e proposed developmant of Lot 5 &5 not consistent with the above.queted policy in the LICP
requiring preservation of bulk and scale W order fo promete Visual harmomy i the transitions
between new and esdsting strectures.  In 85 latest varsion of #s nefghborhood survey, dated
ZAugust 28, 2018, the applicant, inan appareat affort £ reduca the dispaifty betwesn the avarage
fioor aras ratio withiz 300 fest of Lockent Lot 5 and its proposad developrent for that parcel,
Inciuded the figures for Losknut Lot S xvd-Lookout Lot Z, as i thay wers existing dessiogment,
and exduded development 5t 7715 Lookout Drive (with an FAR of 0,20} in 2n apparest atlemnpt
to skaw the calexfated FAR for the nefghborhood higher than it actually is. Corrected ferthese
eavrs,fhen&zghhwhwdwmymmanaverageﬁﬁkuffmthen‘ Joped parcels inch
in the apallcant’s partial nelghborheod survey, the average FAR 150,27 (see| Exhxhrt B3

By comparison, the applkant reports tha FAR for Lookout Lot 5 as 0.52, exduding the
bassment flcor area (consisting of 2,383 suare feet).2 Even accepting the opplicant’s exiusion
of 2,353 square feet of basememt from the dalmed flooe area of e house proposed for Loalkosist,
Lo 5% the FAR of 0.52 15 92,5 percest higher then the FAR for the devalioped pareals within 200

fast, Even torracting forthe applicant's miscalcilation of the FAR for s proposed developenent -

uf Eookoert Lot 5 (D56 rather than 5.52), the FAR for the proposed devalopment of Lookows sot
3 {at 0.50) is 852 percent higher than the FAR far developad proparty within 300 fect.

This analsls provides unequivosal support for the proposition that the propossd
development Tor Lookowt Lot S 1s not consistert with the above-gusted poiities af the LIgH

% Our caleylation indicates that the appiicent has slightly overstotnd the FAR for his Prnposed
;eve[os:nmt of Lot 5: 2,547 square feet divided by 5,045 square feet yiolds D.5045. 38 Bxhs, A
B

2 It should be noted that the appficant’s fioor area fizures for Lookaut Lot 5§ takes sdvantige of
exchsions from floor area par SOMC section 113.02, 50 that ¥ the full fluor area kad baes
included, the FAR for Lockout Lot 5 would be0.87. See£xh. B,

“Sean
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G5 Plgase see response A4




-6 Please see respanse A-1 end A-4, Per SDME 3510.0304{k) btifldings with openings (i.e., doore and/or
windows) fac'ingﬂ'ne side property fine shal be constructed not doser than fowr fest from said property
ling. The proposal complies with this and Is genersl confermity with the nefghborhood.

o5 resandingindkand scale. Accordingly, the MND s deficient and esronenus in eonthuding thatthe
Project would not be inconsistant with any applisable community plan. - i ’

4. The Praject s Setbacks Ara Not in.Ganeral Confarmity with Those in the Vicinity, in
Yiolation of SBME § 1520.0808(244) - e

The propased project for Eoolmut Lot 5 is also inconslstent with the requiremeant: for
sethacks under the LISPDO. That requirement is that “[blailding and structurs setbacks shall b
in general canformity with thase in the vicinity.” :

Here, the propassd structures on Lookont Lot Swould be separates by & claimed distance
of four faet, eight Inches, barely swceeding the reqlired minimurn setiad of four faer, from the
rear peoparty Bne of iookout Lot 3, which abuts 3. McKeards southarn property ne. 235
apparent from reviewing tha apalicant’s neighbarhacd survey that Ms. McKean's single-fasmily
residance was constrzeted in dose proximity 10 ifs southem property ling, {Sea Exhibit A {Ms.
McKean's properiy Is identifled as Bumber 22 {with Lookout Lot 5 Idenzified as Let 38).) In fack, :
8 it is the master bedroom of Ms. MeKean's home that Is [ocated clasest to the southern property !

lina abutting Lot 5, i
-

‘The four-foet, elght-inch Separation of the structure propesed on Enclout Lot 5 from Ms, H
Mekeansstde property Ene abutting her bedroom (depleted generaly by Exk, D} s much smallar I
than the avarage satback from the side property ling in the nejghborhond survey prapared by ’ g
the applieant. The applicant’s latest neighberhood survey showsg that the average side yarg
setharks &8 sk feet, sevan Inchas to'sie feet, ten Inches. It should be noted, however, that the
Applicaat’s calzulated side yard sethacks improperly eiuded +ha minknal sethacks of proposad
davelopmatt for Lookeut Lots 2 and 5, ‘and sxcluded the much larger side yard sethack of the
develoged ot at 7716 Lesokeut Drive. See Exh. A, |fthe side yand sethacks for propesed Lookoot
Lots 2 and 5 wera exctded from the spplicant’s calculation, a5 they should have been, and the
side yard sethacks for the develuped lot ot 7716 Lookout Prive were incluted, ag they should
have baen, the average side yard ssthacks Tn the neighborhood survay would be considerably
higher than six feet, scven Inchss, o six foet, ten mnches, Even widhi the applicent’s errars in
caleulating avarage side yard sethacks within 300 feet, which etrorg result in 2n imderstatemean:
of actuzl average side yard sethacks inthe neighborhaod, thezpplicant's calculated average sida
yard sethack Is far seve the four-foot, eight-inch setizack from Ms. McXean's vatd by almesttwo 1
faet (23 inches], or 41 percent. ;

Accordingly, the pragesed davelopmant f Lot £ I not in genersl wmormity with the t
building seiacks in the vicnity and Hus viclstes SOMC section 150L02045)64). The MND o !
frenesusin cancluding that the Project is ot incanstetert with the applcable 2oning crdinance.

!
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For all of the sbove-stated reasons, the MND ks Incosrect In concluding as foliows; “The
project is compatible with the surrounding development and permited by the General Plan,
community plan fand use and zoning designatians. The Frofect wauld not suhstantially change
the nature of the surrounding area ...” [#IND, at 33). “The project is consistant Witk the
undeslying zons and iand use designation. The roject would not confiict with eny applicakis
larid use plan, policy, or regulation of an agsnty with jurisdlstion gwar the pmoject {Including but
Dot ibmited to the general plan, community plan, or zoring ordinanss) ... (MNG, at 34). The
Praject as proposed is indeed inconsistent with the General Plan, [a lolla Community Plan, and
the 13 Jolfa Shores Planaed District Ordinance and a8 suckh, if approved, would heve a significant
impack on the epvironment. .

Sincerefy,

(-~ Ms. Siesie Mckaan

Ms_ Sarnmi M fuia emall [SMa@sandiege.gov]}

EFH/pat
EXhbRs A B, CED
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C-7-This is 2 conduding eomment tl:lat summarizes the praviously stated Issues in the Heidelberg letter
The Heldelberg letter includes.

Bxhibits A threugh D including excerpts from City's Municipal code wears included in the Heidelbarg letter
bt do not directy address the adequacy of the Mitigated Negativa Daclarstion.

..
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EXHIBIT B




No. ADDRESS APN FLOOR AREA? | LOT SIZE FAR
1. | 7711 lookout Pr. - | 352-012-Q7 3,118 10,045 0.31
2. | 7716 Lookout De. 352-010-08 2,825 13,839 0,20
3, | 7717 Lookout Dr. 362-012-06 1,914 9,039 0,21
4. | 7727 Lookout Dr. 35201216 | 3,002 18,077 0.17
5. | 7728 Lookout Dr. 3852-010-09 | 2,992 5,624 0.53

| 6. | 7731 Lookout br, 35201318 3,313 5,007 0.65
7. | 7732 Lookout Dr. 352-010-31 3,331 8,530 0.39
8. | 7737 Lookout Dr. 352-012-03 3,161 2773 0.36
9. | 7741 LookoutDr. | 352.01202 1,574 7,950 0.20
10. | 7762 Lookout Dr. 346-610-13 5,545 33,977 0.16
11. | 7772 Lookout Dr, 352-010-20 3,596 20,600 0.17
12. | 7777 Lookout Dr, 852-012-01 2,025 8,438 033
13, | 7780 Lookeut Dr. 882-010-21 2,269 12,663 0.26
14, | 7794 Laokout Dr. 352-010-14 2,872 14,867 0.17
15. | 7796 Lookout Dr. 352-010-15 3,456 23,338 0.26
16. | 7801 Lookout Dr. 352.012-1.1 3 955 5,702 0.64
17, | 7809 Lookout Br. 352-012-10 2,064 6,164 0.38
18. | ‘7810 Lookout Qr. 352-018-03 3,783 12,750 0.30
19. | 7816 Lookout Dy, 352-013-04 1,711 14,440 0.12
20. | 7819 Lookou Dr. 3,056 5,819 0.44
21, | 7820 Lookout Dr. 352-013-05 8,374 14,492 0.58
22, | 7847 lackout Dr. 252-012-08 2,261 3,764 0.50
23, 17868 Lookout Dr, 352-003-06 3,646 17,502 0.1
24. | 7872 Lpokout Dr, 352.013-07 3,790 24,394 0.16
25, | 7878 Laokout Br. 252.013.08 8,818 26,136 0,13
26, | 7887 Laokowe Dr. 352-062-01 | 2,349 9,744 0.24
27. | 1925 Soledad Ave. 352-051-04 5,317 9,788 0.54
28, | 1840 Soledad Ave. 352-0:10-07 1,874 9,901 0.19

.29, | 2005 Soledad Ave. 352-051-05 2,686 9,749 0.27
A0, | 2019 Soleclad Ave, 852-051-06 3,438 1,749 0,35
31 | 2020 Soledad Ave. 342-01.2-28 2,072 8,263 0.28
32. | 2028 Soledad Ave. 352062-05 2,547 7,083 0.36
33, {2038 Soledad Ave, 452-062-04 4,344 8,696 048
34, | 7705 Hilislde Dr. 352-010-06 2,186 8,281 0,26

* Alt information for Nos. 1 through taken from appllcant's partial Nelghborhood Survey, submitted to La
Jolla Shores Planned District Advisory Board for Its March 17, 2021, meeting, except that that survey
omitted from the table tabelad “Attachment; 5; Lookout Lot 5 In the upper right-hand corner, but labelerd
In the bottom legend for the map “Lookeut Lot 2* entry #2 above, for 7716 Lookout Drive [which Is
Identified on the applicant’s map as “Map # 13.” This table omits the antrias the applicant had Included
for its proposed Lookout Lot 2 and Lookaut Lbt 5 development, as these are not axlsting daveloped parceis
or even approved developments,

* Figures are fioor area without garage space,




APN

LOT St2E

No, ADDRESS FLOOR AREA® FAR
a5, | 7711 Hillside Dr. An2-010-05 2,160 8,601 0,22
36. | 7719 Hillslde Dr, 352.010-03 2,380 10,202 0.23
37. | 7721 Hillside Dr, 352-010-04 4,198 9,601 .44
38, | 7734 Hillside Dr. 350-280-06 4,164 8451 145
35, | 7740 Hllislde G, 350-280-05 _|.8,028 21,002 0.24
40. | 7801 Hlilslde Dy, 352-010-16 1 4583 15,959 0,30
41, | 7812 Miliside Dr. 350-162-08 2,248 7,396 0.30
TOTAL/AVERAGE 132,063 485,980 0.27
PROROSED DEVELOPMENT FOR LODKOUT LOT 5
FLOOR AREA LOT 512¢ FAR
LOT & (pey spplicant) 2,547 5,045 0.50
LOT 5 {per City) 4,900 5,045 0.97

e
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THE €Ty oF SAn Diemo

Fraderiok C. Kelloge Docovaber 9, 2013
7728 Y.ookout Delve
L Jolla, CA 92037

Dear Mt. Kelloge

‘This letter 1¢ in responsa 1o the leiter you sent to Me. Tora Tomlinson, Interim Direstor of
Development Services daked Ooctober 28, 2013 avd fiom Ms. Dianc Kane datod Ootobor 18,
2013; also addressed to Mr. Tomlinson, -

Tin the ahovementioned letess, it was requested that our office review whether a lot or parcel
development xoust be consistent with sumounding neighbothood development; specifically
geation 1510.0304 of the La Jalla Shoves PDQ as it pertainy to Parcel Map 17817, You also
ineluded Ms, Diane Kane's leitor requesting the review of two Records of Burvey and une Parcel
Mayp to determine, in general, if thore was an inappropriate subdivision of lavd. My analysls of
the v{:Ihmofmgax;':iding the former, as preseated below, revealy (hat thore was no inappropriste
division of land.

To baggin with, I felt it imporiant 1o lay out the chxonology snd legal rationale for the way the
ourcent configuration of the lots ammoe Into existence. The orfyinal undeclying Jots were create)
by vite of the La Jolla Hills Subdivision, Map 1479, Sometime in carly 1996 there was an
application aubndited to the Cliy in order to make a deterimination of legal lot statug and 1o
obtain a Cextificate of Compliance (COC) for a porlion of Lot 36 of Map 1479,

The City vaviewad and approved this COC on August 18, 1996, a8 Document No. 19960416822
beeauss the owner was able to show the City a tecorded deed dated prior to March 4, 1972 that
described this portion of Lot 36; which date i endified in the 8MA. The deed as pregmled,
logally subdivided (or split) Lot 36 by virtua of that Instrument (see SMA §66412.6). After
approval of the COC, an application was made for a Lat Line Adjustment Pacel Map (LLA).
The LLA (PM 17817) that ultimately tenorded on Japuary 23, 1997 adjusted the lines using this

ﬁgn!lvd :;gmd deed parcel and four other Iofs created previously by Map No. 1479 (Lots 34, 35,
an 1] . i

The SMA during this time perlod (1997) allawed for the adjustment of twe or mere porels, 5o
the applicant for this particular project was sble to adjnst ary nomber of Iots; in this wmu (5

This particulnr seotion of the SMA, (§66412() changed on Jamry 1, 2001 which anendsd ihe
:bumbu: ﬁﬁa that could be adjusted, The number of lots that youn:mn auxeently adjust stands at
ﬂ L} ’

Development Sprvices
1222 i v, S 50 ® S iago, U 92100155
Tl (619 4485460




To syt this issue up, the LLA, that vecorded in 1997 did not create any new lols but was for lot
line adjustment purposes only, Thexe wers five legal pureels pior to the LLA snd thexe wero
fivo lopal parvels after the LLA, which resulicd in no subdivision of laad pursuant to the
Subdivision Map Act (SMA), Additlonally, the way the SMA. currently rends (§566412.6 and
66499.30(1)) you can no longer simply dead over a portion of your progaty to your neghbor or
anyone else without coming to the Clly for approval as this is considered an Hlogal subdivision.
Tn this partioular oase, the appleint came to the City fbr a LLA which wes allowad under the
provision of §66412(d) of the SMA and the Municipal Code and received the ptoper approval
adjust the lot lines as shown on Parcel Map 17817, This LLA was seviewed and approverd by the
requisite disoiplines within the Developmont Services Depactment and nltimately signed and
sealed by the Deputy City Engineer on Januaxy 23, 1997,

It should be noted that neither the COC nor the LILA would have required public notiea or public

heatings s they are categorized a Process One ag definad in §112.0501, of seq. of the City of
8am Diego Munioipal Code.

hix your lotter sont Ovtober 28, 2013, you also wanted to know whether Seotlon 15100304 of the
La Jolla Bhores PDO applies to the developmeni of the lots adjusted by vidue of the
nbowmen;iﬂoi;md LLA. T have met with our Clty Planness and thelr answer to this question is
indteatad balow:

The size of the lot doos not came into question for tho processing of COC or a LLA because
there was ne subdivision of land involved, If  Subdivision Map was swbmitted for review ani
the loty ave propased to e reducad in size then Developmeont Sorvices would look & the o to
dotetmine the mintmum lot size for the zone. Future building development of any of the patcels

within the Parcel Map areas eve wlw vaguired to comply with Sea. 15100304 of the La Jolla
Shores PDO development soquirensenty,

¥ you have any further questions, please feel freo to contaoct me.
Respactihlly,

4;'?“'-4;: ~ /#,-ﬁhﬂ..ini

Gregory P. Hopkins, PLS

Assintant Deputy Direstor/City Land Surveyor
Development Betvices Depariment

(619) 446-5291

ce: Hon. Sheri Lightnor, Conneil Disteetl

Bob Vaechi, Director Developm:
Sheri G y opmont Servioos

Ms, Mane Kane
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D-2

! PHILP A, MERTEN AIA  ARCHITECT
1286 MURLANDS VITAWAY LA JOLLA CALFORMIA 72087 FHONESSE-459-4765  PhiMsronAmchiectom

August 15, 2021

DS8D Environmenial Assessmemt Section

Transmitied Via E-Mall: DSDEAS@Sandiego.gov

Aer  Comment Regarding the DRAFT Mitigated Nagative Declaration
Lookout Lot 2 CDR/SDP
Project No. 588178

i adies and Gentleran,
A conglusion of the BRAFT Mitigated Negative Declaration is patently incorrect.

The DRAFT Mitigated Negative Declaration inciudes an In#al Study Checkiist
Checkiist Sectionn Xi LAND USE AND PLANNING asks: Daes the (project} confict with
any applicable 1and use plan, policy or reguiation ...7

b)  Conflict wilth a6y applitabla lang use
plan, peticy, or regulation of an ageacy
with furtsdicion aver the project
{inchuding but natlimited to the senerat I} En| g
filan. specific plan, iocal toastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adeptac
o the parpose af avaiding or

Enviranmenital Assessment Section’s conciusion of 'No Impact in patently incorrect,
because the proposed dwelling on Logkout Lot 2 does condlict with the La Jolla Shores
Planneg Digirict Ordinance.

1957 Lot Line Adjustment (LLA}

In 1987, and conirary to the requirements the La Jolla Shores Planned Distric?
Ordinance (LJSPDO), the applicant requested and the City Engineering Depariment

adjusted the lot fines defining Lookout Lot 2 wi n nici
required Site D Peymi 0 | Dy eni Penmit teview an
processing. {See aitached City Altorney Memarandurn MS 58 daied 5-8-2004.pd)

The LLA iliesgally reduced the size af Lookout Lot 2 to just §,846 si,, which is
subsiantially less than the average size {10,854 sf) of &ll 56 lots within 300 feet of the
project ste.

PHILIP A MERTEN, August 15, 2021
-1 Please see respenses A-Z and A4

D-2 Please ses response A-1, at the time of project submittal both lots {Look Out Lot 2 PTS# 482304 and
Loek Out 5 Lot 5 PTS# 589178) were legally recorded and the baseline for CEQA review is two separate
iots and two separate profects.

D-3 Per SDMC 113.0237(b], any {ot may be developed in accordance with the Base Zone if the lotis 2
fegal lot. The proposal does not include any mapping actions; the subject lot is existing and was
approved and legally recarded through Parcel map 17817 in 1897 and s tegal to develop a dweliing unit
in accordance with the Base Zane regulztons.

D-4 Please see responise A-L

D-S In light of the previeusly provided responsas, City staff maintains that there are na conflicts with any
applicable land use plan, policy, ar regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the praject.
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DSD Envirenmental Assessment Sectlon : con
August 15, 2021 .- - P
Page2 . e

La Jolia Shores Planned District Ordinance (LISPBO) AU

The Single Family Zone Density Regulations of the LISPDQ staie: : . J '

§15100304  Single Famfly Zone-Development Regulations
(51  Dwelling Unit Depsity Regotation]

o the &nowmgSf:rﬁwl-‘amngam dmgm&unﬂmmrammp "
r 00102 uzless spac:ﬁnd olheths:, arcel

ﬁlaﬂmonefﬂemge ie develting unit-depsity i sueh area Ees on the opposite

side ofa dm‘tycalmimbomimv]mmﬁwedmﬂmmaprwdm
Seetfon 151 0.0502. Bowsver, it no instaes shall the depsity axceed one it

The highlighted senience from the LISPDO says:” ... no ot or pareal shall be developed
or ocoupiet by more dweiling units ..." pertains not only to the creation of ols or he
subdivision of land; but °... or Cecupied by more dwslling units™ pertains fo the
ocoupansy by dwelling unfis on lots afready created as relates io dwelling unit density
(units par acve}.

EBecauss the applicant and the Enginesring Deparirent llegally reducead the size
of size of LooKout Lot 2 to 6,846 <f, substaniially less than fhw average size
{10,854 &7} of ali 55 loxs within 200 fest of the profect, the LiSPRO preciudas
Lackout Lot § irom being eccupied by any dwelling unit because the resultant
dwelling unit densfty would be subsfantially greater than the average dwelling
unit density (units per acre) of all lots within 200 fect of the subject lot or parcal.

The LISPDO stotes that lots and uses that existed In 1874 at the Sme of the adopiion of
e LIEPDO were deemed o be in.compliance with the PDC and aliowed to continue.

. Though the original ot arsa was significantly smaller and did not conform in size with

ther lots within 300 fset or the dwelling unit density reguirement of the LISPDO, the
1974 lots are said to he Segal non-conforming’ size lots. The City of San Diego allows
legal ncn-corrfurmmg lots and uses fo confinue provided the degres of nan-

ed. Had the lot that existed in 1974 remained intact today,
the lot could be nccmp:ed by a new individual dwelling unit.

Innnevmts]nllmymbe mcludtémﬂ:e

PHILIP A. AWERTEN, August 15, 2021
D-1 Please see respanses A-2 and A4

D-2 Plaase see rasponse A-1, at the time of project submittal both lots (Look Out Lot 2 PTSE 482904 and
Look DUt 5 Lot 5 PTS# 589178) were legally recorded and the baseling for CEGA review Is two separate
lots and two separ=te projects.

B-3 Per SDMC 113.0237(b), 2ny lot may be developed in accordancs with the Basa Zone fthe lotis a
fegal lot. The proposal does not Inplude any mapping actions; the subjact Iotis exdsting and was
appraved and [egally recorded through Parcel map 17817 in 1557 and s legal 1o develop a dwelling unit
in sccordance with the Base Zone regulations,

-4 Please sed rasponsa A-1

D-5 In light af the previously prowded respronses, City stiF mairtaing that there are no conflicts with any

7 applicatie Jand 1se plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with furisdiction gver the projact.




DSD Envirenmental Assessment Section
August 15, 2021
Page 3

La Joita Shores Plenned District Ordinance {LJISPDD) continued

In 1997 the SDMC siated: . -

§ 1020207 Lot Line Adjustments N
Ammelmapomﬂmmrdamgdn@mmy
be nseq for the purpose of adjesting lot lines be-
tween adjoining ints provided the adjostment dpas’
net !Buituii::lgme in the number of Iots, Al
lots 'or parcels must moet the-frininzm S
ments of the Planning end Zoning Begutitions an
Bulding Cedein regard toilotirontage, dgpth and
ares, and aiso, ali existing buildings must neet the
minimur requirements for sstbacks, lot eoverage,
parking, ere, The adjusted Ior Ene{s) mast be fugs-
umented in accordacawith Sections 1 02 0264 and
FO2,0418 if applicahls, - :
(Amended F-27-85 by G-26585 NE

<The Lot Line Adjustmenss (LL&) that occurred in 1997, without benefit of a SDMC
required Coastal Development Permit or Site Develapment Permit, resulted in Lot 2
being substantially smaller than the average size lots within 206 fost, Contrary o the Lot
Line Adjusiment regulation above, the resultant kot did hot met the minimum
average lot size / dwelling unit density (units per acre) requirement of the -
LJSPDO / Planning and Zoning Regulziions. (See aftached 7957 SDMC
Excerpis.paf}

Note: #fthe Lookout Lot 2 lot fines were 6 be adjusted tack fo what existed in 1974
when the LISPDO was adopted and the original lot deemet again o be ‘legal non-
confarming lois’, the lot might be allowed fo bs necupied by new individual dwelling
units designed in corformancs with the LISFDO. I the intemial iot lines are not
stfjusied back to what existed in 1974, no dwelling unit can be constructed on
Loockout Eot 2

stail's hitial Study

PHILIP A, MERTEN, Avgust 15,‘2021_ '
"D-1 Plesse see responses A-2 and A-4
D-2 Please sae respense A-1, at the timeef project submittal both lots {Look Qut Lot 2 PTS# 482904 a0

Look Qut S Lot 3 FTSE 585178} weare legally recorded and the baseline for CEQA review istwo separate
lezs and two separate projects.

D5 Per SDMIC 133.8237(b), any lat may be developed in accordance with the Basa Zone fthe ot 52
legal lot. The proposal does riot include any mapping actions; the subject Jot is existing and was
approved and legally recorded threugh Parce) map 32817 in 1997 and is legal to develop a dwelling unit
in zccordance with the Base Zone ragulations.

D-4 Please se& response A-T 7

D-5 In light of the previously provided responses, City staff maintains that there are no conflicts with anv
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulatics: of an apency with jurisdiction over the project.




D3D Envirpnmentai Assessment Saefior
August 15, 2021
Page 4

Thenk you for your consideration of this critical Issue. Flease don hesilale io contact
me shoulg you have questions,

Respactfully,

/e

Fhilip A Merten AlA

Aftachmeants:
Gity Attomnay Memorandum MS 59 dated 3-8-2004, pdf
1987 SDMC Excerpts.pdf

e¢:  Raynand Abalos, Daputy Direcior RAbalos@sandiege.gov
Morgan Dresser, Envir. Anafyst M Dresser@se.nd’rego.ov'
E. Shearsr-Nguyen, Senior Planner EShearer-Nguyen@sandiego.gov

| PHILIP A, MERTEN, August 15, 2021
. D1, Plenss Sée responses A-2 and A-4

D-2 Plsase see response A-1, at theti_me of project subsmiite! both lots {book Out Lot 2 PTS# 482904 ang
Look Out 5 Lot.5 PTSE 589173) were legaify recordad and the baseline for CEQA reviow is two separate
lots 2nd two segarate projects.

D-3 PersDMC 113.6237(b}, any lot may be develaped in actordence with the Base Zone Fthelotisa
leget lot. The proposal doas net includa any mapping actions; the subject lot is existing and was
abproved and legally recorded through Pares! map 17817 1n 1957 and is legal 0 develop 2 dwelling unit
In accordance with the Bass Zone regulations.

D4 Please see response A-1

D-5 Inlight of the Previcusly provided responses, City staff maintains that thers are no conflicks with any
applicable lznd use pfan, pelicy, or regulztion of an agency with Jurisdicton overthe project.




INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

Project title/Project number: Lookout-Lot 2 / 589178

Lead agency name and address: City of San Diego, 1222 First Avenue, MS-501, San Diego,
California 92101

Contact person and phone number: Jeffrey Szymanski / (619) 446-5324
Project location: 7729 Lookout Drive La Jolla, CA 92037

Project Applicant/Sponsor's name and address: lookout LLC., 8400 Miramar Road, Suite 270, San
Diego, CA 92126

General/Community Plan designation: Residential
Zoning: Single Family (SF) Zone of the La Jolla Shores Planned District

Description of project (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to, later phases of the project,
and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.):

Site Development Permit (SDP) and Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the construction
of a two-story single-family residence totaling 3,849 square feet. The project would also
include a 507 square-foot garage and a 1,011 square-foot basement. The 0.12-acre site is
located within the single family (SF) zone of the La Jolla Shores Planned District, Coastal
(Non-appealable) overlay zone in the La Jolla Community Plan Area.

The project is located within a loop of Lookout Drive and is bordered by residential
properties on all sides. The property is vacant with vegetation consisting of previously
planted landscaping, including various species of shrubs, succulents, lawn as well as invasive
nonnative vegetation.

In order to construct the residence, the site would excavate 100 cubic yards of soil to a depth
of approximately 12 feet. An additional 400 cubic yards of soil would be imported to the site
to finish and level the building pad. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented in order to reduce noise, dust and water impacts associated with the
construction of the project.

Conceptual exterior facade treatments would consist of stucco finishes, both a flat and
peaked clay tile roof, and wood shutters. The project would plant evergreen elms, yedda
hawthorn and Bermuda grass that would be edged with decomposed granite stabilizer. The
structure would not exceed the 30-foot zoning height limit and complies with all height and
bulk regulations. The project site can accommodate all the necessary public utilities to serve
the development.



10.

11.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

The project is surrounded by residential development.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement):

None required

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun?

In accordance with the requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the City of San Diego sent
notifications to three Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area. Notification letters were sent to the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, San Pasqual
Band of Mission Indians, and the Jamul Indian Village on July 6, 2021. Please see Section XVII
of the Initial Study for more detail.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public
Resources Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
"Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

] Aesthetics ] Greenhouse Gas ] Population/Housing
Emissions
] Agriculture and ] Hazards & Hazardous ] Public Services
Forestry Resources Materials
O Air Quality O Hydrology/Water Quality [ ] Recreation
[l Biological Resources [l Land Use/Planning [l Transportation/Traffic
X Cultural Resources Il Mineral Resources X Tribal Cultural Resources
O Energy O Noise O Utilities/Service System
O Geology/Soils O Mandatory Findings O Wildfire
Significance
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
O The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.
X Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant

effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

O The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required.
O The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact

on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

O Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.



EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

7)

8)

9)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact answer should be explained where it is based
on project specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants,
based on a project-specific screening analysis.)

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency
must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses”, as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or (mitigated) negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated”,
describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where

appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant



|. AESTHETICS - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? D D D lZl

Per the City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds projects that would block
public views from designated open space areas, roads, or parks or significant visual landmarks and
scenic vistas may result in a significant impact. City staff reviewed the proposed project for
consistency with all applicable zoning regulations and land use plans including the La Jolla
Community Plan (LJCP). The LJCP addresses the need to retain and enhance public views of the
ocean from identified public vantage points. However, no public view corridors or public vantage
points have been identified at the site and the project would not impact a scenic vista.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings O O O 0
within a state scenic highway?

Please see | a), the project is situated within a developed residential neighborhood and is not located
within or adjacent to a state scenic highway. There are no scenic resources at the project location
and no impacts would not occur.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its ] ] ] X
surroundings?

According to the City's Thresholds projects that severely contrast with the surrounding
neighborhood character may result in a significant impact. To meet this threshold one or more of
the following conditions must apply: the project would have to exceed the allowable height or bulk
regulations and the height or bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity of the
project by a substantial margin; have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast
to adjacent development where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural
theme (e.g., Gaslamp Quarter, Old Town); result in the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a
community identification symbol or landmark (e.g., a stand of trees, coastal bluff, historical
landmark) which is identified in the General Plan, applicable community plan or local coastal
program; be located in a highly visible area (e.g., on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an
interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural
topography through excessive height, bulk signage or architectural projections; and/or the project
would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development or changing the overall
character of the area. None the above conditions apply to the project.

Existing homes in the area vary in size and form and the neighborhood does not have a unifying
theme of architecture. The new development would be constructed to comply with all height and
bulk regulations and is consistent with Visual Resource recommendations as outlined in the LJCP.
The structure height is consistent with building envelope regulations which preserve public views
through the height, setback, landscaping, and fence transparency parameters of the Land
Development Code that limit the building profile and maximize view opportunities. The project
would not result in the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a community identification symbol
or landmark which is identified in the General Plan or the LJCP.



The project is compatible with the surrounding development and permitted by the community plan
and zoning designation and would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings; therefore, impacts would not occur.

d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare that would adversely affect day ] ] ] X
or nighttime views in the area?

Per the City's Thresholds, projects that would emit or reflect a significant amount of light and glare
may have a significant impact. To meet this significance threshold, one or more of the following
must apply:

a. The project would be moderate to large in scale, more than 50 percent of any single elevation of a
building's exterior is built with a material with a light reflectivity greater than 30 percent (see LDC
Section 142.07330(a)), and the project is adjacent to a major public roadway or public area.

b. The project would shed substantial light onto adjacent, light-sensitive property or land use, or
would emit a substantial amount of ambient light into the nighttime sky. Uses considered sensitive
to nighttime light include, but are not limited to, residential, some commercial and industrial uses,
and natural areas.

The project would be subject to the City's Outdoor Lighting Regulations per SDMC Section 142.0740,
which are intended to minimize negative impacts from light pollution, including light trespass, glare,
and urban sky glow, in order to preserve enjoyment of the night sky and minimize conflict caused by
unnecessary illumination. Light fixtures are required to be directed away from adjacent properties
and shielded, as necessary. Outdoor lighting would be located and arranged in a manner consistent
with City requirements, to promote public safety, and minimize unnecessary light and glare

effects to the surrounding community.

The project would comply with Municipal Code Section 142.0730 (Glare Regulations) that requires
exterior materials utilized for proposed structures be limited to specific reflectivity ratings. No large
surface areas of reflective building materials or finishes are proposed that could create glare effects
on surrounding properties. Additional light or glare from the proposed project would be consistent
with the other development in the area and would not substantially affect day or nighttime views.
Both conditions above do not exist and impacts associated with light and glare would not occur.

Il.  AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. - Would the project:

a) Converts Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on ] ] ] X
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring



Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation status; the best quality land is called
Prime Farmland. Unique farmland is land, other than prime farmland, that has combined conditions
to produce sustained high quality and high yields of specialty crops. Farmland of Statewide
Importance may include tracts of land that have been designated for agriculture by State law. In some
areas that are not identified as having national or statewide importance, land is considered to be
Farmland of Local Importance. The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) maintained
by the California Department of Conservation (CDC) is the responsible state agency for overseeing the
farmland classification. In addition, the City's Thresholds state that in relation to converting designated
farmland, a determination of substantial amount cannot be based on any one numerical criterion (i.e.,
one acre), but rather on the economic viability of the area proposed to be converted. Another factor
to be considered is the location of the area proposed for conversion.

The project site is not classified as farmland by the California Department of Conservation's FMMP.
No Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance occurs on site or within
the area immediately surrounding the project site. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts
related to the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act ] ] ] X
Contract?

The Williamson Act, also known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, enables local
governments to enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting specific
parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use; in return, landowners receive property tax
assessments which are much lower than normal because they are based upon farming and open
space uses as opposed to full market value. The Williamson Act is only applicable to parcels within
an established agricultural preserve consisting of at least 20 acres of Prime Farmland, or at least

40 acres of land not designated as Prime Farmland. The Williamson Act is designed to prevent the
premature and unnecessary conversion of open space lands and agricultural areas to urban uses.

As stated in response |l (a) above. The proposed project site is not zoned for agricultural use. There
are no Williamson Act Contract lands on or within the vicinity of the project. The project would not
affect properties zoned for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act Contract. No impact
would occur.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 1220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code section ] ] ] X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

The project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland,
or timberland zoned for Timberland Production. The project site is zoned for residential use; no
designated forest land or timberland occurs within the boundaries of the project. No impact would
occur.



d) Resultin the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest ] ] ] X
use?

Refer to response Il (c) above. The project would not convert forest land to non-forest use. No
impact would occur.

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in |:| |:| |:| |Z|
conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Refer to responses Il (a) and Il (c) above. No existing farmland or forest land are located in the
proximity of the project site. No changes to any such lands would result from project
implementation. No impact would occur.

IIl.  AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied on to make the following determinations - Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct

implementation of the applicable air ] ] ] X
quality plan?

According to the City's Thresholds, a project may have a significant air quality impact if it could
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) are
responsible for developing and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of
the ambient air quality standards in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The County Regional Air Quality
Strategy (RAQS) was initially adopted in 1991 and is updated on a triennial basis (most recently in
2016). The RAQS outlines the SDAPCD's plans and control measures designed to attain the state air
quality standards for ozone (03). The RAQS relies on information from the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions, as well as information
regarding projected growth in San Diego County and the cities in the county, to project future
emissions and then determine the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions through
regulatory controls. CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are
based on population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by San Diego County and the
cities in the county as part of the development of their general plans.

As such, projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by

local plans would be consistent with the RAQS. However, if a project proposes development that

is greater than that anticipated in the local plan and SANDAG's growth projections, the project
might conflict with the RAQS and may contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on air
quality.

The proposed single-family residence is consistent with the General Plan, community plan, and the
underlying zoning for residential development. Therefore, the project would be consistent at a sub-
regional level with the underlying growth forecasts in the RAQs and would not obstruct
implementation of the RAQs. As such no impacts would occur.



b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing ] ] X ]
or projected air quality violation?

The City's Thresholds state that a significant impact may occur if a project violates any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Short-term Emissions (Construction)

Project construction activities would potentially generate combustion emissions from on-site heavy-
duty construction vehicles and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew and

necessary construction materials. Exhaust emissions generated by construction activities would
generally result from the use of typical construction equipment that may include excavation
equipment, forklift, skip loader, and/or dump truck. Variables that factor into the total construction
emissions potentially generated include the level of activity, length of construction period, number
of pieces and types of equipment in use, site characteristics, weather conditions, number of
construction personnel, and the amount of materials to be transported on or off site. It is
anticipated that construction equipment would be used on site for four to eight hours a day;
however, construction would be short-term and impacts to neighboring uses would be minimal and
temporary.

Fugitive dust emissions are generally associated with land clearing and grading operations.
Construction operations are subject to the requirements established in Regulation 4, Rules 52, 54,
and 55 of the SDAPCD rules and regulations. The project would include standard measures as
required by the City grading permit to minimize fugitive dust and air pollutant emissions during the
temporary construction period. Therefore, impacts associated with fugitive dust are considered less
than significant and would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation. Impacts related to short-term emissions would be less
than significant.

Long-term Emissions (Operational)

Long-term air pollutant emission impacts are those associated with stationary sources and

mobile sources related to any change caused by a project. The project would produce minimal
stationary source emissions. Once construction of the project is complete, long-term air emissions
would potentially result from such sources as heating, ventilation, and cooling (HVAC) systems and
other motorized equipment typically associated with residential uses. The project is compatible with
the surrounding development and is permitted by the community plan and zone designation.
Project emissions over the long term are not anticipated to violate an air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Overall, the project is not expected to generate substantial short- or long-term emissions that
would violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation: therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable |:| |:| |Z |:|
net increase of any criteria pollutant for



which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zone precursors)?

The City's Thresholds state that a project may have a potentially significant air quality impact if it
could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including release of emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

As described above in response lll (b), construction operations may temporarily increase the
emissions of dust and other pollutants; however, construction emissions would be temporary and
short-term in duration. Implementation of BMPs would reduce potential impacts related to
construction activities to less than significant. Operational air pollutant emissions resulting from
such sources as HVAC systems, motorized equipment, and project traffic would not be generated in
quantities that would result in exceedances of regulatory thresholds for criteria pollutants. Projects
that propose development consistent with the growth anticipated by applicable general plans were
considered in, and therefore are consistent with, the RAQS. The proposed project is consistent with
the applicable land use plans (General Plan and La Jolla Community Plan), and therefore, buildout of
the project site has been accounted for in region-wide air quality plans. The project would not result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-
attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards. Impacts would be

less than significant.

d) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? O O B4 O

The City's Thresholds state that for a project proposing placement of sensitive receptors near an
existing odor source, a significant odor impact will be identified if the project site is closer to the odor
source than any existing sensitive receptor where there has been more than one confirmed or three
confirmed complaints per year (averaged over a three- week period) about the odor source. Moreover,
for projects proposing placement of sensitive receptors near a source of odors where there are
currently no nearby existing receptors, the determination of significance should be based on the
distance and frequency at which odor complaints from the public have occurred in the vicinity of a
similar odor source at another location. None of the above applies to the proposed project.

Short-term (Construction)

Odors would be generated from vehicles and/or equipment exhaust emissions during construction
of the project. Odors produced during construction would be attributable to concentrations of the
project. Odors produced during construction would be attributable to concentrations or unburned
hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction equipment and architectural coatings. Such odors are
temporary and generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect a substantial number of people.
Therefore, impacts related to construction-generated odors would be less than significant.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Have substantial adverse effects, either
directly or through habitat [ [ [ I

10



modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The City's Thresholds state that significance of impacts to biological resources are assessed by City
staff through the CEQA review process and through review of the project's consistency with the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations, the Biology Guidelines (2018) and with the City's
MSCP Subarea Plan (1997). Before a determination of the significance of an impact can be made, the
presence and nature of the biological resources must be established. The City has established a two-
step process that: (1) provides guidance to determine the extent of biological resources and values
present on the site; and (2) based on the findings of Step 1, if significant biological resources are
present, then a survey to determine the nature and extent of the biological resources on the site is
warranted.

The site is surrounded by residential development and does not contain native or sensitive plant
species, wildlife species, or vegetation communities; wetlands that would be expected to support
special status wildlife species; or lands classified as Tier |, Tier II, Tier lllA, or Tier llIB Habitats.

Due to the site lacking resources implementation of the project would not have an adverse effect on
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species as identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No
impact would result due to implementation of the project.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other
community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations [l [l [l X
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Please see response IV(a) above. The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No impacts would
occur.

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including but not limited to marsh, ] ] ] X
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Please see response IV(a) above. The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including but not
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limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means. No impacts would occur.

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or

migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or [ [ [ I

migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Please see response IV(a) above. The project would not interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. No impacts would
occur.

e) Conflict with any local policies or

ordinances protecting biological H H H X
resources, such as a tree preservation

policy or ordinance?

The project site has been previously disturbed by development of the existing motel and seawall.
Emergency work completed after the original terrace collapsed in December 2015 was confined to
the previously disturbed footprint and did not impact any native soils. Ground-disturbing activities
would be limited to installation of two secant pile walls into the existing seawall and repaired lower
concrete terrace. Construction of the two secant pile walls would consist of drilling piles within the
footprint of the repaired lower concrete terrace and existing seawall down into soil at least 10 feet
below the base of the seawall. However, soils that would be impacted by the secant pile walls were
disturbed during installation of the original seawall and are unlikely to contain archaeological
resources. A record search of the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) digital
database was reviewed by qualified archaeological City Staff to determine the presence or absence
of potential resources within the project site. The record search was negative. Based upon the
negative CHRIS search and the previously disturbed nature of the site, qualified staff was able to
conclude that the project would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources. Similarly,
there would be no potential for inadvertent discovery of Native American or other human remains.
Therefore, impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant.

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, ] ] ] X
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

Please see response IV(a) above. The project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan. No impacts would occur.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in

the significance of an historical ] X ] ]
resource as defined in §15064.5?
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Archaeological Resources

The purpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code
(Chapter 14, Division 3, and Article 2) is to protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the
historical resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all proposed development within the City
of San Diego when historical resources are present on the premises. Before approving discretionary
projects, CEQA requires the Lead Agency to identify and examine the significant adverse
environmental effects which may result from that project. A project that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource may have a significant effect on the
environment (Sections 15064.5(b) and 21084.1). A substantial adverse change is defined as
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities, which would impair historical significance
(Sections 15064.5(b)(1)). Any historical resource listed in, or eligible to be listed in the California
Register of Historical Resources, including archaeological resources, is considered to be historically
or culturally significant.

The project site is in an area known to contain sensitive archaeological resources and is located on
the City's Historical Sensitivity map. Therefore, a record search of the California Historic Resources
Information System (CHRIS) digital database was reviewed by qualified archaeological City staff to
determine presence or absence of potential resources within the project site. The CHRIS search did
not identify any archaeological resources within or directly adjacent to the site.

However, because the project site is in a sensitive archaeological area with an archaeological site
(CA-SDI-39) mapped in the general vicinity an archaeological assessment was required. The
assessment (Brian F. Smith and Associates, September 2017) was undertaken in order to determine
if cultural resources exist within the property and to assess the possible effects of the proposed new
residence. The archaeological assessment included a survey of the property and a records search
review of previous studies in the area.

The archaeological survey was accompanied by a Native American monitor and no midden soils or
cultural resources were observed during the survey. However, due to the presence of recorded
cultural resources within a one-mile radius of the project and the presence of CA-SDI-39 in the
general vicinity the report determined that the potential exists that buried cultural deposits may be
present under the landscaping and fill that cover the property.

Therefore, archaeological and Native American monitoring would be required to avoid impacts to
significant archaeological resources. Archaeological and Native American monitoring would be
included in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP), as detailed within Section V
of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). With implementation of the cultural resources
monitoring program, impacts to historical resources would be reduced to less than significant.

Built Environment

The City reviews projects requiring the demolition of structures 45 years or older for historic
significance in compliance with CEQA. Historic property (built environment) surveys are required for
properties which are 45 years of age or older and which have integrity of setting, location, design,
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materials, workmanship, feeling and association. However, the project site is vacant and impacts to
the built environment would not occur.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological ] X ] ]
resource pursuant to 815064.5?

Refer to response V (a) above.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or ] ] X ]
unique geologic feature?

The project site is underlain by the Cabrillo, Mount Soledad, and Ardath Shale formations. The
Cabrillo and Mount Soledad Formations are assigned a moderate sensitivity for paleontological
resources. The Ardath Shale Formation is assigned a high sensitivity for paleontological resources. In
high sensitivity areas grading in excess of 1000 cubic yards and 10 feet in depth requires
paleontological monitoring. In moderate sensitivity the threshold is grading in excess of 2000 cubic
yards and 10 feet in depth. In order to construct the residence, the site would excavate 100 cubic
yards of soil to a depth of 12 feet. The grading amount does not exceed the City's thresholds and
impacts to paleontological resources would not occur.

d) Disturb human remains, including
those interred outside of dedicated ] X ] ]
cemeteries?

Section IV of the MMRP contains provisions for the discovery of human remains. If human remains
are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be exported off-site until a
determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human remains; and the following
procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources Code (Sec.
5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken. Based upon the
required mitigation measure impacts would be less than significant.

VI. ENERGY - Would the project:

a) Resultin potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary

consumption of energy resources, ] ] X ]
during project construction or

operation?

The proposed project would be required to meet energy standards from the California Energy Code
(Title 24). The project would be conditioned to meet building design measures per City code that
incorporate energy conservation features (window treatments, efficient HVAC systems etc). The
project would also be required to implement CAP strategies which would reduce energy usage (cool
roof, etc.). Based upon Title 24 requirements and the CAP strategies the construction of the home
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would not result in a significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local

plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O [ 0 X

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan land use designations
and is required to comply with Title 24 and the conditions of the CAP Checklist. Therefore, the
project would not conflict or obstruct renewable or efficiency plans.

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or ] ] ] X
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

A Geotechnical Report (Christian Wheeler Engineering, April 2014) was submitted and reviewed by
City LDR-Geology staff. The report showed that the site is located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone.
However, no faults were identified at the project site. Furthermore, the project is required to comply
with seismic requirement of the California Building Code, utilize proper engineering design and
utilization of standard construction practices, to be verified at the building permit stage. Therefore,
potential impacts based on regional geologic hazards would not occur. fd

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] ] X

Refer to response V (a). The site could be affected by seismic activity as a result of earthquakes on
major active faults located throughout the Southern California area. However, the project would
utilize proper engineering design and standard construction practices, to be verified at the building
permit stage in order to ensure that potential impacts from regional geologic hazards would remain
less than significant and mitigation is not required. The report indicated that the subject site is not
directly on a known active fault trace and therefore the risk of ground rupture is remote.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? O O I O

Refer to response V (a). Liquefaction occurs when loose, unconsolidated, water-laden soils are
subject to shaking, causing the soils to lose cohesion. Implementation of the project would not
result in an increase in the potential for seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.
Impacts would be less than significant. The report indicated that the risk of liquefaction is low due
to the medium dense nature of the natural ground material and the lack of shallow groundwater
under the property.
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iv) Landslides? |:| |:| |:| |Z|

Refer to response V (a). The project site is not mapped within a landslide zone and no landslides
have been identified within the site or in the immediate vicinity. No impact would occur.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O [ = [

The project includes a landscape plan that has been reviewed and approved by City staff that
precludes erosion of topsaoil. In addition, standard construction BMPs necessary to comply with

SDMC Grading Regulations (Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1) would be in place to ensure that the

project would not result in a substantial amount of topsoil erosion. Impacts would be less than
significant.

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site [ [ X [
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

Refer to response V (a). Proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction practices

would be verified at the construction permitting stage and would ensure that impacts in this
category would not occur.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks D D D IXI
to life or property?

The soils at the site are not primarily expansive and no impacts would occur. Furthermore, proper

engineering design and utilization of standard construction practices would be verified at the
construction permitting stage and would ensure that impacts in this category would not occur.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal ] ] ] X
systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

The proposed project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative water disposal
systems. No impacts would occur.

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may

have a significant impact on the Il Ol X L]

environment?
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On July 12, 2016, the City of San Diego adopted the Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist,
which requires all projects subject to discretionary review to demonstrate consistency with the
Climate Action Plan.

The CAP is a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15604 (h) (3), 15130 (d), and 15183 (b), a project's
incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG emissions effect are not cumulatively considerable if
it complies with the requirements of the CAP. Projects that are consistent with the CAP as
determined through the use of this Checklist may rely on the CAP for the cumulative impacts of GHG
emissions.

The submitted Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist was reviewed by EAS staff and found
it to be acceptable. The CAP Consistency Checklist includes a three-step process to determine if the
project would result in a GHG impact. Step 1 consists of an evaluation to determine the project’s
consistency with existing General Plan, Community Plan, and zoning designations for the site. Step 2
consists of an evaluation of the project’s design features compliance with the CAP strategies. Step 3
is only applicable if a project is not consistent with the land use and/or zone, but is also in a transit
priority area to allow for more intensive development than assumed in the CAP.

Under Step 1 of the CAP Consistency Checklist, the project is consistent with the existing General
Plan and La Jolla Community Plan land use designations and zoning for the site. Therefore, the
single-family residence is consistent with the growth projections and land use assumptions used in
the CAP. Furthermore, completion of Step 2 of the CAP Consistency Checklist demonstrates that the
project would be consistent with applicable strategies and actions for reducing GHG emissions. This
includes project features consistent with the energy and water efficient buildings strategy. These
project features would be assured as a condition of project approval. Thus, the project is consistent
with the CAP. Step 3 of the CAP Consistency Checklist would not be applicable, as the project is not
proposing a land use amendment or a rezone.

Based on the project’s consistency with the City’'s CAP Consistency Checklist, the contribution
of GHGs to cumulative statewide emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable.
Therefore, the direct and cumulative GHG emissions would have a less than significant
impact on the environment.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy,

or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of [ [ [ I

greenhouse gases?

The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposes
of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The project is consistent with the existing General Plan and
Community Plan land use and zoning designation and is consistent with the applicable strategies
and actions of the CAP. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the assumptions for relevant
CAP strategies toward achieving the identified GHG reduction targets. Impacts would not occur.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create asignificant hazard to the public
or the environment through routine [ [ X [
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transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

The City's Thresholds states that significant impacts may occur if a project proposes the handling,
storage and treatment of hazardous materials.

Construction activities for the project would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials
including vehicle fuels, oils, transmission fluids, paint, adhesives, surface coatings and other finishing
materials, cleaning solvents, and pesticides for landscaping purposes. However, the use of these
hazardous materials would be temporary, and all potentially hazardous materials would be stored,
used, and disposed of in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications, applicable federal, state,
and local health and safety regulations. As such, impacts associated with the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant during construction.

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public

or the environment through reasonably

foreseeable upset and accident H H H X
conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials into the

environment?

The City's Thresholds state that project sites on or near known contamination sources and/ or that
meet one or more of the following criteria may result in a significant impact:

A project is located within 1,000 feet of a known contamination site;

A project is located within 2,000 feet of a known “border zone property” (also known as a
“Superfund” site) or a hazardous waste property subject to corrective action pursuant to
the Health and Safety Code;

The project has a closed Department of Environmental Health (DEH) site file;

A project is located in Centre City San Diego, Barrio Logan, or other areas known or
suspected to contain contamination sites;

A project is located on or near an active or former landfill;

A project is located on properties historically developed with industrial or commercial
uses which involved dewatering (the removal of groundwater during excavation), in
conjunction with major excavation in an area with high groundwater;

A project is located in a designated airport influence area and where the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) has reached a determination of "hazard" through FAA Form 7460-1,
"Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration", inconsistent with an Airport's Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ACLUP), within the boundaries of an Airport Land Use Plan (ALP), or
two nautical miles of a public or public use airport; or

A project is located on a site presently or previously used for agricultural purposes.
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The project site does not meet any of the criteria outlined in the City's Thresholds stated above. The
project site was not listed in any of the databases for hazardous materials including being listed in
the State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker system, which includes leaking underground
fuel tank sites inclusive of spills, leaks, investigations, and cleanups Program or the Department of
Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Data Management System, which includes CORTESE sites.
Impacts would be less than significant.

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within ] ] ] X
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

The City's Thresholds states that significant impacts may occur if a project proposes the handling,
storage and treatment of hazardous materials. The project would not emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school. No impact would result.

d) Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, O O O I
would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

See Vlli(b) above for applicable City Threshold related to listed hazardous materials sites. A
hazardous waste site records search was completed in February 2019 using Geotracker
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. The records search showed that no hazardous waste sites
exist onsite or in the surrounding area. No impacts would result.

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two mile of a
public airport or public use airport,

would the project result in a safety ] ] ] X
hazard for people residing or working

in the project area?

The City's Thresholds state that a project may result in a significant impact if it is located in a
designated airport influence area and where the FAA has reached a determination of "hazard"
through FAA Form 7460-1, "Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration" , inconsistent with an
Airport’s Land Use Compatibility Plan (ACLUP), within the boundaries of an Airport Land Use Plan
(ALP), or two nautical miles of a public or public use airport.

The project is not located in a Safety Zone of the adopted 2014 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP); therefore, the use and density are consistent with the ALUCP. The project would not result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. No impacts would occur.

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result O O O I
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in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts would result.

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency [ [ [ &
evacuation plan?

The proposed single-family residence is located in an established neighborhood. It would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. No impacts would result.

h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to [ [ [ I

urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

The project site it not located adjacent to wildlands or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands. It would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands. No impact would result.

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements? [ [ = [

The project would comply with all storm water quality standards during and after construction, and
appropriate BMPs will be utilized and provided for on-site. Implementation of theses BMP's would
preclude any violations of existing standards and discharge regulations. The Implementation of
these BMPs will be addressed through the project’'s Conditions of Approval; therefore, impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater H H X H
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

The project does not require the construction of wells. The construction of the project may generate
an incremental use of water, but it would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. Impacts would be less than significant.
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of [ [ X
a stream or river, in a manner, which
would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

The project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or the

area. Streams or rivers do not occur on or adjacent to the site. Although grading is proposed, the
project would implement on-site BMPs, therefore ensuring that substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site would not occur. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of
a stream or river, or substantially ] ] X ]
increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner, which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?

The project would implement low impact development principles ensuring that a substantial
increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff resulting in flooding on or off-site, or a substantial
alteration to the existing drainage pattern would not occur. Streams or rivers do not occur on or
adjacent to the project site. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

e) Create or contribute runoff water,
which would exceed the capacity of

existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide O O B4 O

substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

The project would not introduce any new conditions that would create or contribute runoff water,
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? [ [ = [

The project would comply with all City storm water quality standards during and after construction.
Appropriate BMP's would be implemented to ensure that water quality is not degraded. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood ] ] ] X
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?
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The project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. No impacts
would result.

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area, structures that would impede or ] ] ] X
redirect flood flows?

See Response (IX) (g). No impacts would result.

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established
community? O O O I

The project is consistent with the General Plan and LJCP land use designation. The project site is
located within a developed residential neighborhood and surrounded by similar residential
development and would not affect adjacent properties and is consistent with surrounding land uses.
Therefore, the project would not physically divide an established community. No impact would
result due to implementation of the project.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal O O O I
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

See response Xl(a) above. The project is compatible with the area designated for residential
development by the General Plan and Community Plan and is consistent with the existing underlying
zone and surrounding land uses. Construction of the project would occur within an urbanized
neighborhood with similar development. Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including but not limited to the general plan community plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. No conflict would occur and this, no impacts would

result.
¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat

conservation plan or natural ] ] Ol X

community conservation plan?

The proposed project site does not contain any sensitive habitat and there is no potential to conflict
with habitat conservation plans. In addition, implementation of the project would be consistent with
all biological resources policies outlined in the General Plan, LJCP and Local Coastal Land Use Plan.
Implementation of the project would not conflict with any applicable plans, and no impact would
occur.

Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be O O O lZl
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The pr
value t

b)

of value to the region and the residents
of the state?

oject would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
o the region and the residents of the state.

Result in the loss of availability of a

locally important mineral resource

recovery site delineated on a local ] ] ] X
general plan, specific plan or other land

use plan?

The project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

XlIl. NOISE - Would the project result in:

a)

Generation of, noise levels in excess of

standards established in the local ]
general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies?

L X L

The City's Thresholds identify that a significant impact would occur if:

Traffic generated noise impacts could result in noise levels that exceed a 45 weighted decibel (dbA)
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) interior of 65 dbA CNEL exterior for single- and multi-

family |

and uses, 75 dbA exterior for office, churches, and professional uses, and 75 dbA exterior for

commercial land uses.

A project which would generate noise levels at the property line which exceed the City's
Noise Ordinance Standards is also considered a potentially significant impact. Additionally,
Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dB (A) Leq at a sensitive receptor would be
considered significant.

Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dB (A) Leq at a sensitive receptor.
Construction noise levels measured at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned
residential shall not exceed an average sound level greater than 75-decibles (dB) during the
12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, construction activity is prohibited
between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal
holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal Code, with exception of
Columbus Day and Washington's Birthday, or on Sundays, that would create disturbing,
excessive, or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for and granted beforehand
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by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator, in conformance with San Diego
Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404.

e If noise levels during the breeding season for the California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo,
southern willow flycatcher, least tern, cactus wren, tricolored blackbird or western snowy
plover would exceed 60dB(A) or existing ambient noise level if above 60dB(A).

None of the above conditions would apply because the construction of one residential structure
would not increase noise volumes. The project would not result in the generation of, noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies. Any short-term noise impacts related to construction activities would be required
to comply with the construction hours specified in the City's Municipal Code (Section 59.5.0404,
Construction Noise), which are intended to reduce potential adverse effects resulting from
construction noise. Impacts remain less than significant.

b) Generation of, excessive ground borne I:l I:l |Z| I:l
vibration or ground borne noise levels?

See response Xl (a) above. Potential short-term effects from construction noise would be reduced
through compliance with City restrictions. No significant long-term impacts would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required. Impacts remain less than significant.

c) Asubstantial permanentincrease in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without O [ = [
the project?

See response Xl (a) above. Potential short-term effects from construction noise would be reduced
through compliance with City restrictions. No significant long-term impacts would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required. Impacts remain less than significant.

d) Asubstantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the ] H X H
project vicinity above existing without
the project?

See response Xl (a) above. Potential short-term effects from construction noise would be reduced
through compliance with City restrictions. No significant long-term impacts would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required. Impacts remain less than significant.

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan, or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport O O O X
would the project expose people
residing or working in the area to
excessive noise levels?
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The project is not located within an airport land use plan. No public airport is within 2 miles of the
project site. The project would not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise
levels. No impacts would result from the project.

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project

expose people residing or working in Il Il Il X
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The proposed project would not
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. No impacts would
result from the project.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by

proposing new homes and businesses)

or indirectly (for example, through [ [ I [
extension of roads or other

infrastructure)?

The project is for one new single-family residence which is not substantial and infrastructure
already exists in the neighborhood. Impacts remain less than significant.

b) Displace substantial numbers of

existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing [ [ [ I

elsewhere?

The project site is vacant and no existing housing would be impacted so there would be no
displacement of housing.

c) Displace substantial numbers of

people, necessitating the construction ] ] ] X
of replacement housing elsewhere?

The construction of a new single-family residence on a vacant lot would not displace substantial
numbers of people.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provisions of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
rations, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

i)  Fire protection ] ] Il X
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The project site is located in an urbanized and developed area where fire protection services are
already provided. The proposed project would not require the construction of new fire protection
facilities.

ii)  Police protection ] ] Il X

The project site is located in an urbanized and developed area within the City of San Diego where
police protection services are already provided. The project would not require the construction of
new police protection facilities.

iii)  Schools |:| |:| |:| |Z

The project would not affect existing levels of public services and would not require the construction
or expansion of a school facility. The project site is located in an urbanized and developed area
where public school services are available. The project would not significantly increase the demand
on public schools over that which currently exists and is not anticipated to result in a significant
increase in demand for public educational services.

iv) Parks |:| |:| |:| |Z

The project site is located in an urbanized and developed area where City-operated parks are
available. The project would not significantly increase the demand on existing neighborhood or
regional parks or other recreational facilities over that which presently exists and is not anticipated
to result in a significant increase in demand for parks or other offsite recreational facilities

v)  Other public facilities ] ] ] X

The project site is located in an urbanized and developed area where City services are already
available. The project would not adversely affect existing levels of public services and not require the
construction or expansion of an existing governmental facility. Therefore, no new public facilities
beyond existing conditions would be required.

XVI. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical O O O I
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated.

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, ] ] ] X
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?
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The project is not construction recreational facilities, nor does it require the expansion of recreation
facilities.

XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project?

a) Would the project or plan/policy conflict
with an adopted program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the H
transportation system, including transit,
roadways, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?

The construction of one single-family residence would not change road patterns or congestion. The
project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account of all modes
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. In addition, the project would not require the
redesign of streets, traffic signals, stop signs, striping or any other changes to the existing roadways
or existing public transportation routes or types are necessary. No impact would result due to
implementation of the project.

b) Would the project or plan/policy result
in VMT exceeding thresholds identified
in the City of San Diego Transportation
Study Manual? [ [

X O

The proposed project is the replacement of one residential unit with another one. This project would
not result in VMT exceeding thresholds identified in the City of San Diego Transportation Study
Manual.

¢) Would the project or plan/policy
substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or H
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

The project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.

d) Resultininadequate emergency H
access?

0 0 X

The project would not result in inadequate emergency access.

XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the H
California Register of Historical

[ [ X
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Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

The project is located on a vacant lot and there are no structures that are eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k). Additionally, an archaeological survey was conducted for
the property and no resources were recorded at the project site.

b) Aresource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of ] X ] ]
Public Resource Code section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requires as part of CEQA, evaluation of tribal cultural resources, notification
of tribes, and opportunity for tribes to request a consultation regarding impacts to tribal cultural
resources when a project is determined to require a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative
Declaration or Environmental Impact Report under CEQA. In compliance with AB-52, the City notified
all tribes that have previously requested such notification for projects within the City of San Diego.

In order to implement AB 52 consultation, the City of San Diego Development Services Department
(DSD), sent notification letters of the project to the Jamul Indian Village, The San Pasqual Band of
Mission Indians and the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel on July 6, 2021. The lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel
responded on July 6, 2021 and concurred with the inclusion of Native American monitoring as a
mitigation measure. No formal consultation has been requested by any of the Tribal representatives
and impacts to Tribal Cultural resources will be mitigated to below a level of significance through the
Archaeological and Native American monitoring mitigation measure.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment

requirements of the applicable ] ] ] X
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Implementation of the project would not interrupt existing sewer service to the project site or other
surrounding uses. No increase in demand for wastewater disposal or treatment would be created by
the project, as compared to current conditions. The project is not anticipated to generate significant
amounts of wastewater. Wastewater treatment facilities used by the project would be operated in
accordance with the applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). Additionally, the project site is in an urbanized and developed area.
Adequate services are already available to serve the project and no mitigation measures are
required. No impact would result due to implementation of the project.
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b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment

facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which [ [ [ &

could cause significant environmental
effects?

This project would not result in an increase in the intensity of the use and would not be required to
construct a new water or wastewater treatment facility. No impact would result due

to implementation of the project.

c) Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or

expansion of existing facilities, the ] ] ] X
construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

The project would not exceed the capacity of the existing storm water drainage systems and
therefore, would not require construction of new or expansion of existing storm water drainage
facilities of which could cause significant environmental effects. The project was reviewed by
qualified City staff who determined that the existing facilities are adequately sized to accommodate
the proposed development. No impact would result due to implementation of the project.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available

to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new [ [ [ &

or expanded entitlements needed?

The project does not meet the CEQA significance threshold that would require the preparation of

a water supply assessment. The existing project site currently receives water service from the City,
and adequate services are available to serve the proposed residential project without required new
or expanded entitlements. No impact would result due to implementation of the project.

e) Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it

has adequate capacity to serve the ] ] ] X
project’s projected demand in addition

to the provider’s existing

commitments?

Construction of the project would not adversely affect existing wastewater treatment services.
Adequate services are available to serve the project site without required new or expanded
entitlements. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

f)  Beserved by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal [ [ = [
needs?

All construction waste from the project site would be transported to an appropriate facility, which
would have adequate capacity to accept the limited amount of waste that would be generated by
the project. Long-term operation of the proposed residential unity is anticipated to generate typical
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amounts of solid waste associated with residential use. Furthermore, the project would be required
to comply with the City's Municipal Code for diversion of both construction waste during the
demolition phase and solid waste during the long-term, operational phase. Impacts would be less
than significant.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulation related to solid

waste? |:| |:| |:| |Z

The project would comply with all Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste. The project would not result in the generation of large amounts of solid waste, nor would it
generate or require the transportation of hazardous waste materials. All demolition activities would
comply with City of San Diego requirements for diversion of both construction waste during the
demolition phase and solid waste during the long-term, operation phase. No impact would result
due to implementation of the proposed project.

XX. WILDFIRE - Would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted

emergency response plan or ] ] X ]
emergency evacuation plan?

The City of San Diego participates in the San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Plan. The project complies with the General Plan and is consistent with the La Jolla Community Plan’s
land use and the Land Development Code’s zoning designation. The project is in an urbanized area
of San Diego and construction of a single-family residence would not disrupt any emergency
evacuation routes as identified in the Hazard Mitigation Plan. Therefore, the project would have a
less-than-significant impact on an emergency response and evacuation plan during construction and
operation.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants
to, pollutant concentrations from a ] ] X ]
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of
wildfire?

The project is surrounded by existing development with no wildlands. Due to the location of the
project, the project would not have the potential to expose occupants to pollutant concentrations
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of wildfire. Therefore, impacts would remain below a level
of significance.

c) Require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) ] ] (| ]
that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?
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The project is in a residential neighborhood with similar development. The site is currently serviced
by existing infrastructure which would service the site after construction is completed. No new
construction of roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities would be
constructed that would exacerbate fire risk, therefore impacts would be less-than significant.

d) Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a ] ] X ]
result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Refer to response XX (b) above. Additionally, the project would comply with the City's appropriate
Best Management Practices (BMP) for drainage and would not expose people or structures to
significant risks as a result of run-off, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Therefore, less
than-significant impact would result.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -

a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce ] X ] ]
the 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?

This analysis has determined that there is the potential of significant impacts related to Cultural
Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural Resources. However, mitigation measures included in
this document would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level as outlined
within the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited but cumulatively
considerable (“cumulatively
considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in O I O O
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

As documented in this Initial Study, the project may have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, notably with respect to Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural
Resources, which may have cumulatively considerable impacts. As such, mitigation measures have
been incorporated to reduce impacts to less than significant. Other future projects within the
surrounding neighborhood or community would be required to comply with applicable local, State,
and Federal regulations to reduce the potential impacts to less than significant, or to the extent
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possible. As such, the project is not anticipated to contribute potentially significant cumulative
environmental impacts.

c) Does the project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, [ = [ [
either directly or indirectly?

The project is consistent with the environmental setting and with the use as anticipated by the City.

Based on the analysis presented above, implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce
environmental impacts such that no substantial adverse effects on humans would occur.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

Aesthetics / Neighborhood Character

X

X

City of San Diego General Plan.

Community Plans: Pacific Beach Community Plan

Agricultural Resources & Forest Resources

City of San Diego General Plan
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part | and Il
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)

Site Specific Report:

1. Air Quality

California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD

Site Specific Report:

Biology

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

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal
Pools" Maps, 1996

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997

Community Plan - Resource Element

California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database,

"State and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California,"
January 2001

California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State
and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California, "January 2001
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[><

VL.

|><

VIL.

>

VIII.

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines

Site Specific Report:

Cultural Resources (includes Historical Resources)
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines
City of San Diego Archaeology Library
Historical Resources Board List
Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report: Brian Smith and Associates, September 2017

Geology/Soils
City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part | and Il
December 1973 and Part Ill, 1975

Site Specific Report: Christian Wheeler, Geotechnical Investigation 7727 Lookout
Drive, LaJolla, California

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Site Specific Report: Climate Action Plan Checklist

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

FAA Determination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

Site Specific Report:

’
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IX. Hydrology/Water Quality
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program-Flood
Boundary and Floodway Map

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html

Site Specific Report:
X. Land Use and Planning

X City of San Diego General Plan

X Community Plan
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
X City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination

Other Plans:

XI. Mineral Resources

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

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps
Site Specific Report:
Xil. Noise
X City of San Diego General Plan
Community Plan
San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps
Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps

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

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG
Site Specific Report:
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http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html

XIil.

><
| ‘x

|><

Paleontological Resources
City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines
Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San Diego,"

Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996

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 SW 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 Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 29, 1977

XIv.

XVL.

Site Specific Report:

Population / Housing

City of San Diego General Plan

Community Plan

Series 11/Series 12 Population Forecasts, SANDAG
Other:

Public Services

City of San Diego General Plan

Community Plan

Recreational Resources

City of San Diego General Plan

Community Plan

Department of Park and Recreation

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map

Additional Resources:
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XVII. Transportation / Circulation

City of San Diego General Plan

Community Plan

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG
San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG

Site Specific Report:

XVIII. Utilities

Site Specific Report:

XIX. Water Conservation

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book, Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset Magazine
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