MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

SUBJECT:

Project No. 624464
SCH No. N/A

7248 Encelia/7231 Romero CDP: Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the
development of two adjacent parcels on Mount Soledad, 7248 Encelia Drive (Parcel
A) and 7231 Romero Drive (Parcel B), totaling .67 acres, and a lot line adjustment to
create a 0.44-acre lot at Parcel A and 0.23 acre lot at Parcel B for two new dwelling
units. Redevelopment on Parcel A consists of a new three-story 8,641 square-foot,
dwelling unit with open carport and site improvements. Development on Parcel B
consists of a new three-story, 4,945 square-foot dwelling unit with 3,267 square-
foot basement, garage, and site improvements. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Parcel A:
Parcel 1 of Parcel Map No. 13064, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State
of California, according to map filed in the office of the County Recorder of San Diego
County, December 23, 1983 as File No. 83-469721. Parcel B: Lot 11 of Block E of La
Jolla County .) APPLICANT: Ihor Lys, Jamz Treehouse LLC.

Update 8/6/2021

Minor revisions have been made to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).
Revisions to the language would appear in strikeout and underline format. The update to the
language in the MMRP would not result in any changes to the environmental impacts
associated with the project. As such, no recirculation of the MND is required. In accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15073.5 (c)(4), the addition of new
information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modification does not require
recirculation as there are no new impacts and no new mitigation identified. An
environmental document need only be recirculated where there is identification of new
significant environmental impact or the addition or a new mitigation measure required to
avoid a significant environmental impact.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

See attached Initial Study.

Il. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

See attached Initial Study.



1. 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.

V. 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:

Qualified Archaeologist, 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) #624464 and /or Environmental
Document #624464, 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 proof,
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 Letters |Prior to Preconstruction Meeting

General Consultant Construction|Prior to or at Preconstruction

Monitoring Exhibits Meeting

Tribal Cultural and Monitoring Report(s) Monitoring Report Approval

IArchaeological Resources

Bond Release Request for Bond Release Letter [Final MMRP Inspections Prior to
Bond Release Letter

C. SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES AND CULTURAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY) MITIGATION

I. 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 preconstruction 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
1.The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination
(MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) 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.
2.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.



3.Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC for
any personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.
I1. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search
1.The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (1/4 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 PI stating that the search was completed.
2.The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.
3.The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the % mile
radius.
B.PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings
1.Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange

a Precon 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 Precon Meetings 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 Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BlI, if appropriate, prior to
the start of any work that requires monitoring.

2.ldentify 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).

3. 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 PI 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 which indicate site conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site
graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for
resources to be present.

I1l. During Construction
A. Monitor(s) Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching



1.The Archaeological Monitor shall be present fulltime during all soil disturbing and
grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to
archaeological resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, 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.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 Section Il.B-C and IV.A-D shall
commence.

3.The Pl 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.

4.The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field
activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR's 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
1.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.

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

3.The Pl 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.

4.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

1.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, follow protocol in Section IV below.

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) which 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. If the 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.
IV. 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.Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, MMC, and the P|, if the
Monitor is not qualified as a PI. 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.
2.The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in person
or via telephone.
B. Isolate discovery site
1.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.
2.The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a field
examination to determine the provenance.
3.If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with input
from the PI, 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.
2.NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most
Likely Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information.
3.The MLD will contact the PI 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 & Safety Codes.
4.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.
5.Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the MLD
and the PI, 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. In order 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
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., above.

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.

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

3.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.

V. Night and/or Weekend Work
A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract
1.When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent and
timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.
2.The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries

In the event that 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 8AM 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 IV-Discovery of
Human Remains shall be followed.

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

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction



1.The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum of 24
hours before the work is to begin.
2.The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.
VI. Post Construction
A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1.The Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D)
which 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.
4.MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of the approved report.
5.MMC 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 Pl 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 Pl 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 Pl 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 -
Discovery of Human Remains, Subsection 5.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1.The PI 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 RE shall, 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.

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

City of San Diego

Councilmember Joe LaCava, District 1

City Attorney
Corrine Neuffer

Planning Department
Plan Facilities Financing
Water Review
PUD Water and Sewer
Wastewaster Review

Development Services Department_
Courtney Holowach, EAS
Jeff Szymanski, EAS
Xavier del Valle, Project Manager
Karen Vera, LDR-Engineering
Jacob Washburn, LDR-Geology
Vanessa Kohakura, LDR-Landscaping
Phil Lizzi, LDR-Planning
Ismail Elhamad, LDR-Transportation

Historical Resources Board

Carmen Lucas

South Coastal Information Center

San Diego Archaeological Center

San Diego Natural History Museum

Save Our Heritage Organization

Ron Christman

Clint Linton

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council
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VII.

Campo Band of Mission Indians

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
Native American Heritage Commission
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation
Kumeyaay Repatriation Committee
Native American Distribution

La Jolla Village News

La Jolla Town Council

La Jolla Community Planning Association
La Jolla Light

Patricia K. Miller

Jackie Evans

Ronald A. Schachar

Julie Hamilton

Richard Drury

Komalpreet Toor

Stacey Oborne

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
) 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 Development
Services Department for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

Lo ';'P)'*\YB.
{ for 3/4/2021
Jeff Szymanski Date of Draft Report

Senior Planner
Development Services Department
8/6/2021

Date of Final Report
Analyst: Holowach

Attachments: Location Map
Site Plan
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Tha Law Cffice of
Julie M. Hamilven
March 24, 2021
Courmey Holowatch
Ciry of San Diego
Development Services Department VIA EMATL

1222 First Awenie, M35 501
San Diego, CA 92101
DEDEAS@Sandispo. mov

RE: Mitizated Negative Declaration, 7248 Encelia 7231 Romero
Project No. 624464

Diear Ms. Holowarch:

Tam :ubmmnsﬂle fo]Jua'mg COmEE oo t-ahalfut'Dr Rnnaldﬂr_hm:harmrhpumse o

IR.-Jsreqmred.

The California Environmental Cruality Act ("CEQA™) requires the lead agency, in this
jcase the City, provide public notice of the proposed MWD The required notice must include the
adﬂre:s where copies of the MND and all dncummt—. referenced in the MWD ars available for

] jdali 15072.) The Natice of

refierenced in the MND are available fucrrmﬁ on the 'aebsm
hemp:/'wanw sandiego pov/cega’draft Howewer, this link did not provide project plans or aoy

a]:pumunentun]memterecwdsdepmmmtfm in-persan” review of plans. Tufilized the
lmknu :d':uedulem in-person” appmmmnfmrecwds revisw, but no npp-umunmtswe

73, I02T. 1 do oot believe piher menpers of the puohc had ﬂJ:EE'::-ﬁ The proj=ci pans. 168

MM states the Histornic Fesources Board has determined the existing stmuchme i not historically

501 WY, Bromdear, Site B00 San Dlmcc, CA 52101 Pic &19. 278070
e drhamiltoniyy.com

Fe &19.27E.0005

This comment is introductory in nature and does not require a response.

This comment references earlier correspondence received by the City. It does not
comment upon the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or the adequacy of the
environmental analysis. The commentor is asserting that based upon the
correspondence received before the release of the MND, there is a fair argument that
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared. Pursuant to CEQA Section
15063, staff conducted an Initial Study and no significant impacts were identified. Staff
maintains after reviewing the previous documentation provided by the commentor
that the opposition has not presented a fair argument that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment because it lacks specificity and fails to
adequately explain why the project might cause a significant impact. Therefore, an EIR
is not required. The previous documentation sent to the City was included as
attachments to this comment letter, and responses are included herein.

The Community Planning Group (CPG) vote does not directly relate to the adequacy of
the MND. The proposed project complies with all height and bulk regulations. And as
noted in Section | of the Initial Study, the proposed project does not trigger any of the
City's significance thresholds for visual quality. The project is designed to complement
and enhance the surrounding natural and built environment and complies with the La
Jolla Community Plan's goal of promoting various architectural styles and

expressions.

As stated above an EIR is not required. Under CEQA section 15064(f), the decision as to
whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on
substantial evidence in the record. CEQA defines “substantial evidence” as “fact, a
reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact”
under Section15384(b). However, “substantial evidence is not argument, speculation,
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous,
or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused
by, physical impacts on the environment” as stated in Section 15384(a). CEQA Section
15384(a) further defines substantial evidence as “enough relevant information and
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached.” EAS
performed an initial study that showed the proposed project might have significant
impacts to Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural Resources. But these
impacts have been mitigated to below a level of significance. For further information,
please see section V of the MND. An Environmental Impact Report is not required.

RTC-1



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Courtney Holowatch
March 24, 2021
Page 2

significant, but the documentation upon which this determination was made is not available to
the public. The Notice of Availability must be republished with a location for the public to view
all documentation referenced in the MND.

The initial study states the existing dwelling unit on Parcel A was damaged due to a
landslide on Parcel B. Despite this damage, the applicant is actively involved in a remodel of the
existing dwelling unit on Parcel A. The extent of the current remodel must be included in the
project description. The bulding permit issued to 7248 Encelia Drive includes the replacement
of two windows to a potentially historic stmcture and remodeling of a kitchen and bathroom.

The City has failed to check the necessary boxes under “Environmental Factors
Potentially Affected” on page 14 of the Imitial Study. The record contains substantial evidence to
support a fair argument the project may have significant effects on Aesthetics, Geology/Seils and
Land Use. These areas must be shown as being potentially affected by this project with at least
one impact that is “Potentially Sigmificant™

Aesthetics

12)

The findings in the aesthetics section of the Initial Study are not supported by substantial
evidence in the record. The La Jolla Community Planning Asseciation ("LICPA™) voted 14-1 to
deny the project. finding the structure was “out of character with the surrounding community™
due to excessive bulk, scale, height and form. The LICPA also found the absences of facade
setbacks contributed to making the structure out of scale with the sumounding commmmity. (See
Attachment A} The testimony of area residents and architects familiar with the commumity,
such as the trustees of the LTJCPA, qualifies as substantial evidence for a fair argument the
project may have a significant impact on the aesthetics of the La Jolla Commumity. (Pocket
Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 127 Cal App 4® 903 )

LICPA Tmstee and Architect Brian Will, raised concem with the perceived size of the
structure because the internal 900 square-foot light well was excluded from the FAR calculation.
The light well makes the house bigger without reducing visual scale. Long-time Trustee David
Little commented the bulk and scale of the houses are just too large and do not fit into the
surrounding commumity.

14)

Floor Area Ratio (FAR”) is a reasonable measure of compatibility with the surrounding
commumity. The cited FAR is 43, and that requires a lot line adjustment that creates a curved lot
line to sufficiently increase the lot size.! If the interior light well were included in the gross
floor area as it should be, the project would exceed the allowable FAR. This project represents a
FAR of 33 if the area of the light well is included in the gross floor area. The allowable FAR. in
the RS 1-4 Zone 1s 46. The project exceeds the allowable FAR by 1.800 square feet as visually
perceived. The FAR does not include 6,669 square feet of the basement. which adds to the bulk

' Based on my experience as a land use attorney — curved lot lines create substantial issues
moving forward. Curved lot lines are hard to perceive on the ground, leading to lot line disputes
between fiture property owners; particularly in the coastal communities with view lots.

This comment references CEQA Section 15072 noticing requirements. Per Section
15072, the City of San Diego posted the Notice of Availability (NOA) on the City's
website, at the Office of the County Clerk, and sent to interested parties. The NOA
listed a link to the MND and noted the address where all project documents could be
found, including the project plans. The NOA was also printed in the Daily Transcript.

The City provided all required notices and documentation. Members of the public
were given access to the plans, as noted on the NOA. Contact information for the
Project Manager was also given to the public to facilitate review of the project plans.

The City maintains that the NOA correctly listed how members of the public could
access all project records. The City of San Diego posted the NOA on the City's website,
at the Office of the County Clerk, and was sent to interested parties. The NOA was also
printed in the Daily Transcript. The NOA listed a link to the MND and noted the
address where all project documents could be found, including the project plans.

This statement is incorrect. The proposed project did not go to the Historical
Resources Board and no report was required. Per San Diego Municipal Code Section
143.0212, Plan Historic City staff is required to review all projects impacting a parcel
that contains a structure 45 years old or older to determine whether a potentially
significant historical resource exists on site prior to issuance of a permit. During this
review buildings are evaluated for eligibility under local designation criteria. Plan
Historic staff made a determination based upon the following: photos; Assessor's
Building Record; water and sewer records; written description of the property and
alterations; chain of title; and listing of occupants; as well as any available historic
photographs; Sanborn maps; and Notices of Completion. In addition, staff considered
any input received through applicable public noticing and outreach.

For the purposes of CEQA, a significant historic resource is one which qualifies for the
California Register of Historical Resources or is listed in a local historic register or
deemed significant in a historical resources survey, as provided under Section
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code. A resource that is not listed in, or determined
to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, not included
in a local register of historic resources, or not deemed significant in a historical
resources survey may be nonetheless historically significant for the purposes of CEQA.
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and scale perceived from the southwest.

The Initial Study wrongfully states the new development would be constructed to comply
with all height and bulk regulations. As the project plans show the project exceeds the coastal
height limit set out in the Land Development Code §132.0505. (See Sheet Aa-214 of project

plans dated August 4, 7018} The City’s CEQA thresholds state a project exceeds the thresholds
of significance if the project would exceed the allowable height or bulk regulations and the

height or bulk of the existing pattems of development in the vicinity of the prroject bya
substa.l:ltl.al ma.m'm_ The maslzl helght lu:mt sets the height fur all prcq ects in the l‘l(.‘ll:l.lr‘r The
- ae The o

-16 ﬂ:I.I.S pro]ec‘t exceads the FAR h‘ 09 or 1 SO'I} 5qua.re feet even u.n.h the questlon.able lot I.m.e
pdjustment and exclusion of the very visible basement.

The proposed residences will have a significant effect on aesthetics based on the opinion
of the La Jolla Commumity Planning Association and the City’s CEQA Significance
[Determination Thresholds. Therefore, an EIR is required for this project.

Cultural Resources

19)

The existing residence at 7248 Encelia Drive was built in 1928 and therefore falls within
the age threshold to be considered historic. There is potential the structure was designed by a
noteworthy architect and constructed for a prominent famuly (potentially the Matson family).
(See Attachment B, p. 000013.) This would qualify the structure as historic under the City’s and
CEQA regulations. The City must require a detailed historic structure assessment as part ofa.u)
application for its removal. If such an assessment has been prepared it has not been made
available to the public as required by Public Resources Code section 21072 and CEQA
Guidelines section 15092.

20)

Geology/Seils

The initial study states: “The project site 15 not mapped within a landslide zone and no
landslides have been identified within the site or in the immediate vicinity. No impact would
occur.” This statement is patently false. In 2019, Dr. Schachar provided the City with a report
from Dr. Peter Geissler ofr Geissler Engineening that clearly demonstrates an active landslide on
the project site as mapped by Geokinetics in 2014, (Attachment B, p. 000014-000023.) In 2014,
the City issued a coastal development permit to remediate the active landslide on the property.
The applicant submitted a “Geotechnical and Fault Rupture Hazard Investigations™ dated June
21, 2019 and included as a referenced document to this MND. That study alse documented a
landslide was present in the southeastern portion of the property. (See SCST Report dated
6/21/19, p. 3-4) Although the SCST report states evidence of recent landslides or slope
instabilities since the installation of reinforced concrete shear pins was not observed.

21)

Dr. Geissler’s opinion is much different. Dr. Geissler opines SCST and Geokinetics
failed to map the full extent of the landslide. (Attachment B, p. 000015.) Because Geokinetics
failed to map the full extent of the landslide, the remediation is ineffective against a deep sided

10.

11.

The City's determination of significance for impacts on historical resources is based
upon the criteria found in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Resources found to be non-significant as a result of the survey and assessment, will
require no further work beyond documentation of the resources and inclusion in the
survey and assessment report.

After their review, staff made their determination that the property does not meet
local designation criteria as an individually significant resource under any adopted
Historical Resources Board Criteria. Therefore, no historical research report was
required. This determination is good for five years from this date unless new
information is provided that speaks to the building's eligibility for designation. Any
applications made after five years will be subject to review for potential historic
resources, consistent with Municipal Code requirements.

Based on the review by Plan Historic staff, along with the review of the City's Historic
Resources Guidelines and CEQA Significance Thresholds, EAS found that the project as
proposed has no potential to impact any unique or non-unique historical resources
within the built environment.

The NOA listed a link to the MND and noted where all project documents could be
found, including the project plans and associated staff determinations. Re-noticing is
not required.

The City of San Diego posted the NOA on March 4, 2021. The notice was posted on the
City's website, at the County Clerk's Office, and in The Daily Transcript. The notice
listed the environmental analyst, the project manager, and where documents could be
viewed. The NOA correctly listed how members of the public could access all project
records. Re-noticing is not required.

Current remodeling at 7248 Encelia Drive is a result of a plumbing leak, necessitating
repairs. This work is unrelated to the construction proposed in the Coastal
Development Permit submission. CEQA only applies to discretionary projects. Any
ministerial building changes are within the right of the property owner.

EAS performed an initial study that showed the proposed project may have significant
impacts to Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural Resources. These
impacts have been mitigated to below a level of significance. For further information,
please see section V of the MND.
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landslide. Dr. Getssler also opined the obsenved pavement cracks in Encelia Drive suggest the
possibility of a larger landslide Dr. Geissler recommended fiurther analysis of the stbility of the
embankment i light of the cracks in the asphalt pavement on Encelia Drive. (Atachment B, p.
000014.) Dr. Geissler alse recommended an evahiation of the effect of the tie-backs oo the
stability of the embankment Dr. Geissler conchided there was a possibility of a desper, larger
failure surface and the factor of safety is inadequate. The shallow tie-back used to remediate the
past landslide is detrimental fo the stabdity of the hillside because the “te-backs put the soil m
the near vicinity of the failure surface in tension rather than in compression ™ (Attachmeant B p.
000017,

[¥]
[l

The oniginal Geissler report was prepared on Aprl 3, 2019, the SCST Fepart is dated
Jume 21, 2019, My office asked Dir. Getzsler to review the latest SCST Feport to analyze
whether the repart addressad the landslide concems Dr. Gelssler had mized  Dr. Geissler's 2021
review hows the applicant’s geotechmical consultants again failed to consider the fill extent of
the landslide (See Aachment C.) The preject would exposs people and stnactares to
substantial adverse effect, including the nisk of loss, injury, or death imvolving landslides.
Although SC5T may have a different opinion, the City pmest prepare an ETR if there is any
substantial evidence to support a fair argument the project may have a substantial adwerse effect
on the environment.

24

To the extent there 15 a conflict in the evidence the Tty cannot weigh the contlicting
evidence to determine whether an EIR. mvost be prepared. It is the function of an EIR. to resalve
conflicting claims based on substantal evidence of the environmental effects of a project. (Sove
the Agowra Cornell Knell v. CTy of Agoura Hilis (2020) 45 Cal App 5 665, §20-600.)

ra
i

The SC5T report does consider dewatening may be raquired to constrct the propesad
smucmures with subterranean levels. The SC5T report infers dewatering could induce settlement
of adjacent improvements and the design should inc MEASUTES 10 Prevent sertlement.
Those measures are not discussed or specified in the MIND. Clearly, serflement of adjacent
improvements would be a significant impact that mast be mitizated. Those mitzation measures
must be incorporated meoe the MMD to find the potntial for sedl serlement is mitizated below a
level of significance. The MWD fails to consider the significance of soil subsidence.

[
(=1

Land Use

The imitial study falssly states the project would not conflict with any applicable land use
plan. policy, or regulaton adopted to aveid or mitigate an environmental effect. As Sheet Aa-
214 demonsmates, the project vielares the Coastal Height Limit adopted by the woters of the Ciry
of San Disgo to protect the visual resources of the coastal zone Az the LTCPA found, the height
of this building is net consistent with the mumicipal code and woeuld have a significant impact ca
the ComDImiTy.

CEQA requires the Ciry must prepare an EIR. whenever it considers approval of a project
that may have a significant effect on the environment (Pub. Resources Code §21100.) The
LICPA, Dr. Peter Gefssler and Brian Smith have provided substantial evidence to support a fair

12. The proposed development at 7248 Encelia Drive and 7231 Romero Drive complies

with the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code and the La Jolla Community Plan (LJCP).
Furthermore, as discussed in the Initial Study and MND per 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 of the above conditions apply to the project.

Existing development in 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
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
identified in the General Plan, applicable community plan, or local coastal program
since no such symbol is identified within the General Plan or LJCP.

The project site is one vacant parcel and one parcel that contains an existing dwelling
unit and would construct a new dwelling unit on both lots, located in a neighborhood
of similar development. The project is compatible with the surrounding development
and permitted by the community plan and zoning designation. Since the project is
compatible with surrounding development and complies with all height and bulk
regulations the project would not degrade the existing visual character, or quality of
the site and its surroundings; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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argument the project may have a significant impact. Therefors, the City nmst prepare an EIR
Tefore it can approve this project. (Togpayers jbr Accounzable School Bond Spending v. San
Ligpo Ungled School Dist (2013) 215 Cal App 4* 1013, 1034; No OF, Inc. v. City gfLos
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal3d 68, 75; Lawrel Heights Improvement drsn. v. Regents gff Universiy off
Caljfernia (1993) 6 Cal 4™ 1112, 1123

Thack yoen for your fime and consideration of the issues raised in this letter Please fael
fres to confact me if you have any questions of need firther clanfication.

Fegards,

Julie M. Hamilton
juliemhamiltonlaw. com
Artorney for Cir. Fonald Schachar

CC: Client
Arachments:
A Mimgtes of Aprl 4. 2019 mesting of the La Jolla Commumity Planning
Aszociation

B. Aprl 4, 2019 Presentartion to the La Jolla Community Planning Association
by Dr. Ronald Schachar

C. Letter of Feview and Errata by Dr. Peter (Geissler dated March 22, 2021 and
March 18. 2021, respectively.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

As stated above in Response 12, the proposed project complies with all rules and
regulations relating to bulk, scale, and aesthetics. The project would complement and
enhance the surrounding natural and built environment and embraces the La Jolla
Community Plan’s goal of continuing to promote a variety of architectural styles and
expressions. Regarding the light well, the project complies with Municipal Code

Sections 113.0234 and 113.0270 which regulate floor area and structure height
calculations.

As stated above in Responses 12 and 13, the proposed project complies with all rules
and regulations relating to bulk, scale, and aesthetics including Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
calculations. The project complies with San Diego’s Municipal Code Section 132.0505
of Article 2: Overlay Zones, Division 5: Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, which
provides a Coastal Height Limit of 30". The proposed height, as shown on plans, is 29"-
6" (39'-6" with grade differential).

Proposed project FAR complies with the municipal code and is consistent with
neighborhood development. Per Municipal Code Section 131.0446, Table 131-04J, the
maximum FAR in Zone RS1-4 for a 19,000 square foot lot is .46. 7248 Encelia Drive's
proposed Gross Floor Area is 8,641 square feet and lot area is 19,000 square feet, a
FAR of .45.

As stated above in Responses 12-14, the project complies with all Municipal Code
setback, height, and FAR requirements and is consistent with the La Jolla Community
Plan recommendations.

As stated above in Responses 12-16, the project complies with all Municipal Code
setback, height, and FAR requirements and is consistent with the La Jolla Community
Plan recommendations.

As stated above in Responses 12-16, the project complies with all Municipal Code
setback, height, and FAR requirements and is consistent with the La Jolla Community
Plan recommendations.

As detailed above, the project complies with all applicable regulations. Please see
responses 4, 9, and 12-17. EAS performed an initial study that showed the proposed
project may have significant impacts to Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal
Cultural Resources. But these impacts have been mitigated to below a level of
significance. For further information, please see section V of the MND. An EIR is not
required.

Based on the review by Plan Historic staff and the City’'s Historic Resources Guidelines
and CEQA Significance Thresholds, EAS found that the project as proposed has no
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20.

21.

22.

23.

potential to impact any unique or non-unique historical resources within the built
environment.

The NOA listed a link to the MND and noted where all project documents could be
found, including the project plans and associated staff determinations. Re-noticing is
not required. Please see responses 4, 8, and 9 for more information.

Per the USGS survey, the proposed project is not mapped within a landslide zone.
Development at the 7231 Romero Drive property began in 2009 when the former
owner began grading for construction of a planned single-family residence without
geotechnical monitoring or proper construction practices. The grading resulted in a
slope failure on the Romero Drive property, and the adjacent, upslope residence at
Encelia Drive experienced structural distress. Geotechnical engineers recommended
placing reinforced concrete shear pins and tie-back anchors to stabilize the landslide.
In 2014, reinforced concrete shear pins and tie-back anchors were installed via an
emergency Coastal Development Permit. The shear pins were structurally tied
together with a reinforced concrete grade beam. Each tie-back anchor was proof-
tested or performance-tested before being locked into place. Additional grading and
fill placement took place on the Romero Drive property to provide further stabilization.
The previous slope failure is an existing condition. There is no evidence in the record
that the proposed project will exacerbate any existing conditions resulting in an
environmental impact. In addition, the project applicant’s geotechnical consultant has
responded to all potential issues raised within Ms. Hamilton's letter. (Response
included as an attachment to the Final MND). Language has been added to Section VI
of the MND that clarifies this. Furthermore, CEQA does not require analysis of the
impact of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project. No evidence has
been presented that this project would exacerbate existing conditions.

Per the USGS survey, the proposed project is not mapped within a landslide zone.
Please see response 20.

Please see response 20. The cracks on the road are not evidence that the project
would have a significant effect on the environment. CEQA considers the effect of the
project on the environment, not the environment on the project.

Please see response 20 for further discussion landslide concerns. Responses to
Attachment C are included herein (responses 68-73). No evidence has been presented
that this project would exacerbate existing conditions.

The opposition claims that there is a fair argument that an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) must be prepared based upon these correspondences. CEQA Section
15064 states that an EIR is required “if there is a disagreement among expert opinion
supported by facts over the significance of an effect on the environment, the Lead
Agency shall treat the effect as significant and shall prepare an EIR.” However, staff
maintains that after reviewing the documentation provided by the opposition, a fair
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

argument based on substantial evidence has not been raised. No evidence has been
presented that this project would exacerbate existing conditions.

Please see responses 20-23. Staff maintains that after reviewing the documentation
provided by the opposition, a fair argument based on substantial evidence has not

been raised. As demonstrated by the record, the proposed project complies with all
regulations, and an MND was correctly prepared.

Furthermore, LDR-Geology staff reviewed the project and concluded that the
proposed project would not expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure or similar hazards. With proper
grading, engineering techniques, retaining walls, foundations, and footings, the site
was determined to be safe and suitable for construction.

A condition of the discretionary permit requires a geotechnical investigation report or
update letter that specifically addresses the proposed construction plans during
ministerial permit review. The geotechnical investigation report or update letter would
be reviewed and approved by the Geology Section of the Development Services
Department prior to issuance of any construction permits. Compliance with this
permit condition will ensure that the site is safe and suitable for construction.

Soil subsidence due to dewatering is a phenomenon that can particularly affect sites
where adjacent structures are supported by deep, saturated clays. The subject site is
supported instead on dense, cemented conglomerate. The geologic deposit underlying
the site is not subject to dewatering settlement. Furthermore, CEQA does not require
analysis of the impact of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project. No
evidence has been presented that this project would exacerbate existing conditions.
As detailed above, the project complies with all applicable regulations. Please see
responses 20-24.

As detailed above, the project complies with all applicable regulations. Please see
responses 12-17.

Staff maintains that after reviewing the documentation provided by the opposition, a
fair argument based on substantial evidence has not been raised. As demonstrated by
the record, the proposed project complies with all regulations and, an MND was
correctly prepared.

Staff maintains that after reviewing the documentation provided by the opposition, a
fair argument based on substantial evidence has not been raised. As demonstrated by
the record, the proposed project complies with all regulations, and an MND was
correctly prepared.

The comment is a closing remark and does not require a response.
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La Jolla Community Planning Association
Regular Mestings: 1" Thursday of the Month | La Jolla Recreation Canter, 615 Prospect Street

contact Us: President: Tony Crisafi

Mail: PO Box 889, La Jolla, CA 32038 Vice President: Matt Mangano

web: www lajollacpa.org 2 yice President: David Gordon
Secretary: Suzanne Weissman

Email: info@lajollacpa.org Treasurer: Michael costello

FINAL MINUTES—
Regular Meeting | Thursday, 4 April, 2019
Trustees Present: Brady, Costelle, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, ish, Jackson, Little, Mangano, Manno, Neil,
shannon, will, weissman
Trustees Absent: Kane, Rasmussen, Courtney
1.0 welcome and Call to Order: Brian Will at 5.05 PM
Plegse turn off or silence mobile devices  Meeting is being recorded

2.0 Adoptthe Agenda:
Motion: Adopt agenda (Gordon/Costello)
In Favor: Brady, Costello, Crisafi, Fizgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, 1sh, Jackson, Littls, Manno, Meil, Shannon,
Weissman
Opposed: none
Abstain: Chair -will
Motion carries: 13-0-1
will noted no objections to elections so results are final. Welcome new trustees

3.0 Meeting Minutes Review and Approval: 7 March Regular and Annual meeting minutes
Motion: approve March annual and Regular mesting minutes (Gordon/Shannon)
Im Favor: Brady, Costello, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gerdon, Ish, Jackson, Little, Manno, Meil, Shannon,

Weiszman
opposed: none
abstain: will

Motion Carries: 13-0-1

Motion: Approve March 28, Special meeting minutes with correction to add elaction results [Gordon,/Manno)

In Favor: Brady, Costello, crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, 1sh, Jackson, Little, Mangano, Manno, Meil,
Shannon, Weissman

oOpposed: none

Abstain: Chair -will

Motion Carries: 14-0-1

4.0 Officer Reports:

4.1 Treasurer- Beginning Balance as of 3/1/19 ¥ 765.93

Income

+ Collections § 180.00

& (D Salas 0
Total Income 3 189.00
Expenzes

®  Azenda printing——Special Mestng ¥ 302

*  Argenda printing § 46560

*  ATET telephone § 8635
Total Expenses i 134907
Net Income/(Loss) § 340
Ending Balance of 331/18 3 _7e0 04

If @ Sign Longuage Interproter, aids for the visually impaired, or Assisted Listening Devices [ALDs) are required, please contact the City's
Disability Services Coordinator ot 618-321-3208 ot feast (5] five work days priar to the mesting dote to insure availability.

30. This is the beginning of Attachment A which are the minutes of the
Community Planning Group (CPG). The vote of the CPG does not
relate to the adequacy of the MND. However, responses to concerns
raised by the CPG are addressed in response 31 below.
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4.2 Secretary- Will, We are a membership committes; we depend on community activity. Sign in in back of
room. To be a member you must fill out the membership form, even though you signed in as a guest, for it to count
and be eligible to vote. This meeting will count towards the one meeting required to remain as 3 member for this
year. A dance at three is required to run for trustee.

5.0 Elected Officials — Information Only
5.1 Council District 1: Councilmember Barbara Bry —

Rep: Mauricio Medina, 61%-236-6611_mauriciom @ sandiesg ggv
Council member Bry is here to swear in our newly elected trustees: Mike Costello, Tony Crisafi, lim
Fitzgerald, John Fremdling, David Ish, Greg Jackson, Nancy Manno, Kathleen Neil were sworn in. Bry
commended them for their hard work as volunteers, the importance of their work and nice to see new
faces.
She chairs Budget Committee, the fiscal year budget for year beginning 7/1 will be released next week.
There will be review and analysis and hearings in May downtown, with 2 evening meetings and one within
the district on May 4, 10:30 to noon at La Jolla Village Community Center. The public is encouraged to
attend.
Of interest to La Jolla: Short term vacation rentals. The City Council passed a good ordinance that was
rescinded because Air B & B collected signatures with deceptive tactics. If we wait a year from when it
was rescinded, we can bring something very similar back to Council in mid-October. We are working with
key stakeholders on what new | will look like. A group from Mission Beach will make a
recommendation. | am committed to a solution that is primary residences only and does not allow
investors to come in and buy properties to turn into mini hotels.
Also scooters: when they began appearing she asked Mayor to do something; he didn't. She pointed out
that Mayors in 5an Francisco and Santa Monica imposed a tem porary moratorium, the Mayors issued an
RFF, decided which companies would be allowed to participate, what fees would be collected, require
data sharing. We have no idea how many scooters there are, where they go or who uses them.
Legiskation is wending its way through to full council next menth. She prioritizes public safety, require
helmets, to share data, charge fees that could be used for safety education and enforcement and to add
necessary infrastructure.
Miller: People are living in cars and renting them out as STVR's.
Bry: The City Council had to repeal our vehicle habitation ordinance because it was declared
unconstitutional. We should have been ready to pass a new one quickly. The Mayor’'s office is now
drafting a new ordinance limiting habitation to specified commercial and industrial areas with places for
restrooms and showers. Tourists coming in and setting up residence on our streets and renting them out
should not be legal.
Weiss: Scooters are frequently left on sidewalks and private property. Where can they be left?
Bry: Any ordinance should allow for a parking ticket i.e. if you park on someone’s lawn or a fire hydrant,
you should get a ticket. We are working on where scooters can be left, places to carve out a little space, in
front of shops. Spaces where they can be left legally or be fined.
Fitzgerald: Should not block handicapped access.
Bry: Very important issue. This is an example where new technology took over before we had a chance to
respond. We should have been more proactive.
Public: Why not a small bicycle rack type thing on street.
Gordon: Freguently see children; can there be a way to trace adults who paid for child.
Bry: Major problem — enforcement.
Shannon: 5o many areas where laws are not enforced. Are we saying “everything goes?”
Bry: Enforcement is very important. This is area where City has not done what it needs to do to protect
neighborheoods. i.e. Mayor won't enforce STVR laws.

La Jolla Community Planning Association
April, 2019 Regular Meeting Final Minutes
Page 2 of 11
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52 78 A bly District: by ber Todd Gloria

Rep: Javier Gomez 615-645-3090 [gyiercomez2@35m 3 E0V

Mathew Gordon taking over for Javier Gomez representing Assembly member Todd Gloria

He was a staffer for City Council Member, Myrtle Cole, working with planning groups, business

imp districts and i i3 district groups.
As of yesterday assembly appropriations AB 893 codifies the existing ban on firearms and ammunition at Del
Mar Fairgrounds. Gloria believes state should not profit off of sales of firearms and ammo. Community update:
Please join the Assembly member on April 17 for the 17" annual Easter basket drive located at 1642
University Ave. Please bring pre-filled, sealed Easter baskets to be donated to youth in 78™ district.

Courtney arrives late.

5.3 39 Senate District: State Senator Toni Atkins, Senate President pro Tempore
Rep: Chevelle Newell Tate, 613-645-3133, Chevelle. Tate@sen.ca.gov -not present.

7.2 UCSD - Planner: Anu Delouri, adelouri@ucsd edu, http://commplan.ucsd.edu/ {item taken early, out of
order at the request of Ms. Delouri)
She leads community planning unit for UCSD campus planning. The 2018 Long Range Development Plan was
approved by Regents in N ber 2018. The C ity Advisory Group worked closely with community
groups in LJ and University City to seek input and disseminate information regarding the LRDP. When the CAG
meets on April 15, they would like to see the group continue and will formulate a new group. She will meet with
current members to formulate a new group going forward.

The campus is undergeing a transformation, North Terrey Pines Living and Learning project, well
underway now, will provide 2,000 housing beds, 1,200 parking spaces, academic buildings, retail and mixed use

spaces.

This year received record high applications for undergraduate students, 99,000. April 13, is admit day
for 20,000 students, a faction of which will accept. This will bring maybe 80,000 to 100,000 additional people to
tour campus.

To meet the need for growth, we are looking at a similar living and leaming complex adjacent to
the Playhouse and parking lots there. This is just in concept stage now. An RFP is out, we are soliciting a team to
work on this. We will continue to work with community groups.

Boyden: what will happen if you eliminate all that parking?

Delouri: 700 — 800 parking spaces lost; will have new plan in place. This project will not start before the current
project is Uni ity is C il to build and plan for added student housing. In 18 months — 2 years,
4,000 beds will be added; we are looking to be the largest residential campus in US providing 65% housing for
students on campus. Another 10,000 beds in 10 years.

6.0 President’s Report — Information only unless otherwise noted

6.1 2018-2019 LICPA Officers Election. ACTION ITEM Te elect: President, Vice President, Second Vice
President, Secretary, Treasurer to serve through March 2019, Nominations for each office will be made by
trustees, At the close of nominations for each office, the vote will be taken. Seconds are not necessary.
President: Tom Brady nominates Tony Crisafi. Accepts

Mike Costellc nominates Diane Kane: she has accepted

Nominations closed
Votes for Crisafi: 8: Brady, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Gordon, Little, Mangano, Manno, Shannon,
Votes for Kane: 7: Costello, Courtney, Fremdling, Ish, Jackson, Meil, Weissman

Chair can vote to make or break a tie per bylaws. Does majority consist of majority of those present or

those voting? Weiss: majority is of those voting. (see bylaws Article VI, Section 2.A (3)(10]
Will recuses; therefore 8 votes constitutes majority of 15 voting.
Tony Crisafi is President
12 Vice President: Manno i Matt M ; accepts. Little nominates Kane. Can't accept nomination
because she is not in attendance. Nominations closed

La Jolla Commumity Planning Association
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Votes for Mangano: 14: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, Ish, Little, Mangano,
Manno, N
Mangano is 1 Vice President

Shanneon, Weissman

2™ Vice President: Costello nominates Gorden, accepts. Nominations closed
Votes for Gordon: 15: Brady, Costelle, Courtney, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, Ish, Jackson, Little,
Mangano, Manno, Neil, Shannon, Weissman

Dave Gordon is 2™ Vice President.

5 y: Costello i 5 Wei ; accepts. inatis closed

15: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, Ish, Jackson, Little,
Mangano, Manno, Neil, Shannon, Weissman

Votes for Weissman:

is ¥
Treasurer: Costello nominates Kathleen Neil; she declines.
Mike Costello nominated; accepts.
Votes for Costello: 15: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Crisafi, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, Ish, Jackson, Little,
Mangano, Manno, Neil, Shannon, Weissman
Mike Costello is Treasurer
Executive Board of La Jolla C ity g
President: Tony Crisafi
1% Vice President: Matt Mangano
2™ Vice President: Dave Gordon
Secretary: Suzanne Weissman
Treasurer: Mike Costello

Boyden: Bob Steck and | have been President and Vice president for 1.5 + years with a good working relationship. We,
aleng with Brian, did all the administrative arrangements with exception of Secretary and Treasurer. We are all
stepping down; all new people taking over. Starting tomorrow someone has to take care of email and other things
immediately. We have less people doing things since Tony Crisafi was president previously. New officers please see me
after this meeting to set time to meet and to plan how we are going to do things.

Crisafi takes over as Chair

6.2 At the May meeting the President will be making nominations to the various subcommittees and other
positions. Persons wishing to continue should contact the i i diately. The Presid will follow up.
Appointees will be ratified at the May meeting. Up or down, no substitutions.
LISA, BRCC, UTC. UVMA should submit nominees also.
O Little: Those leaving committees should notify trustees in time to fill vacancies.
O Cri: ichele Meade in Tony's office knows procedures and will help along with Lore Mueller. Send
materials for meetings, paperwork etc. to her.

6.3 The LI PDO has been asked to determine if the McLaren/Coach mural on La Jolla Blvd. is artwork or a sign,

and if it is a sign, does it adhere to PDO regulations for signs? Report by Deborah Marengo

Deborah Marengo, chair of the Ll PDO committee presentation: Why Mclaren/Coach mural is a Mural and not a

sign

*  5he passed cut photos of several murals arcund La Jolla

*  Several years ago Scott Peters and the Murals of La Jolla got approval from all the La Jolla community groups
to initiate the Mural Project to put artwork around LI

*  The project was approved without asking for PDO review or any defining rules giving blanket approval
because definition of art is subjective. Some consider a car a work of art, so a car painted on the side of a
building would be art.

*  3ign code reads: if it has wording on it is considered a sig|
wall, it is considered a mural.

if painted by an artist and has to be affivedto a

La Jolla Community Planning Association
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estimated 70% increase in population by 2050,
On April 23, open house workshops on the Parks Master Plan will be held in 3 different locations to gather
public input.

9.2 Coastal Access & Parking Board http://www lajollacpa.org/cap.html| _did not mest.

9.3 UC 5an Diego Long Range Development Plan CAG, one of LICPA delegates, will report on discussion
http://irdp.ucsd.edu _did not meet
9.4 Hillside Drive Ad Hoc Committee — Diane Kane, Chair
Manno: no recent meeting. Plan to meet next month. Issues are more complicated than anticipated.
Mo response from City.
9.5 Airport Noise Advisory Committes — Matthew Price
Matthew Price: ANAC rep. Resident of U for 14 years; became invelved in airport
noise issues as Co-chair of L) Town Council airport noise task force. ANAC is made up of
representatives of various San Diege Communities, the military, various agencies and airport
autherity. Due to the growth of complaints about jet noise, ANAC changed their bylaws to extend
seats to include L and began process to look at airplane flights and procedures as part of a 5 year
process. They formed 2 committees: a tech and a citizens ¢ i both with U rep ves. At
meetings we are presented with data about flights: flights that circle around and often go over La
Jolla, late departures and arrivals. At Feb. meeting La Jolia was #1 of households complaining about
aircraft noise. The other issue was the environmental impact report regarding the expansion plan for
the Airport Terminal 1. There was concern over increasing flights by 25% that the EIR did not address.
Next meeting, April 17, a consultant locking at noise mitigation.

This committee does not address military or helicopters.

Boyden: Curfew for landing. Reply: No curfew. Most flights land around 11:30 unless delayed or Fed
Ex, etc.

Muost complaints come from L Shores, Mt Seledad, Muirlands and Bird Rock.

Courtney: How steep are fines? Fines are imposed only if it is the fault of airling, and increases with
frequency of offences. Many complaints from many people. Airport is looking at ways to mitigate

noise.

9.6 Playa Del Norte Stanchion Committee - no report

10,0 Consent Agenda- Action ltems

The public is encouraged to attend and participate in Community Joint Committee & Board
meetings before the item/project is considered by the UCPA.

PDO — Planned District Ordinance Committee, Chair Deborah Marengo, 2nd Monday, 4:00 pm
DPR — Development Permit Review Committee, Chair Brian Will, 2nd & 3rd Tuesday, 4:00 pm
PRC - La Jollz Shores Permit Review Committee, Chair David Gordon, 3rd Monday, 4:00 pm
T&T — Traffic & Transportation Board, Chair David Abrams, 3rd Wednesday, 4:00 pm

The Consent Agenda allows the LICPA to ratify rec dati of the ¢ ity joint committees and boards

in a single vote with no presentation or debate. It is not a decision regarding the item but a decision whether to
accept the rec datien of the commit /board as the rec: dation of the LICPA. The public may
comment on consent items.

See Committee minutes andfor agenda for description of projects, deliberations, and vote.
Anyone may request a consent item be pulled for full discussion by the LICPA.

10.1 Panorama Homes — 1188 Muirlands Dr Project No.: 620974 [Process 2) Coastal Development Permit for the
construction of 2 new SFDUs on 2 vacant lots. The West House at 1188 Muirlands Drive totals 8,451 square
Lz Jolla Community Planning Association
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feet, and the East House at 1200 Muirlands Drive totals 8,510 square feet. The vacant lots total .56 acres and
.Blacres, respectively. The site is located in the R5-1-2 Base Zone and Coastal [Mon-Appealable) overlay zone
within the La Jolla Community Plan area, and Council District 1. Code Case CE-0502394

DPR Motion: That findings CAN be made for a CDP as presented. [Kane/Leira) Passes 4-1-1

10,2 Ahern CDP: 7025 Vista Del Mar Ave. -NDP/CDP No.: 622662 [Process 3) Coastal Development Permit for the
134-sq-ft addition/remodel to an existing 3,222 sqft single dwelling, Historic Resource Board Designation
#1142; an 88-sg-ft addition to the existing 619-sqft garage, and a new 729-sg-ft detached companion unit.
Total construction is 5,278 sq ft located at 7025 Vista Del Mar Ave. The 0.28-acre site is located in the RS-1-7
Zone and the Coastal [Appealable} Overlay Zone within the La Jolla Community Plan.

DPR Motion: That findings CAN be made for a COP as presented, [Collins/Leira)Passes 5-0-1

10,2 C ion Unit -714 Street. Mo.: 624842 (Process 2] Coastal Development Permit to
construct a 500-sgquare-foot companion unit over an existing detached 500-square-foot garage located at 714
Forward Street, The 0.13-acre site is located within the RS-1-7 zone and the Coastal [Non-Appealable) Overlay
Zone within the La Jolla Community Plan area, and Council District 1.

DPR Motion: That findings CAN be made for a CDP as presented, (Kane/Leira) Passes 5-0-1

10.4 Stylii — 9046 La Jolla Shores Lne - No.: 543042- [Process 3) Coastal D P Permit [A di to COP
No. 92-0571) and Site Development Permit for a 1,943 square foot addition to an existing 9,799 square ft
single dwelling unit for a total of 11,742 square feet. The 0.87-acre site is located at 3046 La Jolla Shores Lane
is in the Coastal Overlay Zone [Appealable area), in the R51-7 & RS1-4 base zone of the La Jolla community

plan area. Council District 1.
DPR Motion: That findings CAN be made for a COP and a 5DP as presented. {Collins/Kane) Passes 5-0-1

10,5 BENEVEMNTE RESIDEMCE — SDP/ CDP 8516 La Shores Drive No.: 614175 [Process 3) - Site Development Permit
{SDP) for construction of a second-story addition and roof deck to an existing one-story single-family
residence totaling 3,961 square feet located 8516 La Jolla Shores Drive. The 0.13-acre site is located in the La
Jolla Shores Planned District-Single Family zone, and Coastal Overlay zone [non-appealable) within the La Jolla
Community Plan area and Council District 1.

PRC Motion: : Finding CAN be made for Project #: 614175 [Process 3] - Site Development Permit [SDP) for
construction of a second-story addition and roof deck to an existing one-story single-family residence totaling
3,961 square feet. [Fotsch/ Edwards) Passed: 5-2-1

10.6 Request for 2 Hour Parking on Kilbourn Drive- From 8am-6pm Monday through Friday to deter UCSD
Campus all-day parking {Stephen Breskin)

T&T Motion: To Approve Resident Request for 2 Hour Parking 8am-5pm Manday through Friday on Kilbourn
Drive: Gantzel, Second: Brady 7-0-0

Trustee request: pull item 10.1, Panorama Homes
Gorden: comment, La lolla Shores Lane is not part of La lolla Shores.
Maotion: Approve Consent Agenda with exception of 10.1 and 10.2 which will be voted on separately
{Courtney/Will}
In Favor: 15: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, Ish, Jackson, Little, Mangano, Manno,
Meil, Shannon, Weissman, Will
Opposed: none
Abstain: 1: chair Crisafi
Meotion carries: 15-0-1
Item 10.2, Ahern COP: Crisafi, architect on project; Mangano, structural engineer; recused -left room.
Maotion: approve tem 10.2, Ahern COP on consent:

La Jolla Community Planning Association
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In Favor: 13: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Ish, Jackson, Little, Manno, Neil, Shannon,
Weissman, Will

Opposed: none

Abstain: 1: chair, Gordon

Meotion Carries: 13-0-1

The following agenda items, are ACTION ITEMS unless otherwise noted, and may be de novo
considerations. Prior actions by committees/boards are listed for information only.

11.0 Request to Remove and Relocate Crosswalk at End of Playa Del Norte-by Nep Place (Melinda Merry her) Puiled
from the March consent agenda.

T & T Motion: To establish two crosswalks with required ADA approved handicapped ramps, one on Playa del Norte and the
other on N Strest and i i crossing’ barriers on both sides of the stop line at the end of Playa del
Morte: Goulding, Second: Ryan 8-0-0

no p

Meotion: Approve T & T vote (Little/Brady)

In Favor: 15: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, Ish, Jackson, Little, Mangano, Manno, Meil,
Shannon, Weissman, Will

Opposed: none

Abstain: 1, chair - Crisafi

Meotion Carries: 15-0-1

12.0 Gillispie School CUP/CDP/SDP Pulled from the March consent agenda. No.: 610620. [PROCESS 3) SDP/CDP/CUP for La Jolla
Planned District 1 for change in use & amendment to COP & CUP 40-0474, to merge existing commercial lots with existing
school lots, demo and remodel existing school building to add new school programs, new signage and parking lot re-striping,
located at 7380 Girard Ave. The 0.3%-acre site is located in the RM-3-3 zone & LIPD-Zone 1, in the Coastal Non-Appealable
overlay zone within La Jolla Community Plan Area. Council District 1.
DPR Meotion: That findings CAN be made for CUP, SDP, CDP as presented [Costello/Ragsdale)
Passes 4-0-1

Comment, Little: | pulled because this is an important project for community to hear involving possible loss of right of
way, loss of commercial property.
Presentation by Joe La Cava representing Gillispie School.

*  Gillispie school is a private school at the south end of Girard Ave. across from La lolla El y school with
on Girard and Fay avenues, between Genter 5t on the right and Pearl on the left.

*  Applicant is seeking an SDF to convert newly acquired small retail building and parking lot to educational use and to
modify the existing CUP to expand the boundaries of the existing CUP to incorporate newly acquired property.

* Mo changes to enrollment cap, conditions or restrictions of existing CUP

*  The SDP is tool for converting the retail building to educational purposes. The new building will not be expanded, no
2™ story added.

® 1B parking spaces on property today, 10 more will be added for 38 off street parking spaces. The CUP only requires 25.

*  Small increase in number of students will remain under existing cap of 320 students.

*  Applicant is bringing parking lot up to city code requirements and adding attractive landscaping.

*  Acquired property will be used for music room, library, general purpose room, baker's lab, outdoor eating area,
bathreom and kitchen.

*  Acquired property and sandbox will be fully integrated into existing property in architectural features, colors and
design echoing the large 2 story existing building. Also addition of 2 street trees, planter boxes in recessed corners,
frosted glass windows provide privacy for student but also integration with pedestrians. Over all aesthetic
improvements.

Public comment: Sally Miller: What is width of sidewalk? Reply: Sidewalk will remain same except for 2 trees added;
planter boxes are in recessed corners.
How many full-time teachers? Reply: 47, we have 38 spaces while only 25 are required.
La Jolla Community Planning Association
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31)

Does project address anything for dropoff/pickup safety. Reply-There is going to be congestion; that
is not going to change. Small increase in number of studants will be for preschool - no change.

any change in height or square footage? Mo.

Alice Mitchell: Any change to existing parking in frent? None

Gail Forbes: Laudible plan

Ihor Lys: Has children at school; it needs mare room. This is good and necessary improvement
Trustee comment: Little: Will you be taking any public right of way? Reply: No. Drury Lane, the alley behind the
acquired building allowed a cut-through for pedestrians. This will be fenced off.

Shannon: Any traffic calming measures? Reply: Bump-out was added to Girard 10 years ago which
narrows the street and achieves calming.

Courtney: Expansion can impact neighbors, decrease parking, increase congestion. Not enough
parking, how will deliveries be handled? what outreach to neighbors? Reply: The existing CUP fior 320 students
requires 25 spaces, we will have 38. Not changing any street patterns or usas on Girard or Drury Lane. Few neighbors
affected; there were no comments.

Will: DPR reviewed project thoroughly; it is in keeping with community plan, increases in parking are
greater than increase in students.

Motion: Support action of DPR. (Wil /Costellc)

In Fawar: 14: Brady, Cestello, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, ish, Jackson, Little, Manganao, Manno, Meil,
Shannon, Weissman, Will

Opposed: 1: Courtney

Abstain: 1 chair

Motion Carries: 14-1-1

13.0 Encelia/Romeno — 7248 Encelia, 7231 Romero No.: 624464 DPR unable to make o recommeandation- (Process 3| A COP and
SDP to demolish an existing house on one lot located at 7248 Encelia Dr. [0.23-acres) damaged due to a landslide that occurred
on asecond lot located at 7231 Romero Dr. {0.43-acres), and constructing a 3-story 5DU on each lot. The lots contain ESL, and a
lot line adjustment is proposed. The project site is located in the RS-1-4 zone and Coastal Overlay Zone (Non-Appealable) within
the La Jolla Community Plan area, and Council District 1.

Failed DPR Motion: That findings CAMN be made for a CDP and a SDP as presented. [Costello/Welsh) Motion Fails 3-3-0
Presentation by Susan Smith:

*  site located on upper most part of Mount Soledad; 2 adjacent lots between Romero Dr. and Encelia Dr.

» Very low density residential, large single family homes on 10 — 40,000 sq. foot parcels.

& 85 foot vertical change in elevation over 300 faet from Encelia to Romero Dr. typical to Mt Soledad location; 28% slope
considered steep slope by San Diego municipal code.

*  History: non-compliant construction at Remero site destabilized the slope and damaged the existing Encelia Dr. home.

*  This was followed by construction of detention system under emergency COP to build stabilizing retaining walls with
huge caissons. Further technical description of stabilization project followed .

*  Plan is to construct Romero Dr. home for owner to occupy while Encelia Dr. home is constructed.

*  Drawings presented showing parcels A & B with footprints and renderings of homes. Romera Dr. home tucked into
hillside; corner dizappears. It is set back 24 feet from the street; rectangular footprint with pool and balcony. Encelia
Dr. home has 38 x 80 feet of lawn in front. Architecture of structure features curved lines mirroring the topography of
site. It is pulled back from property lines to enhance privacy.

*  Romero Dr. basement, garage & entry are below grade. The 1% level is primarily below grade. 279 level partially below
grade, family spaces lead to patio & poo. 3™ level houses master suite with elevator. Home is surrounded by
landscaging integrating it into hillside — 60% landscaping & gardens consisting of plants commonly found in the area,
water wise, fire resistant with erozion control properties.

»  Encelia Dr. Main level facing Encelia Dr. set back 33 fi_ and is 5 feet below the street. Its curved lines mirror tha
topography of the site.

*  Lower level facing ocean is a walk out basement 19 ft. below straat level with bedrooms going out onto a patio & court.

»  The 2" level is set back 36 feet from the street. 53 % of lot is landscaping with planting similar to Romero Dr. property.

*  Project complies with municipal codes and the spirit of the La Jolla Community plan.

Public Comment: Miller: Will the light and glare from all the glass on the Romero Dr. home from the bottom of the hill?
Reply: We have not discussed this. Bakonies on each level are recessed to act as shading device that will mitigate; probably
won't see much light from below.

La Jolla Commumnity Planning Association
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31
Con't)

Morgan DuGroff: friend who visits often supports project.
other issues from public:
»  sprinklers on large area could further destabilize hillside.
»  Height of trees? Reply: mostly fruit trees; all trees equal to or lower than house
»  Stability problams
* How drainage handled? Reply: Extensive measures taken to keep water on property including vegetation,
cisterns
»  Concerns about size of Encelia Dr_ home — 15,000 sq. ft. total
*  amount of excavation required for basement 19 ft_ below ground level?
»  Design and size out of character with surrounding neighborhood.

r. Ron Schacher: lives across street. He hired an independent Geotechnical Engineer to make a report: Geisher

[Engineering, who concluded that a thorough reanalysis of the property is required to demonstrate that the

development can be built with a 1.5 factor-of-safety; otherwise Encelia Dr. and the surrounding neighbors are at

significant risk. Dr. Schacher provided full report to trustees.
Trustes Commeant:

Gordon: Concerned about FAR: allowed on 19,000 sq. ft lot is .46. this is .45 and will appear as 3 story looking up. &lso
cycle issues are not closed because geotechnical raview not complate.

Courtney: 15,000 sq.ft structure on a 19,000 sq.ft. lot is .78 FAR if you count “basement’. While this is not the code itis
an indication of bulk and scale. Romero Dr. structure is 77 if ‘basement’ is included. Concerned about huge projecton a
lot with 50% steep slope and stability issues in the past.

Costello: Since geotechnical review is still ongoing will architect be guided by results? [they replied ‘yes') Are you
better off having stabilizing donea first?

Crisafi cut off any further comments on issues of off-site conditions on geclogy not part of permit. This is opportunity for
trustees to add value to review with comments on what they ses, visual aspects of the massing, how it fits into the
community, how it relates to other structures, how the community plan applies, to make recommendations to the City.

Mangano: Interestad to hear form DPR. Good points about actual stabilization.

Manno: sympathetic to neighbors not being included, style of architecture and large size don’t fit into the
neighborhood. Concerned about geology.

Will: perceived size of the building meets code but is big. The 900 foot light well in the center of the structure showld
be included in square footage and FAR calculation; it just makes the house bigger without reducing visual scale. 2™ floar
should step back, this staps out adding to perception of bulk. Proposed lot line adjustment makes Encelia lot bigger, but
house isn’t expanding into the new space. House appears too big for lot.

Shannon: Would like more clarification on technical issues; neads more information for decision.

Meil: Concerned that neighbors weren't included in discussions, their concerns not considered and that they feel so
strongly opposed. Also concernad about lack of step back of upper stories.

Gordon: Not comfortable with bulk & scale. would like to hear from city on geotechnical report.

Little: Housas too large. Don't fit into swrrounding community. Concentration of cracks in road indicate instability .

Ish: Residential dwelling units need to promote neighborhood guality, character and livability while minimizing
negative qualities. New development needs to fitin.

Maotion: Findings cannot be made due to excessive bulk, scale, height and form due to absence of setbacks of fagade
which makes structura out of character with surrounding community. (Courtney/Brady)

In Favor: 14: Brady, Courtney, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gordon, 1sh, Jackson, Little, Mangano, Mannao, Meil, Shannen,
Weissman, Will

Opposed: 1: costello (would like stabilization done first)

Abstain: 1: chair

Motion Camries: 14-1-1

14.0 ' Whether to send a letter to the City about the vehicle habitation erdinance [City Coundil wote may be 16 April). [Mike
Costelle) letter drafted by Costello handed out to trustees and included in folder at back of room.

Trustee comment: Mangano: What is argument for ardinance? Costello: City repealed the current ordinance; tha
Mayor is asking City Council to come up with a new ordinance. Nearly all community groups are weighing in.

Medina: This item will be coming before the Public Services and Neighborhood Services Committes then to City

council.

La Jolla Communiry Planning Association
April, 2019 Regular Meeting Final Mimates
Page 10011

RTC-17



COMMENTS RESPONSES

Motion: S5end letter based on proposed letter drafted by Costelle with Chair's word-smithing as necessary.
{Gerden/Weissman)
Manno: good idea for everyone to send personal letter to Council members as well.
Mangano: Last paragraph may open us up to opposition. We should think about effectiveness of argument we make.
Crisafi: Final paragraph should read: “While some may believe that vehicular habitation may only be transitional or
temporary, the real solution to homelessness will be to provide housing and appropriate services.”
In fawor: 14: Brady, Costello, Courtney, Fitzgerald, Fremdling, Gerdon, Ish, Jackson, Mangano, Manno, Neil, Shannon,
Weissman, Will
Opposed: 1: Little
Abstain: Chair
Motion Carries: 14-1-1

15.0 Adjourn at 9:45 to next LICPA Meeting: Thursday, May 2, 2019 at 6:00 pm.
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Neighbor’s Concerns with the Development
at 7248 Encelia/7231 Romero

April 4, 2019
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000001

Concerns

7248 Encelia/7231 Romero

32. This comment is introductory and does not require a response.
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Historical Building on a Highly Sensitive Paleontological Site!

33

HISTORIC
Home was constructed in 1928 and therefore falls within the age threshold for an historic site
Potentially designed by a noteworthy architect
Designed for a prominent family polentially the Matson family
An extensive historic assessment is required
The Geisel property is a major tourist alfraction and eventually may be a museum
Roger Guillemin, MD, Nobel prize winner in Medicine, lives at 7316 Encelia, 4 houses North of 7248 Encelia
Degradation of the integrity of the area will have significant negative historic implications
» The structure should not be removed
S ARCHAEOLOGICAL
» The land is located within the Archaeological site identified as W-154
» Land falls within paleontological formation associated with the Ardath Shale
» The area isrich in fossil deposits

Email: bsmithi@)

33.

34,

For the purposes of CEQA, a significant historic resource is one that
qualifies for the California Register of Historical Resources or is listed
in a local historic register or deemed significant in a historic
resources survey, as provided under Section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code. A resource that is not listed in, or determined to be
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources,
not included in a local register of historic resources, or not deemed
significant in a historical resources survey may be nonetheless
historically significant for the purposes of CEQA. The project site has
been reviewed by Plan Historic staff, and based upon their review,
along with the review of the City's Historic Resources Guidelines and
CEQA Significance Thresholds, EAS found that the project as
proposed has no potential to impact any unique or non-unique
historic resources within the built environment. For further
information, please see responses 4, 9, and 11. Please also refer to
Section V of the MND. The potential historical value of surrounding
properties is speculative, and CEQA Section 15145 addresses
speculation, which is not considered substantial evidence.

EAS performed an initial study that showed the proposed project
may have significant impacts to Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and
Tribal Cultural Resources. With mitigation these impacts would be
mitigated to below a level of significance. Regarding paleontological
resources, the proposed project is conditioned to included
monitoring for paleontological resources which would reduce
potential impacts to below a level of significance. For further
information, please see section V of the MND.

RTC-22



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

000003

Geotechnical?®
FAULT
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The land is located on active fault that has had a landslide already

There are extensive pavement tension cracks in front of 7248 Encelia Drive

Geokinetics (2014) designed the landslide repair based on their incorrect theoretical “failure surface”

As aresult, the “shear pins” are too short to be effeclive against a deep-seated landslide.

Likewise, the fie-backs are foo short fo be effeclive against a deep-seatfed landslide

The depth of the failure surface is at least 15 feet deeper than the assumed failure suface

Geissler Engineering (4-2-2019) eslimates fthe facfor-of-safety based on a larger and deeper landside mass

The factor-of-safety is of the order of 1.3, which is below the required 1.5 factor-of-satety

In addition, building on the 7231 Romero property will further weaken the inadequate shear pins

HYDRAULIC PRESSURE

» In view of increased rain, that may confinue to increase due to climate change, the water table has probably

risen

» The efiects of increased hydraulic water pressure on the land, the shear pins and the new development

requires a more thorough analysis

35.

36.

Geotechnical concerns are addressed in Section VII of the Initial
Study. In addition, please see responses 20-25.

Geotechnical concerns are addressed in Section VIl of the Initial
Study. In addition, please see responses 20-25. Additionally, these
are effects of the environment on the project, not the project on the
environment. Accordingly, the commentor has failed to raise a fair
argument that the project would result in a significant physical effect.
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37. This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental
document. Rather it presents the existing conditions of the proposed
project site.

The land is very steep

7258 Encelia (house to North)

d Encelin is behind this wall

The hill inclines = 45 degrees
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38. Geotechnical concerns are addressed in Section VIl of the Initial
Study. In addition, please see responses 20-25.

Landslide is Significantly Deeper and Bigger

Failure surface is significantly deeper and bigger

IR EEE R R I I T

POTENTIAL LANDSLIDE SLIP SURFACE CROSS-SECTION A-A"
B e —
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39. Geotechnical concerns are addressed in Section VII of the Initial
Study. In addition, please see responses 20-25.
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Geotechnical reanalysis is required

In view of the Geissler analysis

» Encelia Drive and the surrounding neighbors are at significant risk if the
development proceeds without a total reevaluation of the depth and
breath of the failure surface and the consequences of:

= Building @ massive home at 7248 Encelia

= Building on the land below at 7231 Romero
« Weakening and potentially permanently damaging Encelia Drive

» A thorough reanalysis of the property is required to demonstrate that the
development can be built with a 1.5 factor-of-safety

40. The slide is a summary of previous issues presented. Please see
responses 12-17 and 20-25.
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Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs)*

HEIGHT VIOLATION

» NO lot shall be used except for one single-family dwelling
» NOT TO EXCEED TWO AND ONE HALF STORIES IM HEIGHT |

DESIGN VIOLATION

» NQ buildi ted that is not in harmony of external design with existing
‘siructure: ; £ g ion # 10)

» The design is NOT in harmony with the adjacent structures on the Westside of Encelia

TREE VIOLATION

» NO pepper or eucalyptus frees
» Except for “cocos plumosa” and palm frees, MO free shall exceed the height of the
dwelling or obstruct the view from other lots (B ¢

41. This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental
document. Please refer to responses 12-17 for more information on
compliance with all applicable codes and significance thresholds.
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D000
= 42. Please refer to responses 12-17 for more information on compliance

with all applicable codes and significance thresholds.

Design not compatible with neighborhood

Footprint
» Planned new residence barely is within code; 15,000 sgft on a 19,000 sqft lot

Roof Height
» Roof heights on the Westside of Encelia are all the same or lower

» The roof height of the planned 7248 Encelia property will be approximately 10 feet
higher than the tallest neighboring roof

Architecture

» The architecture is in stark contrast to the prewailing architecture and will appear
overbearing from the sireet view
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43. The proposed development at 7248 Encelia Drive and 7231 Romero
- — - Drive complies with the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code and the
The development will not be in “Harmony La Jolla Community Plan. Please refer to responses 12-17 for more

information on compliance with all applicable codes and significance
thresholds for visual quality.
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Conclusions

The Project should be stopped
» 7248 Encelia has historic value

» The planned new development will degrade the historic integrity of
the neighberhood

» Geotechnically, the property is unstable

» The development poses significant risks to the neighboring structures

» Encelia Drive is at risk
» The development is in viclation of CC&Rs both in size and “harmony”

44. Comment noted. EAS performed an initial study that showed the
proposed project may have significant impacts to Cultural Resources
(Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural Resources. These impacts have
been mitigated to below a level of significance. Please refer to
Section V of the MND. Please refer to responses 4, 9, 11-18, and 20-
25 for further discussion on the issues raised.
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Brian . Smith and Associates, Inc.
e eacenbngy ! Doy i Polurtesbage /A Caabln. Treable /A mbives

March 27, 2019

Fonald A. Schachar, M.D., Ph D

P.0. Bow 3669

La Jolla, California 92038

Subject: Cultural Resources Considerations for 7248 Encelia and 7231 Fomero Drives, La Jolla

Diear Dr. Schachar:

45

My oursory records review of the property at 7248 Encelia Drive and the ot below at 7231
Faomero Drive has resulted in the gensral characterization that the two properties may hawve
potential development constrames with regards to mulraral resources. To clanify, noy review
considered the historic nanre of the existing strmachmwe at 7248 Encelia Dirive. the potential for
archasological resources at either parcel, and the potential for paleontological resources bensath
Tath parcels. All of the listed oolraral resources would be reviewed by the Ciry of San Diego as
part of any environmental assessment for a development permit umder cify guidslines and the
California Environmental Croality Act (CEQA).

45

The existing soucture at 7248 Encelia Drive was constracted in 1928 and, therefore, falls within
the age threshold o be considered historic under Ciry of San Diego and CEQA reguladons.
Based upon the age of the stmachare and the potential that it was desizned by a noteworthy
architect and constracted for a prominent family (potentially the Matson family), the City will
require a detailed historic strocrure assessment as part of any applicadon for its removal. The
City may also identify the strocture as a designated historic building, in which case the ability to
remove or alter the smocturs may be constrained. Witheut having sufficient further historical
information, I can only provide goidance that the Ciry will require an extensive historic stnachure
assessment s part of any development application.

47

The archaeological backzround information mdicates that the properties are located within a
large, expansive. recorded archasological site identified as W-1534. The site is not particularly
significant where it has been identified: however, eccasional prehistoric deposits have besn
encountersd that do have CEQA siznificance. My field inspection did not denote any evidence
of archasological deposits or antifacts; howewer, the upper property at 7248 Encelia Dirive is
covered with the residential strocture or hardscape, while the lower lot at 7231 Fomero Dinve is
ton steep to have any archaeological marerials. The archaselogical potental of the propentiss
may be minimal dus to the existing slope and improvements; however, the City will require

45,

46.

47.

Comment noted. This comment is introductory. EAS performed an initial
study that showed the proposed project may have significant impacts to
Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural Resources. These
impacts have been mitigated to below a level of significance. Please see
Section V of the MND for more information.

Per San Diego Municipal Code Section 143.0212, Plan Historic City staff is
required to review all projects impacting a parcel that contains a structure 45
years old or older to determine whether a potentially significant historical
resource exists on site prior to issuance of a permit. During this review
buildings are evaluated for eligibility under local designation criteria. Plan
Historic staff made a determination based upon the following: photos;
Assessor's Building Record; water and sewer records; written description of
the property and alterations; chain of title; and listing of occupants; as well
as any available historic photographs; Sanborn maps; and Notices of
Completion. In addition, staff considered any input received through
applicable public noticing and outreach.

Based on the review by Plan Historic staff and the City's Historic Resources
Guidelines and CEQA Significance Thresholds, EAS found that the project as
proposed has no potential to impact any unique or non-unique historic
resources within the built environment.

EAS performed an initial study that showed the proposed project may have
significant impacts to Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural
Resources. The initial study included an archaeological resources survey
performed in April 2019 (Cultural Resource Survey for the Lys Residence and
the Jamz Treehouse Residence Project, Laguna Mountain Environmental,
Inc., April 2019). The survey found no cultural resources but due to limited
visibility the survey recommended monitoring. Mitigation measures have
been included in the final MND. Please see Section V of the Initial Study for
more information. With mitigation these impacts would be mitigated to
below a level of significance.

RTC-32



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

000013

archaeological surveys of the both parcels because they fall within the boundaries of the recorded
archaeological Site W-134.

The propertes both fall within highly sensifive paleontological formations associated with the
Ardath Shale. This area is rich in fossils and is considered a significant paleontological resource.
The City will undoubtedly idenfify any development project as having the potential to inpact
important fossl deposits. There would not be a constraint to obtaining a permit that would lead
to mmpacts to fossil deposits; howewver, the City will require that any grading, trenching, or other
earthwork be monitored by a gualified paleontologist and that any fossils encountersd be
recovered, meated identified, and placed in the San Diepo Wanral History Mussum.

40}

If you have any questions regarding the content of this letter, please contact me.

48. Comment noted. Regarding paleontological resources the proposed
project is conditioned to included monitoring for paleontological
resources which would reduce potential impacts to below a level of
significance. For further information please see section V of the Initial
Study.

49. This comment is conclusory in nature and does not require a
response.
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SEISSLER ENGINEERING 50. Comment is introductory and does not require a response.
GEOTECHIICAL DIVISION
The Russ Builaing, Suite 1071
235 Momlgemery Strel .
San Framciaco, CA 4704 51. Comment noted. Pursuant to CEQA Section 15063 staff conducted

an Initial Study and no significant unmitigated impacts were
identified. The initial study did show the proposed project may have
significant impacts to Cultural Resources (Archaeology). These
impacts have been mitigated to below a level of significance. For
further information please see section V of the MND. Please refer to
Section VII of the Initial Study for information on Geology and Sails.
These questions have also been addressed in responses 20-25.

ENGINEER'S LETTER REPORT

3 April 2018
Dr. Fonald A Schachar, M.D., Ph.D. ’l
7241 Encelia Drive S
La Folla, CA 92037

Subject

Property: 7248 Encelia Drive, La folla, CA

Feference
Property: 7231 Fomero Dirive, La Folla, CA

52. Comment noted. For further information, please see section V of the

Ref Geokinetics “As-Buili” Drawings (undated)
Bet ST Sl T Initial Study. PIeasg refer to Sect|op VIl of the MND for |nformat|oh
on Geology and Soils. These questions have also been addressed in
Ref Geissler Engineering Project Mo E19 - 3965 — 1
responses 20-25.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN
L, Dr. Peter Scott Geissler, PR D, P.E,, Registered Civil Enginser (RLCE. 44320) and Head of ; ; ;
e G e e E : aemal photzraphs of the sabject 53. Comment noted. This comment is explanatory and does not require
property and reviewed documents at the request of Attorney Fulie Hamilton for the purpose of a response.

evaluating the risk of landslide and seil subsidence problems at 7248 Encelia Drive, La Jolla (the
upslope property) as a result of proposed excavations and construction activity at 7231 Romero
Dimiwe, La Jolla (the downslope property).

Atissue, is the likelthood of on-going landslide and soil subﬂd.en:epmh]msat?-zd-ﬂ Encelia
Diiwe, La Jolla (the upslops propenty) in light of soldier pile “shear pins”™ and tie-backs mstalled
by Geokinetics in 2014 and 2015 at 7231 Romero Dirwe, La Jolla (the downslope property)”

Atissue, is the methodology employed by Geokinetics in estimating the Factor of Safety against
(additioral) instability of the uphill propenty?

Atissue, is the likelihood of (additional) seil subsidence and asphalt cracks along Encelia Drive?

I am familiar with this site; I visited the site in 2012 and reviewed asrial photographs of the
property for an on behalf of an interested third-parry in relation fo the count case Lys v. Chao.

T hereby disclose that I consulted waith T Jedery Stokes, an engimeer for Geokinetics i
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preparation of this engmeer’s report.

Thas letter repart shall focus primanly on (1) the hots of the actrve landshde az mapped (plan
view) by Geokmetics, Site Plan dated October 2014 and as shown m Fizure 34 m the SCST
Soils Report dated 10 November 2018; {u) the assumed cross section of the ship surface which
defines the (theorefical) lomit of the landslide soil mass; (1) the scope of work by Geckinetics
according to “As-Bult” drawing= on file at the City of San Diego bulding deparmment; (1w}
depth and length of tie-backs mstalled by Geckmetics as shown on “As-Buli” drawings on file
at the Crty of 5an Diego bulding department; (v) significance of cracks m the asphalt pavement
along Encelia Dinve as obzerved mn annual aenal photographs commenemg Angust 2010; ()
possibility of a larger land=lide; (vu) methodology for the evaluztion of hall=ide stability; and
(vin) methodology for the caleulation of the Factor of Safety agamst (future) landslide.

Limits of Active Land:Ede (Plan View by Geoldnetics)

The active landshde was mapped by Geckmetics in 2014, The so-called “limits™ of the
landzhde (plan view) are shown m Figure 34 of the sbove-referenced SCST report and alzo mn
Figure 1 of this letter report (see below).

Geissler’s Commentary:

Greokinetics erther failed to obsarve extensrve pavemeant cracks along Encehia Dirve or faled to
attach any sipnificance to the tension eracks m the pavement_

5E)

Limits of Active Landshde (Crozs Section by Geoldnetics)

The theoretical “ship suwrface™ below the active lands=lide mass was hypothesized by Geokinefies
m 2014, The so-called “ship swface” {cross section) below the landzhde mass 1z shown m Fizure
are shown in Figure 3B of the above-referenced SCST report and also m Figure 2 of this letter
report (see below).

Geissler's Commentary:

The theoretical “failure sirface” below the active landslide mass as hypothesized by Geckineties
15 incorrect for two reasons: first, in order to use the Method of Shees to evaluate hillside
stability, the theorstical faihue swrface must erther be corenlar (rotational falure) or planar (shear
failure); and second, the theoretical failure snface fails to melude the tension cracks i the
asphalt pavement along Encelia Drve.

Limited Scope of Land:lide Repairs (by Geoldneties)

Greokinetics dezipned the landshide repair based on their (meorract) theoretical “falure siface™
below the active landshde mass.

As aresult, the soldier pile “chear pins" are too short to be effective against a deep-seated
landskde.

Page 1

54.

55.

56.

Comment noted. This comment is explanatory and merely outlines
the contents of the report. It does not require a response. The issues
raised are responded to below.

Per the USGS survey, the proposed project is not mapped within a
landslide zone. Development at the 7231 Romero Drive property
began in 2009 when the former owner began grading for the
construction of a planned single-family residence without
geotechnical monitoring or proper construction practices. The
grading resulted in a slope failure on the Romero Drive property, and
the adjacent upslope residence at Encelia Drive experienced
structural distress. Geotechnical engineers recommended placing
reinforced concrete shear pins and tie-back anchors to stabilize the
landslide. In 2014, reinforced concrete shear pins and tie-back
anchors were installed via an emergency CDP. The shear pins were
structurally tied together with a reinforced concrete grade beam.
Each tie-back anchor was proof-tested or performance-tested before
being locked into place. Additional grading and fill placement took
place on the Romero Drive property to provide further stabilization.
The previous slope failure is an existing condition. There is no
evidence in the record that the proposed project will exacerbate any
existing conditions resulting in an environmental impact. Language
has been added to Section VIl of the MND that clarifies this.
Furthermore, CEQA does not require analysis of the impact of
existing environmental conditions on a proposed project. No
evidence has been presented that this project would exacerbate
existing conditions.

Please refer to Section VII of the Initial Study and responses 20-25.
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Likewise, the tie-backs are too short to be effective against a deep-seated landshde
Significance of Cracks in Pavement along Encelia Dirive

Aenal photographs show that there were tension pavement eracks along Encelia Tinve.
Geissler’s Commentary:

As stated above, Geokmetics erther failed to observe extensive pavement cracks along Encelia
Dhive or farled to attach any sigmuficancs to the tension cracks in the asphalt pavement.

Pozzibility of a Larger Land:hde

Pavement cracks along Enceliz Dirve suggest the possibility of a larger landslide. See Figurs 6
and Figure 7.

Geissler’s Commentary:

It 15 important to analyze the stability of the embankment in light of tension eracks m the asphalt
pavement on Enceliz Diive.

It 15 important to evaluate the effect of the fie-backs on the stability of the embankment.
Greizsler Enmineenng 13 concerned about the possibibity of 2 deeper, larger fallure surface.
Methodology for Evaluating Hillzide Stability

It 15 essenfial to contemplate the correct “mode of failure” when evaluating the stability of 2
hillside. For example, do we anticipate a shear farhwre (planar failure sinface) or a rotafional
falure (cireular falure surface)?

Likewise, it 15 essential to contemplate a fathure swface that 15 deep enough; otherwise the
soldier pale “shear pms" and fie-backs will not be effective.

Gaissler’s Commantary:

Unformately, Geokinetics “muixed-and matched” failure swrfaces (1.2, mud-section of the fahme
surface 15 planar, whereas the extremal portions of the failure swrface are circular ares). Thisis 2
mistake. This results n an artifieially high Factor of Safety when using the Method of Slices to
evaliate mllside stabality.

Likewise, Geokinetics assumed a shallow falure surfacs that 15 too shallow. This 15 an ervor.
Thes explams why the soldier plers were designed too shallow and why the tie-backs were
desizned too short

Page 3

57. Please refer to Section VIl of the Initial Study and responses 20-25.
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Accordmg to Mr. Jeffory Stokes, the engineer at (Geckinefics whe observed the on-site dnlling of
the soldier pier shear pins, “I was immhappy with the depth of the soldier prers as shown on the
approved plans, so I mereased the depth of the soldier prer shear pins. In fact, I increased the
depth of the dnlling by approximately 15 feet.” (Ref: Personzl commmmication on 2 Apnl 2019.)

Unfortunately, Mr. Jeffary Stokes did not “connect the dots.” Mr. Jeffery Stokes did not
apprecizte that 1f the dnllng depth of the soldier plers was not deep enough then the assumed
falure swface mmst also be incorrect. At 3 mummnm the depth of the failure swface should be
at least 15 feet deeper than the assumed farlure swrface.

Put simply, 1f the assumed faillure surface 15 too shallow and hence does not closely reflect the
true depth of the actual failure swrface, then the methodology used or evaluating hllside stabality,
namely the Mathod of Shees, cannet give the comect result.

Metheodology for Calculation of Factor of Safety

The carrect methodology for the evaluation of landslides 15 the Methed of Shces. The generally
acceptable Factor of Safety 1z 1.5,

Geissler’s Commentary:

The application of the Method of Slhices to the evaluation of 2 deeper and larger falure swface
(a5 shown on Geizsler Engmeermg Figure 3 and Fizure 4) rasults m a lower factor of safety than
generzally aceeptable to the evaluation of land=lides.

Geissler Engineenng esiimates the Factor of Safety based on the Method of Slices evaluation of

a larger and deeper land=ide mass (as shown in Geissler Engineening Fizure 3 and Figure 4,
below) 15 on the order of 1.3. [WNOTE: the principal effect of shallow fie-backs 15 detrimental to
the stability of the hillside because tie-backs put the soil m the pear vicinty of the farhre sface
1 tension rather than in compression.

[

Summary

Geizsler Enpineenng recommends that the theoretical falure swface bypothesized by
(eckinetics be revised mn hight of the fact that: (1) Mr. Jeffery Stokes of Geokineties chserved
that the failure surface was at least 15 feet deeper than expected; and (1) the tension cracks in the
pavement along Encelia Dve suggests that the land=hde 15 much larger than expected Put
simply, the actmal failure swrface is deeper and bigger than deseribed by Geckinetics.

The nuiization mezsures implemented by Geokmetics are meffective at siabihizing a lapdshide
with a deeper failure swface because the debacks are within the land=lide mass rather than bemmg
outside the landslide mass.

At a3 miminm 3 thorough and caveful review must be undertaken before penmizsion 15 gramted
to develop the property.

58. Please refer to Section VIl of the Initial Study and responses 20-25.

59. LDR-Geology staff reviewed the project and concluded that the

proposed project would not expose people or structures to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure
or similar hazards. With proper grading, engineering techniques,
retaining walls, foundations, and footings the site was determined to
be safe and suitable for construction. Please refer to Section VII of
the Initial Study and responses 20-25.
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Do not hesitate to contact me for additional information.

| A fz\_ L \
< C44IN |4

Pater Scott Geissler PhD., PE.
Registered Civil Engineer, R.C E. 44320
GEISSLER ENGINEERING

8§32 Beach Road

Belveders, CA 94920

and

GEISSLER ENGINEERING
The Fuss Building, Suite 1011
235 Montgomery Street

San Francisco, CA 94104

TEL: {415) T60-5636 (Office)
TEL: {415) 887-8704 (Mabile)

60. Comment noted.
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1. This is a figure from the project's geotechnical report. It does not

provide any commentary on the adequacy of the environmental
document.
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62. This is a figure from the project's geotechnical report. It does not
provide any commentary on the adequacy of the environmental
document.
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63. This is a figure from the project's geotechnical report. It does not
provide any commentary on the adequacy of the environmental
document.

iasemap Soeros: Gackinelics, Sia Flan, Ciclobar T8,
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64. This is a figure from the project’s geotechnical report. It does not
provide any commentary on the adequacy of the environmental
- - document.
PETHP LANDSLIDE SLIP SURFACE CROSS-SECTION A-A'
e LaJoLLA T |
BN Chs et Pt SCST FIGURE 38
e Re\rlseﬂp lT
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65. This is a figure from the project’s geotechnical report. It does not
provide any commentary on the adequacy of the environmental
document.
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Tension Cracks on Encelia Drive at #7248

Wit 3 deserpion far paur map

-

. _ i ot Salk = 66. This is a figure from Google Earth, and it does not provide any
. o Xrdvei . : Ve commentary on the adequacy of the environmental document. The

existence of tension cracks does not demonstrate an environmental
impact of the project.
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67. This is a figure from Google Earth, and it does not provide any
commentary on the adequacy of the environmental document. The

existence of tension cracks does not demonstrate an environmental
impact of the project.
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CEESLER EMGIMNEERIMNG
GEOTECHMICAL DIVISION
Bie Beack Rowd, Belvedere, CA 94020

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project No, 624464

22 March 2021 ] = )
o F _ |

De. Bouald A Selsschar, MDD, PlD. s (_’_.:, Fore Wy S

7241 Encelma Drive N |

La Jolla, CA 92037

Sulyject

Proparty 1248 Encelin Dwive, La Jolla, CA

Referemes

Property: 7231 Romero Drive, La Jolla, CA

Ref: MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION Project Mo, 24464

Ref: Gieokinetics “As-Built”™ Dmwings (nxdated)

Ref: SCST Seils Report Mo, 180385N-01R / | 80585N-0u4

Ref: Giegsaler Engineenng Project No. E19 - 3965 - 2

[herar Sir,

I, Dr. Peter Scodt Geassler, Ph.D., P.E.. Remsiered Cral Engmeser (R.C.E. 44320) and Head of
the Geotechnicnl Division of Geissler Engineering, mspecied aenal photogmphs of the subject
property sl reviewed documents at the request of Adomey Julie Hamalicn for the purpese of
evalustmg the risk of lasdslide awd soil subswdence problems at 7248 Encelia Drive, La Jolla (the
upslope property) as a result of propossd excavations asd construction activity at 7231 Romero
Dhave, La Jolla {the dovaslope property).

The theovetieal “slap suface™ below the sctrve landslide mass was hypotbesszed by Geckmeties
in 2004, The so-called “slip surface” (eross seetion) below ihe landslide mass is shown in Figure
are showm m Figure 3B of the above-reterenced SCST report

SCST md Geokimetics either failed to observe extensive pavement cracks aleng Encelin Dvive or
failed to attach any significance to the tension eracks in the pavemen.

68. This comment is introductory and does not require a response.

69. Per the USGS survey, the proposed project is not mapped within a

landslide zone. Development at the 7231 Romero Drive property
began in 2009 when the former owner began grading for
construction of a planned single-family residence without
geotechnical monitoring or proper construction practices. The
grading resulted in a slope failure on the Romero Drive property, and
the adjacent upslope residence at Encelia Drive experienced
structural distress. Geotechnical engineers recommended placing
reinforced concrete shear pins and tie-back anchors to stabilize the
landslide. In 2014, reinforced concrete shear pins and tie-back
anchors were installed via an emergency CDP. The shear pins were
structurally tied together with a reinforced concrete grade beam.
Each tie-back anchor was proof-tested or performance-tested before
being locked into place. Additional grading and fill placement took
place on the Romero Drive property to provide further stabilization.

The previous slope failure is an existing condition. There is no
evidence in the record that the proposed project will exacerbate any
existing conditions resulting in an environmental impact. In addition,
the project applicant’s geotechnical consultant has responded to all
potential issues raised within Ms. Hamilton's letter. (Response
included as an attachment to the Final MND). Language has been
added to Section VII of the Initial Study that clarifies this.
Furthermore, CEQA does not require analysis of the impact of
existing environmental conditions on a proposed project. No
evidence has been presented that this project would exacerbate
existing conditions. Furthermore, the applicant's geotechnical
consultant has provided a response to the issues discussed in this
comment letter (Atlas, Response to Comments - Geissler Engineering
Proposed Residences, 7248 Encelia Drive and 7231 Romero Drive, La
Jolla, California, April 13, 2021). This response has been included as
an appendix in the posting of the final Initial Study.
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70)

The theoretical “failure surface™ below the active landslide mass as hypothesized by SCST and
Geokineties is incorrect for two reasons: first. in order to use the Method of Slices to evaluate
hillside stability. the theoretical failure surface must either be circular (rotational failure) or
planar (shear failure); and second, the theoretical failure surface fails to include the tension
cracks in the asphalt pavement along Encelia Drive.

Geokineties designed the landslide repair based on their (incorrect) theoretical “failure surface™
below the active landshide mass. As a result, the soldier pile *shear pins™ are too short to be
effective against a deep-seated landslide. Likewise, the tiebacks are too short to be effective
against a deep-seated landslide.

In sununary, the mitigation measures implemented by SCST and Geokinetics are ineffective at
stabilizing a landslide with a deeper failure surface because the tiebacks are within the landshde
mass rather than being outside the landslide mass.

I am at your service.

Respectfully submitted,

) RSN ,
[/ 1 * 1 W\ — |
\ (ST 0 4439 :

Peter Scott Geissler Ph.D., P.E.
Registered Civil Engineer, R.C_E. 44320
GEISSLER. ENGINEERING

3e Beach Road

Belvedere, CA 94920

TEL: (415) 887-8704 (Mobile)

70. CEQA does not require analysis of the impact of existing
environmental conditions on a proposed project. No evidence has
been presented that this project would exacerbate existing
conditions. Furthermore, the applicant's geotechnical consultant has
provided a response to the issues discussed in this comment letter
(Atlas, Response to Comments - Geissler Engineering Proposed
Residences, 7248 Encelia Drive and 7231 Romero Drive, La Jolla,
California, April 13, 2021). This response has been included as an
appendix in the posting of the final MND.
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71. There is no evidence in the record that the proposed project will
GEISSLER ENGINEERING . i . . .
GEOTECEDNICAL DIVISION exacerbate any existing conditions resulting in an environmental

3¢ Beack Road, Bebvedere, CA 34520

AMITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project No. 624464
EFRATA

DOir. Fonald A Schachar, M D. FhD.
7241 Encelia Drive

La Jolla, CA 92037

Sabject

Property- 7248 Encelia Drive, La Jolla, CA

Feference

Property: 7231 Romero Drive, La Folla, CA

Ref: MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLAFATION Project No. 624464

Ref: Geokinetics “As-Built” Drawings (undated)

Ref: SCS5T Geotechnical and Fault Fupiure Hazard Inverstigationsio. 180385H-01R./
180385004

Ref: Geissler Engineering Project Wo. E19 - 3965 -1

BE ADVISED OF THE FOLLOWING ERRATA:

D

(=)

Please be advised that “Geology/Soik™ shenld be marked with an “X7 under
“Emwvironmental Factors Poentially Affacted” on page 14 of the Miigated MNegative
Declaration for Project Mo, 624464,

Please be adwised that “VII (a) (f) GEOLOGY AND S0ILS" should be marked with
an "X in the column representing “Potentally Significant Impact™ on page 27 of
the Mitizated Negative Declaration for Project WMo, §14464.

In the paragraph containing the sentence, “The project submitted a Geotzchnical
Pepar (Proposed Fesidences, 7248 Encelia Dnve and 7231 Fomero Drive, San
Diego, California, prepared by SC5T, dated December 2019) that has been reviewsd

)y =
2 (o \

impact. Furthermore, CEQA does not require analysis of the impact
of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project. No
evidence has been presented that this project would exacerbate
existing conditions. Language has been added to Section VIl of the
Initial Study that clarifies a previous slope failure. Please see also
responses 20-25.
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= “Om 3 April 2019, Geissler Enpineering Repart Mo, E19 — 3065 - 1
recommended that the theoretcal failure surface considered by SC5T be
revised to reflect the fact that the observed faihure surface is at Least 15 fest
daeper than shown in SCST Sedls Report No. 150385K-01E./ 180383N-04."

And add

= “City Geology staff failed to act on twoe recommendarions by Geisslar
Engmeening, namely, (1) the theorstical failure surface considered by 5C5T be
revised to reflect the fact that the observed failure surface is af least 15 feet
deeper than shown in 5C5T Seils Feport; and (i) the tension cracks in the
pawement along Encelia Dirive muggests that the landshide s much larger than
expected.”

And add
= “The mitization measures implementsd by Geoldnetics are insffactive at
stabilizing a landslide with a deeper faihare surface because the tishacks are
to0 short and do not extend bevond the limits of the existing lndshide ™

Please be advised that VI () (iw) “Landslides™" should be marked with an “X in the
column representnz “Potentially Significant Impact”™ on page 17 of the Mitizasd
Weeative Declaration for Project Mo 624464, on page 27 of the Mitizated Negative
Declamation for Project Mo, 624464,

And be advised that

= The phrase, “The project site is not mapped within a landslide zone and no
landslides have been identifiad within the site or i the immediate vicniry™ is
unire.
And be advised that

= The phrass, “We impact would ocour™ is untme.

Pagal

72. LDR-Geology staff reviewed the project and concluded that the

proposed project would not expose people or structures to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure
or similar hazards. With proper grading, engineering techniques,
retaining walls, foundations, and footings the site was determined to
be safe and suitable for construction. There is no evidence in the
record that the proposed project will exacerbate any existing
conditions resulting in an environmental impact. Please see also
responses 20-25.
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And be advised that

= A landslide has been mapped which extends berwesn Encelia Dimve and
Fomero Drive, La Jolla.

BE FURTHER ADVISED THAT:

L Dr. Peter Scott Geissler, PhD.. P.E.. Registered Civil Engineer (FLC.E. 44320) and Head of
the Geotechnical Dinvision of Geissler Engineering, verily belisve and hereby confirm that there
is a significant risk of landslide and soil subsidence problems at 7248 Encelia Drive, La Tolla
(the upslope property) as a result of propesed excavations and construction activity at 7231
Raomera Drive. La Jolla (the downslope proparty).

Af a minimum, a therough and carefil review omst be underaken before permizsion is granted
to develop the propenty.

To do so without first undertaking a a therough and carefial review would constinue wanion
disrezard for public safety.

T am at your sarvice.

Fespectfully submitted

Peter Scott Geissler PhD., PE.
Registered Civil Enginesr. BLC.E. 44320
GEISSLER. ENGINEERING

832 Beach Road

Belveders, CA 94620

TEL: (415) £87-2704 (Mobile)

Faga 3

73. There is no evidence in the record that the proposed project will
exacerbate any existing conditions resulting in an environmental
impact. Language has been added to Section VIl of the MND that
clarifies the existence of a previous slope failure. Furthermore, CEQA
does not require analysis of the impact of existing environmental
conditions on a proposed project. No evidence has been presented
that this project would exacerbate existing conditions. Please see
also responses 20-25.
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a2 Mail - Holowach, Courtney - Outiook

% Replyall ~~ [i] Delete (%) Junk Block

FW: Project 624464 - 7248 Encelia Dr/7231 Romero Dr 74. Please see response number 10.

Xavier . . . . .
As we discussed, attached are 2 photos of 7248 Encelia. In the driveway is a dumpster truck that is 75. There IS NO eV|dence N the record that the proposed prOJeCt W|”

74) covered and contains, drywall and cabinetry and a couple of weeks ago they were repairing the roof. It . .. . . .
appears that the owner is remodeling 7248 Encelia. The question is why would he be remodeling if he exacerbate any eX'SUng Cond|t|0ns reSUIUng N an enV|ronmenta|
plans to move ahead with the project or does he plan to just build at 7231 Romero? impact. Language haS been added to Section V” Of the |n|t|a| Study

o concerning the Mifgated Hlegative Declaration, stached, on Fags 27, Last sentence b sistes that clarifies the existence of a previous slope failure. Furthermore,

"Refer to response I (a). The project site is not mapped within a landslide zone and no landslides have CEQA does not require analysis of the impact of existing

79) been identified within the site or in the immediate vicinity. No impact would occur~ . . . >

environmental conditions on a proposed project. No evidence has

This is not true. There was a landslide at 7231 Romero. In fact, the owner of 7248 Encelia acquired . . Lo
7231 Romero following legal action over the landslide. been presented that this project would exacerbate existing

IYour prompt response is most appreciated!! COﬂditiOﬂS. Please see aISO responses 20-25.

With my best,
Ron

Ronald A. Schachar, M.D., Ph.D. 76. Comment nOted'
7241 Encelia Drive

La Jolla, CA 92037

cell: (358) 784-1705

E-mail: ron@2ras.com
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

\J - : . ” .
; * r Environmental Review Committee
& iy

)

)

o 8 March 2021

To: Ms. Courtney Holowach
Development Services Department
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
7248 Encelia-7231 Romero CDP
Project No. 624464

77)

Dear Ms, Holowach:

I have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this committee of the San Diego County
Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DMND and the cultural resources report
prepared by Laguna Mountain Environmental, we agree with both the analysis in the
Laguna Mountain report and the mitigation measures provided in the DMND.

SDCAS appreciates the opportunity to participate in the public review of this project’s
environmental documents.

Sincerely,

Z’amcs W. Royle, Jr.. Ch&erson

Environmental Review Committee

ce: Laguna Mountain Environmental
SDCAS President
File

77. Comment noted.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

Project title/Project number: 7248 Encelia 7231 Romero CDP / 624464

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

Contact person and phone number: Courtney Holowach / (619) 446-5187

Project location: 7248 Encelia and 7231 Romero CDP, La Jolla, CA 92037

Project Applicant/Sponsor's name and address: |hor Lys, 7248 Encelia Drive, La Jolla, CA 92037
General/Community Plan designation: La Jolla Community Plan

Zoning: RS-1-4

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.):

The proposed project comprises the development of two adjacent parcels on Mount
Soledad, 7248 Encelia Drive (Parcel A) and 7231 Romero Drive (Parcel B), totaling .67 acres,
and a lot line adjustment to create a 0.44 acre lot at Parcel A and 0.23 acre lot at Parcel B for
two new dwelling units.

The proposed project requires demolishing Parcel A's existing 5,022 square-foot dwelling
unit, which was damaged due to a landslide that occurred on Parcel B (landslide was
stabilized via emergency Coastal Development Permit in 2014).

Redevelopment on Parcel A consists of a new three-story 8,641 square-foot, dwelling unit
with open carport and site improvements. Access to Parcel A would be from Encelia Drive.

Development on Parcel B consists of a new three-story, 4,945 square-foot dwelling unit
with 3,267 square-foot basement, garage, and site improvements. Access to Parcel B would
be from Romero Drive.

Landscaping planned for both parcels includes Prostrate Rosemary, San Diego Red
Bougainvillea, Coast Sunflower, California Wild Rose and Mediterranean Fan Palm.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

The proposed project is located in La Jolla Community Planning Area and is within the RS-1-4
zone, Coastal Height Limitation, Fire Brush Zone 300’ Buffer, Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and
parking Impact. The proposed project is surrounded by existing residential development.
The La Jolla Natural Park is located approximately 1.4 miles west of the project site. The
Pacific Ocean is located approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the project site.
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10.

11.

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?

Yes, two Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1. The City of
San Diego sent notification to these two Native American Tribes on August 6, 2019. Both the
lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel and the Jamul Indian Village responded within the 30-day period
requesting consultation and additional information. Consultation took place and was
concluded on August 7, 2019 with the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel. Consultation took place
and was concluded on August 9, 2019 with the Jamul Indian Village. Please see Section XVII of
the Initial Study for more information regarding the consultation.

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.
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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.

O

O 0X OO 0O

Aesthetics O Greenhouse Gas O Population/Housing
Emissions

Agriculture and ] Hazards & Hazardous ] Public Services

Forestry Resources Materials

Air Quality O Hydrology/Water Quality [ ] Recreation

Biological Resources O Land Use/Planning O Transportation/Traffic

Cultural Resources Il Mineral Resources X Tribal Cultural Resources

Energy O Noise O Utilities/Service System

Geology/Soils O Mandatory Findings O Wildfire

Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

X

The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required.

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.

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.
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

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 significan
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Less Than

Potentially Significant with Less Than
Issue Significant gMitigation Significant No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact
|. AESTHETICS - Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a I:l I:l |Z| I:l

scenic vista?

Development of the project would introduce new permanent visual features to the community. Per
the City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (Thresholds) projects that would
block public views from designated open space areas, roads, or parks or significant visual landmarks
or 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. These vantage points include visual access across
private properties at yards and setbacks.

The project proposes to demolish an existing dwelling unit and construct a new dwelling unit in its
place, in a residential neighborhood with similar development. In addition, the project would
construct a new dwelling unit on the currently vacant parcel, in a residential neighborhood with
similar development. No scenic vista is designated on or near the property in the La Jolla Community
Plan. The project would be required to meet all required setback and height requirements.
Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts would
be less than significant.

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

The project is situated within a developed residential neighborhood. The project is not located
within or adjacent to a state scenic highway and would be required to meet all setback and height
requirements; therefore, the project would not substantially damage such scenic resources. Impacts
would be less than significant.

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
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Less Than

Potentially P n Less Than
P Significant with P
Issue Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

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 development in 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, applicable community plan or local coastal program.

The project site is one vacant parcel and one parcel that contains an existing dwelling unit and
would construct a new dwelling unit on both lots, located in a neighborhood of similar development.
The project is compatible with the surrounding development and permitted by the community plan
and zoning designation. The project would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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.

Neither of the above conditions apply to the proposed project.

The most prominent light sources from the proposed project would be interior lighting for the two
new dwelling units, and exterior and landscaping lighting. All new lighting would be compatible with
existing lighting in the project vicinity. 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 would be 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.
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Less Than

Potentially P n Less Than
P Significant with P
Issue Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
Impact Incorporated Impact

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 therefore would not substantially affect day or
nighttime views. Impacts would be less than significant.

II.  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

the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring [ [ [ I

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
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). No Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance occurs on site of 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
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Potentially P n Less Than
P Significant with P
Issue Significant Mitigation Significant No Impact
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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 Il (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
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland D D D |Z|
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 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 n n n |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.

Ill.  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 ] ] Ol D(
quality plan?
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According to the City’s Thresholds, a project may have a significant air quality impact if it could conflict with or
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 project would develop two dwelling units in an already established neighborhood. The project 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
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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. Due to
the nature and location of the project, construction activities are expected to create minimal
fugitive dust, because of the disturbance associated with grading. 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
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal H H X H
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
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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
guantities 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 4 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
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
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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 project proposes replacement of an existing residence and the development of a new residence
on a currently vacant parcel. The vacant parcel has been previously graded to address a previous
slope failure. The site does not contain or support Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) as defined
by the Biology Guidelines of the City's Land Development Manual. The site 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 Il, Tier lllA, or Tier
[11B Habitats.

Due to the site lacking resources, implementation of the project would not have a substantial
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 O O O 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
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 ] ] ] X
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
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established native resident or
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 is consistent with the City's Biology Guidelines (2018) and ESL Regulations; no conflict with
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources would occur.

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 ] (| ] ]
resource as defined in §15064.5?

Archaeological Resources

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 adjacent to the site. In addition, an
archaeological resources survey was performed in April 2019 (Cultural Resource Survey for the Lys
Residence and the Jamz Treehouse Residence Project, Laguna Mountain Environmental, Inc., April
2019). The survey found no cultural resources but due to limited visibility the survey recommended
monitoring.

While the CHRIS search was negative and survey was negative, based on the amount of grading

proposed and the limited visibility during the survey, there is a potential for the project to impact
buried archaeological resources and mitigation measures related to Cultural Resources
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(Archaeology) are required. All potential impacts related to the presence of archeological resources
at the site would be reduced and addressed through the purview of a qualified Archaeologist and
Native American monitor. Monitoring by-this-individual would occur at all stages of ground-
disturbing activities at the site. Furthermore, a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
(MMRP), as detailed within Section V of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), would be
implemented to address this issue specifically. With implementation of the cultural resources
monitoring program, potential impacts on 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,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association. In accordance with CEQA and San Diego Municipal
Code Section 143.0212 the proposed project site underwent historic review by Plan Historic staff in
August 2019.

Based on this review Plan Historic staff determined that the property does not meet local
designation criteria as an individually significant resource under any adopted HRB Criteria. This
determination is good for five years from this date unless new information is provided that speaks
to the building's eligibility for designation. Therefore, no historical research report was required at
this time and the project as proposed has no potential to impact any unique or non-unique
historical resources. No impacts to the built environment would 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
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paleontological monitoring. In moderate sensitivity the threshold is grading in excess of 2000 cubic
yards and 10 feet in depth.

According to submitted grading quantities the proposed project would exceed these thresholds.
Grading on Parcel A would be 3,800 cubic yards to a depth of 12.5 feet. grading on Parcel B would be
2,140 cubic yards to a depth of 10.51 feet. paleontological monitoring will therefore be required.

Paleontological monitoring will become a requirement of the permit. Regulatory compliance will
reduce impacts to paleontological resources to below a level of significance.

On Thursday, February 7, 2019, the California Coastal Commission certified the 11th Update to the
Land Development Code which included Ordinance-20919. This ordinance is an Ordinance
Amending Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1 of the San Diego Municipal Code by Amending Section
142.0101, Amending Section 142.0130 by Amending the Editors Note, and adding new Section
142.0151, Relating to Paleontological Resources and Grading Proposed as Part of the 11th Update to
the Land Development Code. Therefore, impacts to Paleontological Resources will remain below a
level of significance through regulatory compliance with 0-20919. The requirement for monitoring
will be included as conditions of the permit as opposed to mitigation in the environmental
document. Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Disturb human remains, including
those interred outside of dedicated ] (| ] ]
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 of the current California Energy
Code (Title 24). In addition, the proposed 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 are
energy reducing (cool roof, etc.). The proposed project is two single dwelling units which would not
have any out of the ordinary energy consumption. Less than significant impact.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local

plan for renewable energy or energy |:| |:| |Z| D
efficiency?
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The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan land use
designations. Please refer to VI(b) for further information on energy efficiency strategies.

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.

The project is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. In addition, the project submitted a
Geotechnical Report (Proposed Residences, 7248 Encelia Drive and 7231 Romero Drive, San Diego,
California, prepared by SCST, dated December 2019) that has been reviewed by City Geology staff.
Per staff review, the geotechnical consultant has adequately addressed the soil and geologic
conditions potentially affecting the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be 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, in order
to ensure that potential impacts based on regional geologic hazards would remain less than
significant and mitigation is not required.

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] X Il

Refer to response VIl (a). The site could be affected by seismic activity as a result of earthquakes on
major active faults located throughout the Southern California area. The project would utilize
proper engineering design and utilization of 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.

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

Refer to response VIl (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
resultin an increase in the potential for seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.
Impacts would be less than significant.

iv) Landslides? |:| |:| D |Z|

Refer to response VIl (a). A previous slope failure did occur on Parcel B (7231 Romero). The impacts
due to this slope failure have already been stabilized via emergency Coastal Development Permit in
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2014. The Geotechnical and Fault Rupture Hazard Investigation undertaken by SCST, LLC notes that
the previous slope failure was the result of previous grading operations undertaken by the previous
owner. The slope failure was stabilized as noted above and the SCST LLC report notes that they
found no evidence of recent landslides or slope instabilities since that stabilization. Furthermore,
staff reviewed the USGS U.S. Landslide Inventory
(https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=ae120962f459434b8c904b456¢82
669d) which demonstrated that 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? [ 0 X O]

Refer to response VIl (a). The project includes a landscape plan that has been reviewed and
approved by City staff that precludes erosion of topsoil. 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 VIl (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 IZI
to life or property?

The proposed project is located on Olivenhain cobbly loam soil. This soil is not defined as expansive.
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:
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a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may

have a significant impact on the Il Ol X L]
environment?

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 may be determined not to be
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
to be acceptable. The CAP Consistency Checklist includes a three-step process to determine project 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 project 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, as well as bicycling, walking,
transit, and land use 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 project’s
contribution of GHGs to cumulative statewide emissions would be less than cumulatively
considerable. Therefore, the project’s 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 [ [ X [

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 designations. Further based upon review and evaluation of the
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completed CAP Consistency Checklist for the project, the project 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 be
less than significant.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create asignificant hazard to the public
or the environment through routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous O O B4 O
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
conditions involving the release of O O I O
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:

e Aprojectis located within 1,000 feet of a known contamination site;

e A projectis 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;

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

e Aprojectis located in Centre City San Diego, Barrio Logan, or other areas known or
suspected to contain contamination sites;

e Aprojectislocated on or near an active or former landfill;

e A projectislocated 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;
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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.

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 proposed project location is not within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, 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?
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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
in a safety hazard for people residing [ O [ I
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 project is residential development 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 [ [ [ &

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? O O I O

The project would comply with all storm water quality standards during and after construction, and
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP's) will be utilized and provided for on-site.
Implementation of theses BMP's would preclude any violations of existing standards and discharge
regulations. This will be addressed through the project's Conditions of Approval; therefore, impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
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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
table level (e.g., the production rate of [ [ I
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.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of H H 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 H H X
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
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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? O O I O

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?

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? [ [ [ I

The project is consistent with the General Plan and La Jolla Community Plan land use designation.
The project site is located within a developed residential neighborhood and surrounded by similar
residential development. The development of two dwelling units 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 [ [ [ 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
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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.
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat

conservation plan or natural U L] Il X

community conservation plan?

As previously discussed in Section IV, although the proposed project is not within the MHPA, the
project would be consistent with all relevant goals and policies regarding the preservation and
protection of biological resources, as outlined in the City's MSCP. The proposed project does not
have the potential to conflict with any habitat conservation plans. In addition, implementation of the
project would be consistent with all biological resources policies outlined in the General Plan, La Jolla
Community Plan and Local Coastal Land Use Plan. Implementation of the project would not conflict
with any applicable plans, and no impact would occur.

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents [ [ [ I
of the state?

The project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state.

b) Resultin 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.

XIIl. NOISE - Would the project result in:

a) Generation of, noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local H H X
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

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

Traffic generated noise would 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 land uses, 75 dbA exterior for office, churches, and professional uses, and 75 dbA exterior for
commercial land uses.
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e 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.

e 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
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 apply.

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 O O |Z| O
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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?

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 O O O X
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

The proposed 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) H H X H
or indirectly (for example, through

extension of roads or other

infrastructure)?

The proposed project is replacing an existing dwelling unit with a new dwelling unit. An additional
new dwelling unit would be constructed, but the construction of one new unit would not induce
substantial population growth. Infrastructure already exists on the project site to account for both
dwelling units. Impacts remain less than significant.

b) Displace substantial numbers of

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

elsewhere?

The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The proposed project would result in the
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replacement of one dwelling unit and the construction of a new dwelling unit on a currently vacant
parcel. Therefore, the result of the project is a net addition to available housing.

c) Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the construction O O O X
of replacement housing elsewhere?

The replacement of an existing dwelling unit and the construction of a new dwelling unit on a vacant
lot would not displace substantial numbers of people. New construction of replacement housing
elsewhere would not occur.

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

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 proposed 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 ] ] Il X
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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 H
such that substantial physical
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?

The project is-not would not construction recreational facilities, ner and does it require the
expansion of recreation facilities.

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project?

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

The construction of two dwelling units 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 H
in the City of San Diego Transportation
Study Manual?
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The proposed project is the development of two dwelling units and 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 H
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

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

d) Resultininadequate emergency [
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
California Register of Historical

Resources, or in a local register of ] ] ] X
historical resources as defined in Public

Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

The project is the replacement of an existing dwelling unit with a new dwelling unit and construction
of an additional dwelling unit. The existing dwelling unit is not listed or 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).

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 ] (| ] ]
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
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all tribes that have previously requested such notification for projects within the City of San Diego.
On August 7, 2019 the City of San Diego received a letter of interest from lipay Nation of Santa
Ysabel and the Jamul Indian Village requesting to engage with the City for the purposes of AB 52. In
order to implement AB 52 consultation, the City of San Diego Development Services Department
(DSD), the Jamul Indian Village, and the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel engaged in consultation for the
project. Through this consultation process, it was determined no additional mitigation measures
were needed to address this issue area in addition to what had already been recommended for the
project which will be incorporated into the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP).

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment

requirements of the applicable O O O 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.

b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment

facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which O O O I

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.

¢) 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 O O O I
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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)  Be served 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 4nity units is anticipated to generate
typical 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?
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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 two dwelling units in the place of one existing dwelling unit 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 in an urbanized neighborhood of similar residential development. The proposed
project is in a high fire severity zone. However, the proposed project is surrounded by existing
development with no wildlands near the site. 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) ] ] X ]
that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

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.
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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 thatalthough there is the potential of significant impacts related to
Cultural Resources (Archaeology) and Tribal Cultural Resources. As such, mitigation measures
included in this document would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level as
outlined within the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Therefore, with mitigation incorporated, the
project would not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 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.

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
possible. As such, the project is not anticipated to contribute to potentially significant cumulative
environmental impacts.
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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
City of San Diego General Plan
Community Plans: La Jolla 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, 1973
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)

Site Specific Report:

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, 1997

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

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines

Site Specific Report: Biological Technical Report for the Foxhill Project, San Diego California,
prepared by Leopold Biological Services., April 2021

Cultural Resources (includes Historical Resources and Built Environment)
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines

City of San Diego Archaeology Library

Historical Resources Board List

Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report:

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:
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Site Specific Report:

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:

Hydrology/Drainage

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/tmd|/303d_lists.html

Site Specific Report:

Land Use and Planning

City of San Diego General Plan
Community Plan

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination:

Other Plans:

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

City of San Diego General Plan: Conservation Element

Site Specific Report:

Noise

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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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, LaJolla, 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
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:

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:

Utilities
Site Specific Report:

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

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

Revised: April 2021
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Location Map
7248 Encelia 7231 Romero CDP/Project No. 624464
City of San Diego — Development Services Department
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Site Plan
7248 Encelia 7231 Romero CDP/Project No. 624464
City of San Diego — Development Services Department
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