THE CiTtYy oF SAN DiEGO

REPORT TO THE HEARING OFFICER

HEARING DATE: February 11, 2015 REPORT NO. HO-15-015
ATTENTION: Hearing Officer

SUBJECT: MORSE RESIDENCE PROJECT NO. 323667

LOCATION: 5550 Calumet Avenue

APPLICANT: Samantha Tosti, Martin Architecture

SUMMARY

Issue: Should the Hearing Officer approve a Site Development Permit and Coastal
Development Permit to remodel an existing single family residence to allow a minor
addition to the first floor and a new second-story of approximately 1,015 square feet for a
total gross floor area of approximately 2,935 square feet and the after-the-fact permitting
and color coating of a coastal bluff protective device (gunite) at 5550 Calumet Avenue?

Staff Recommendation — Approve Site Development Permit No. 1130780 and Coastal
Development Permit No. 1131955.

Community Planning Group Recommendation — The La Jolla Community Planning
Association voted 12:1:1 on November 7, 2013, to recommend approval of the project.

Environmental Review: The project was determined to be exempt pursuant to California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301. Section 15301 allows
additions to existing structures that would not result in more than a fifty percent increase
of the floor area of the structure before the addition. None of the exceptions listed in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15003.2 apply, therefore this exemption is applicable to the
proposed project. This project is not pending an appeal of the environmental
determination. The environmental exemption determination for this project was made on
December 10, 2014 and the opportunity to appeal that determination ended December 24,
2014.

BACKGROUND

The La Jolla Community Plan Land Use map designates the site for Low Density Residential use
at a density range of 5-9 dwelling units per acre (Attachment 1). The site is located at 5550
Calumet Avenue in the urbanized Bird Rock neighborhood in the La Jolla community



(Attachment 2). The site is zoned RS-1-7 for single family residential development. The site is
currently developed with a single family structure constructed in 1952 (Attachment 3). The front
yard setback required for this property is determined by Map thereof No. 2799 filed July 11,
1951 and is established as five feet from the property line parallel to the public right-of-way. The
Project is consistent with the established setback.

The site contains two bluff protection devices, a permitted sea wall and an unpermitted bluff
protective device (gunite). Prior to the City of San Diego having permitting authority for Coastal
developments, the California Coastal Commission approved the existing sea wall under Permit
No. F0626 in 1973. The existing sea wall was constructed at the base of the coastal bluff face at
two sites, 5550 and 5544 Calumet Avenue. The site at 5544 Calumet Avenue was issued a
Coastal Development Permit by the California Coastal Commission to allow the construction of
the gunite (Attachment 4), yet no permit to install gunite on the bluff face at 5550 Calumet
Avenue has been located.

DISCUSSION

The Morse Residence project (Project) proposes to remodel an existing single family residence
to allow a minor addition to the first floor and a new second-story of approximately 1,015 square
feet for a total gross floor area of approximately 2,935 square feet and the after-the-fact
permitting and color coating of a coastal bluff protective device (gunite) at 5550 Calumet
Avenue (Attachment 5). The site is currently developed with an existing single family home and
associated improvements on the property. All new proposed development would occur within the
previously developed, level portions of the site. New structural foundations would observe a
forty-foot bluff edge setback from the coastal bluff edge as required by the regulations and
recommended by the Geologic and Coastal Engineering investigation reports. No natural slopes,
sensitive coastal or marine resources or other environmentally sensitive areas would be adversely
affected by the proposed Project.

This Coastal Development Permit would authorize after-the-fact the gunite at 5550 Calumet
Avenue to remain and protect the bluff, the adjacent property, and the public from injury. Some
of the existing improvements westerly of the top of bluff, specifically decks and stairs, do not
serve as shoreline protection and the owner has agreed to remove those features pursuant to the
recommendation of the La Jolla Community Plan, page 51, Section D. Further, conditions of
approval included in the draft Site Development Permit No. 1130955 and Coastal Development
Permit No. 1130780 require the removal of these specific previously permitted non-essential
features currently west of the bluff edge provided that such removal would not result in damage
to the coastal bluff, or otherwise adversely affect the functionality of the existing California
Coastal Commission approved seawall and the existing gunite. Additionally the owner proposes
to color the existing gunite to more naturally match the adjacent natural bluffs.

The site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the form of a sensitive coastal bluff. The
applicant’s geotechnical consultant submitted several reports concerning bluff stability, erosion
rates, wave run-up analysis, the need to maintain the gunite on the site. The conclusions of these
reports indicates the gunite bluff facing and protective features are necessary to mitigate marine



and rainfall erosion and would provide protection for the primary residence for an estimated 75
years. Due to the gunite bluff facing and protective features presence and performance for over
37 years, the setback of forty feet is adequate and would be adequately stable throughout the 75-
year life of the proposed development. With regard to the after the fact approval of the gunite, all
of the requirements of Municipal Code Section 143.0143 have been met consistent with the
geotechnical and coastal bluff evaluation reports prepared by Geotechnical Exploration Inc. and
GeoSoils Inc.

Prior to the City of San Diego having permitting authority for Coastal developments, the
California Coastal Commission, when it issued the coastal development permit for the gunite at
5544 Calumet Avenue, made all of the necessary findings for gunite installation and retention. It
should be noted the gunite protects the existing coastal bluff at both 5550 and 5544 Calumet
Avenue from excessive erosion and potential additional bluff failure. However, the gunite is not
necessary for or needed to support the proposed additions to the existing home as those proposed
additions are beyond the forty foot setback and would be safe from the erosion for the 75 year
life expectancy of the additions. Finally, as a result of previous failures, and the extreme vertical
face of the failed bluff at 5550 Calumet, removal of the gunite would not only likely damage the
bluff, but would potentially expose both homes to damage, and could potentially subject the
public to danger due to rocks falling and other dangerous conditions. The Project complies with
all the development regulations of the RS-1-7 Zone and Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations that apply to this site.

The La Jolla Community Plan (Plan) identifies the site for residential development. The Project
is consistent with the designated use identified in the Plan. Further, the Project would be
consistent with the single family character of the existing neighborhood as perceived from the
public right-of-way. The design of the home would be compatible with the appearance of the
existing neighborhood and incorporate fagade articulation and architectural details that would
improve the aesthetic appeal of the structure when viewed from the street and from along the
coast. The proposed home would not adversely affect any visitor-serving or recreational facility.
No coastal scenic resources, recreational or visitor-serving facilities exist on the site. Through
the review of the proposed Project, the Project was determined to be consistent with the Plan’s
land use designation, the Plan’s design guidelines and the development regulations of the RS-1-7
Zone.

There are no existing physical accessways to the shoreline across the Project site. The La Jolla
Community Plan does not identify any proposed public accessway across the site. As such, the
proposed coastal development would not encroach upon any existing physical accessway that is
legally used by the public or any proposed public accessway identified in a Local Coastal
Program land use plan.

There are no designated public views within the existing side yards identified in the Community
Plan. Nevertheless, the Project is designed and sited so as not to block or obstruct any view along
the side yard setbacks and the side yards are required to be four feet wide and the property owner
would be required to record two (2) four—foot wide View Corridor Easements, as shown on
Exhibit “A,” in accordance with SDMC section 132.0403 along the southerly and northerly side
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property lines. The new views created through the private property would be eight feet in
combined width. All fencing, landscaping, and other improvements in the view corridors would
be restricted by recording the easements to assure the preservation of the public views towards
the ocean. The Project would adhere to community goals, not to intrude into any of the identified
public view corridors, in that no identified public view corridors are identified in the La Jolla
Community Plan across the site. The Project would result in more public viewing opportunities
than what exists presently. The new views provided by the Project in the north and south side
yards would provide public views to the ocean beyond and prevent a “walling off”” or other
adverse effect to the community. There would not be any increase in building footprint of the
existing structure that would, from a public vantage point, result in public views blockage to or
along the ocean. The ridge height of the second story addition would be twenty-four feet six
inches high, which is below the maximum permitted height of thirty feet. The Project would not
adversely obstruct public views to or along the ocean or other scenic resources.

The Project would have no impact on the public’s ability to access coastal areas open to the
public and would have no impact upon the public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act. The western most portion of the property is a very high nearly vertical
previously failed coastal bluff with existing permitted private stairs to the shoreline and ocean
below. These private stairs, as well as other non-essential improvements on the bluff, would be
removed as shown on the Exhibit “A” to improve the visual appearance and aesthetics of the site
to and along the shoreline and as viewed from the beach below and the ocean to the west. The La
Jolla Community Plan identifies access to the shoreline from other locations in the neighborhood
and not across the subject property. No coastal access is identified by the La Jolla Community
Plan from this site.

The Project would be consistent with the land use and would conform to all the requirements of
the RS-1-7 zone, the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. The
proposed Project would be consistent with the goals identified by the La Jolla Community Plan
and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan for residential development. The proposed structure is
designed to achieve a harmonious visual relationship between the bulk and scale of the existing
and the adjacent structures. The proposed Project would be consistent with the recommended
land use, design guidelines, and development standards in effect for the subject property per the
adopted La Jolla Community Plan, the Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, the City’s
certified Local Coastal Program, and the City of San Diego’s Progress Guide and General Plan,
which recommend the subject property be developed with single-family residential development
in accordance with development regulations of the existing RS-1-7 zone.

The site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the form of sensitive coastal bluffs.
Currently, the bluff is protected with air-placed concrete (gunite)(currently unpermitted) and
other shoreline protective devices. The existing seawall on site was permitted by California
Coastal Commission Development Permit F-0628 in 1973. This Coastal Development Permit
would after-the-fact authorize the gunite to remain and protect the bluff, the adjacent property,
and the public from injury. Some of the existing improvements westerly of the top of bluff,
specifically decks and stairs, do not serve as shoreline protection and the Applicant has agreed to
remove those features and patch the gunite pursuant to the recommendation of the La Jolla



Community Plan, page 51, Section D. Further, condition 32 of Site Development Permit No.
1130955 and Coastal Development Permit No. 1130780 and approved Exhibit “A” requires the
removal of these specific previously permitted non-essential features currently west of the bluff
edge provided that such removal would not result in damage to the coastal bluff, or otherwise
adversely affect the functionality of the existing California Coastal Commission approved
seawall and the existing gunite (shoreline erosion control). Additionally the existing air-placed
concrete (gunite) would be patched and colored to more naturally match the adjacent bluffs. The
site is not within or adjacent to the City’s Multi-Habitat Planning Area.

The Project site is not located within the FW (Floodway) or FPF (Floodplain Fringe) zones and
would not result in undue risk from flooding. The existing drainage system designed for the
Project is consistent with requirements of the City Engineer and would minimize risks associated
with runoff and erosion by directing all runoff into a drainage system to the public right-of-way
and away from the coastal bluff as required by the regulations. The Project site does not contain
and is not located adjacent to any natural vegetation which would pose a risk from wildfire nor
would result in any undue risk from fire hazards. The site has been previously graded as a result
of construction of the existing structure and associated improvements on the property. No further
grading of the site is necessary to implement the proposed additions and remodel.

No grading of the site is required to accommodate the proposed development. No sensitive
coastal resources or environmentally sensitive areas would be disturbed by the proposed Project.
No adjacent public parks or public recreational areas adjacent to and immediately surrounding
the subject site would be adversely affected because the proposed development would occur
entirely on private property. No impacts to these resources would occur as a result of the
development. The Project as designed and conditioned would ensure the sensitive coastal bluff
would not be adversely impacted. Technical reports submitted by the applicant’s consultants
have demonstrated the site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the proposed
development and the development would not result in a disturbance to environmentally sensitive
lands.

The owners submitted an application to the Development Services Department for a Preliminary
Review, PTS# 266243, to determine early on if the existing structure has the potential to be
historically significant. As part of the preliminary review undertaken in PTS#266243, the
applicant submitted a Historic Resource Research Report prepared by Scott A Moomjian, dated
January 2012. The report concluded the house located at 5550 Calumet Avenue is not eligible for
designation under any Historic Resources Board Criteria due to a lack of integrity resulting from
substantial prior alteration of the house, including: construction of a dining room addition and
integral fence along the front elevation that resulted in modification of the roof pitch, installation
of a masonry wall at the front with windows, door grilles and chimney; and expansion of the
eave across the garage. These alterations significantly altered the original appearance of the
home. Therefore, staff concurred with the conclusion of the report that the building is not eligible
for designation under any Historic Resources Board Criteria.



Conclusion

The Project neither requests nor requires the approval of any deviation or variance to allow the
development as proposed. Staff has reviewed the proposed Project and all issues identified
through the review process have been resolved in conformance with adopted City Council
policies and regulations of the Land Development Code. Staff has provided draft findings to
support approval of the proposed Site Development Permit and Coastal Development Permit
(Attachment 6). The draft Site Development Permit No. 1130780 and Coastal Development
Permit No. 1131955 is provided as Attachment 7. Staff recommends the Hearing Officer approve
the Project as proposed.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Approve Site Development Permit No. 1130780 and Coastal Development Permit No.
1131955, with modifications.

2. Deny Site Development Permit No. 1130780 and Coastal Development Permit No.
1131955, if the findings required to approve the project cannot be affirmed.

Respectfully submitt

olh S. Fishe
velopment Project Manager

evelopment Services Department
Attachments:

Community Plan Land Use Map

Project Location Map

Aerial Photograph & Street view

California Coastal Commission approval at 5544 Calumet Avenue
Project Plans

Draft Permit Resolution with Findings

Draft Permit with Conditions

Environmental Exemption

Project Data Sheet

Community Planning Group Recommendation
Ownership Disclosure Statement
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SAN DIEGO COAST REGIONAL COMMISSION
Minutes
Hegular Meebing
Friday, Avgust 3, 1973 - 9:15 z.m.
State Building
1350 Front Street
San Diego, California 92101
MEMBERS PRESENT: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:
Malcolm A. Love, Chalrman Thomag A, Crandall
Cornelius Dubtcher
Jeffery Prautschy SECRETARY:

Robert Frazee

F. Gilbert Jchnson Daniel Gorfain

Evan Jones

FElmer Keen STAFF:
Rolland McNeely Rod Dopnelly
Leglie Parker : William Healy
Tom Fearson Paul Howard

Michael Ward
MEMBERS ABSENT:

. COUNSEL:
Lou Conde

Douglas B. Noble
Attorney General Rep.
Los Angeles

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting of August 3, 1973, was called to order &t 9:17 by Chairman Love.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MOTION MADE, SECONDED, and CARRIED to approve the minutes of July 20,
1973, and July 27, 1973.

FXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPCRT

Mr. Crandall said development permit applications have slowed down, with only
LO belng received over the last two weeks. One exemption was recelved during
that period of time. A total of 776 development permit applieations and 123
claims of exemption have been received to date.

The agenda‘of August 17 should be light unless there is a carry over from
today's meebting. Only four regular calendar items have been scheduled for
that meeting.

Mr. Crandall reviewed the planned tentative agenda for August 31, 1973.

The staff will preparve comments and recommendations on the CPQ coastline plan
draft for review by the Commission which will probably take half a day. A
field trip to La Jolla, Mission Beach, and the Sunset Cliffs area is tenta-
tively planned for the afternoon session.

Mr. Frazee asked when the carry-over items from today's agenda will be heard
in light of the speclal hearing on the San Onofre units on August 10, 1973.
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11* high concrebe sea protection sbout 10'-12' beyond the ¢liff toe.
Bite is Celumet Street between Midway andFPorward Street from 5544 Lo
5564, Calumet, La Jolla.

Applicant — Cliffside Protection Groupy B. G. Hildyard

Mr, Crandall saild the bluffs do require some type of protection. Tt appears that
the proposed development will provide the necessary protection and is engineeringly
sound as well ag aesthetically more pleasing than rip rap. Therefore, staff
recommended approval of the project, with the noted conditions: +that any nylon
bagging be removed after the concrebe sebs; staff be permitted to inspect the
footing prior to pumping of the concrste to verify that the extension will be

no more than 12' onto the beach from the cliff toe; comecrete be colored tan to
approximate the color of the adjacent ¢liffs; each end of the projesct be designed
to prevent wave energy belng directed against adjacent unprobected cliffs.

MOTTON MADE and SECONDED to approve this project with the noted conditions.

Mpy. Frazee asked if it would be betbtter to keep the nylon bags on.  However,
Mr, Crandall said st sgome time the bagging will rip and become unsightly, and
perhaps dangerous. HRemoval of the bagging will not weaken the structure in
any way. Mr. Keen asked if the public would be able to walk on the structure.
Mr. Crandall sald yes, and it would provide more public access on the beach as
the area where the structure is to be built is quite steep now and almost
imposeible to walk on. The proposed structure will provide steps that can be.
walked on easily. Mr. Parker said it would create a sidewalk for the public.
Mr, Frautschy noted that this is & very innovative technique, and may prove to
be an effective substitute for rip rap along thisg coast.

* Mr. Pearson returned to the meelting.

MCTION voted upon and CARRTED to approve this project with noted
conditions by a vote of 10 yes (Dutcher, Frautschy, Frazee, Johnson,
Jones, Keen, McNeely, Parker, Pearson, and Love), O no, O abstention.

F0629 343 condominiums on 13.L4 acres. Five detached buildings are proposed.
Site is Nimitz Boulevard and Voltaire Street, Point Loma, San Diego.
Applicant — Loma Portal Development Company and Swan Constructors

Mr. Crandall said staff comtacted the City Parks and Recreation Department to
determine 1f there was a posslbility that this site would be used for a public
park. The City stated they plamned no such use of the site. The Peninsula

Plan did include a park in this area. Staff, therefore, recommended approval

with conditions (landscaping include screening of project from Nimitz Boulevard
and Voltalre with 15 gallen trees to include the endemic species, torrey pines

and western sycamore, as well as food bearing trees for the birds common to

the Famosa Street Slough, such as Toyons, Elderberry, Pyrocanthus, and Podocarpus).
He also stated most of the increased traffic will be away from the main arteries
that the public uses for access Lo besaches,

MOTION MADE and SECONDED to approve this project with the stated
conditions.

My, Pearson made a correction to the recommendation which stated 5 gallon trees;
this should be changed to 15 gallon trees.

MOTION voted on and CARRIED by a vote of 10 yes (Dutcher, Frautschy,
Frazee, Johnson, Jones, Keen, McNeely, Parker, Pearson, and Love),
0 no, 0 abstention to approve the projsct with noted conditions.
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SAN DIEGO COAST REGIONAL COMMISSION
Minutes
Speclal Hearing
Friday, July 27, 1973 - 9:15 a.m.
State Building
1350 Front Street
San Diego, California 92101
MEMBERS PRESENT: FEXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:
Malcolm A. Love, Cheairman Thomags A, Crandall
Jeffery D. Frautschy
Robert C. Frazee SECRETARY:

F. Gilbert Johnson

Daniel Gorfain
Evan V. Jones 1 Gorfal

Elmer EKeen

Rolland M. McNeely STAFE:

Les Parker William Healy
Tom B. Pearson Paul B. Howard

Michael Ward
MEMBERS ABSENT:

Lou Conde
Cornelius G. Dubcher .

CALL TO ORDER:

Chairman Love called the meeting of July 27, 1973, to order ab 9:17 a.m.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:

The agenda for the meeting of July 27, 1973, was approved.

EXECUTTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPORT

Mr. Crandall said Mr. Noble, representative of the Attorney General's office,
was 111 and would not be attending today. If any legal matters came up, they
would be deferred until the next meeting.

fr. Crandall reminded those in attendance that this meeting was a continuance
of last week's regular hearing. A1l items scheduled on the agendsa were public
hearing items.  The Commission has adopted a policy whereby the applicant will
have eight minutes to present his project, with the opposition having a total
of eight minutes to present their views. The time limits will be waived where
tegtimony is valid and pertinent; testimony should not be repetitive.

REGULAR CALENDAR TTEMS

FOOL6 A three story, two building, 91 unit condominium project, consisting
of 18 three bedroom units, 3% two bedroom units, and 48 one bedroom
units. 141 off-street parking spaces are being provided. Site is
east side of and immediately adjacent to Nimitz Boulevard st the end
of Soto Street, which is a cul-de-sac, in San Diego.

Applicant -~ The Portofino

Mr. Crandall made several corrections to the project summary: breakdown of
bedroom units is 17 three~bedroom units; 48 two-bedroom units; 26 one-bedroom
units, 137 off-ztreet parking spaces will be provided.
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¢ Hearing Opened:
fhe applicant was not present. No objections were raised againsgt the project.
4 Public Hearing Closed.

FO622 17 urdt condomin’um with 9 one-bedroom units, 7 two-bedroom units, and
1 three-bedroom units. 26 underground parking spaces will be provided
and recreation facilities. Site is LOL1 Fanuel Street, southeast
corner of Faruel and La Palma, Pacific Beach, San Diego.

Applicant - Augusto Angelucci, Fanuel Street Development Company

Mr, Crandall said the concern of the gtaff is for the extension of Fanuel
Street as it will encroach on the public right-—of-way and the beach.

Public Hearing Openeds:

Ruth Peyton, Pacific Beach Planners. Mrs. Peybon raised a point of order and
sald this application wes deficilent according to Section 13210 of the Act.
The applicant must get permits for discretionary actions, in this case,
encroachment of the street, and righteocf-way of the .puliec.

Mr. Gorfain reviewed the actions of the City as saying they would grant a
permit for development i1f the applicant would extend the street and meske -
improvements. If the applicant agrees to this stipulation, he will nobt need
a discretionary approval from the city, The staff has already checked into
thig matter.

Howard Dwort asked that this item be trailed because of the spplicantts absence.

FO426 11 foot high sea wall extending about 10'-12* beyond the cliff toe and 200" long.
Site is Celumet Street between Midway and Forwara Street from 5544 to
5564 Calumet, La Jolla.
Applicant - Ciliffside Protection Group, B. C. Hildyard

Mr. Crandsll said the wall would serve as probection for 4 lots against wave
erogion. One letfer of opposltion was received from R. L. Miller who said
action of this type is nobt undesireble if it is deemed necessary by competent
engineers. He added that a dedicated right—of-way owned by the City is
located between the subject properties and the ocean. Any protection work
will encroach on this public property, and should be done only 1f found
essential by government engineers withoub a financial interest in the work.
He also objected to the unsightliness of concrete walls on the beach.

Public Hearing Opened:

Bing Hildyard, applicant. Mr. Hildyard said he is a Consulting Engineer
and has worked in coastal engineering for the State of California as well
as geveral other states. He stated there is a very bad erosion problem in
this area and some type of protection is needed. Some caves are now
endangering the bluff. Last year, L' of the ¢liff was lost to erosion.
Even though other property owners do not want to join in the wall, the
Army Corps of Engineers has sald that in the future, they will have to do
something about protection of thelr homes also. The place where the wall
is to be constructed is now cobbles and it is almost impossible to walk
there because of the incline. He has an encroachment permit from the city
for the well. A rock revetment wall was built many years ago which was
further from the ¢liff than this project will. A vertical sea wall is
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ing th

hat could be put in, The type of wall the applicant is
d on this coagt. Tt conslsts of large nylon bags theb are
ebe, Fach block will weigh ap@wozima 1} =1ght tons and
rip rap. The blocks will laid in stepg back to the cliff,

;fg Mr. Joneg asked 1f the permit grambted for 8 ses wall in this area several weeks
ago was of the same tvpe zs this wall. Mr. Hildysrd said it wag not; however,
this wall is soms distance away. Mr. Jones said he thought the applicant
should use the same ty?¢ of sea wall, and keep the protection walle consisbent
in the area, Mr., Hildyard sald he did not feel a verticel wall would work in
this aresa. Wabter tends to erode in front of a vertical wall,

Mr. Hildyard said he has consulted with Scripps Institute and they feel this
type of wall will be much bebter than those now used on this coast. Tt will
not encroach on as much beach 2s conventional walls (verticel and rip rap).
The concrebe hlocks will be much smoother and easy to walk on. They can be
uged to sit on or store belongings while sunbathing. They will be constructed
on & & to 1 slope where it is now very diffiecult to walk, Mr. Keen asked if
the wall could be buillt on the cliff. Mr. Hildyard sald thet would be ver;
difficult because of type method used in constructing the blocks. Mr. Keen
agked why it couldn't be right at the cliff, because concrete can be formed.
M. ﬁL&d ard said this may only serve to irritate the erosion problen.

A )

My, Frautschy said he went over the plans with the applicant and feels this .

iz a2 good method of cliff and bsach protection. The wall will be both attractive
and ”oncuﬂcnal ag it ds in a step-like structure.

con t?hﬁt on. Mr., Fraut
ot very sccesgible to th
Le al ot impossible to
or construction of the

7

Mr. Keen asked if this will %equzre more beach £
said 1t will use & 1ittle more, but this beach 1
public and is not all sandy. mrg Hildyard szid i
walk on the portion of the beach that would be used £
wall.

sehy
&

Wayne Johngon, General Building Contractor, San Diego, Mr. Johnson seid b

would like to add to Mr. Miller's letter that was read., He and his neighbors
were not informed of the construction of this wall by Mr. Hildyerd, bub first
knew of it when they received the notice of hearing from the Reglonal Commission.
He feels the necesgity for a sea wa¢1 should be determined by a publlc engineer,
The concrete when placed in will be moist and may cause the lan é to glide
creating possible damage to other bropp rtieg. 4 bag wall iz not a permanent
degign. The bags may tear, exposing the color of tha concrete, The

problem that ocecurs is not from eroslon, but from poor drainage. The problem
with the logs of the cliff was a draiﬁage problem from the neighbor, not Glif?

srosion. At a meeting of the City P1 mﬁ,lﬁg Commiggion, it was d%SPQVQTGd at
a stoppedwup sewer was causing soll saburstion, which ceused the land to

glide.

Mr. Keen asked if an emergency permit was nol granted for the other sea wall.
Mr. Crandall sald an emergency permit was ilssued only for that portion of the
wall where serious erosion was threatening the property. A regular psrmit
was granted by the Commlssion for the ?emalﬁder of the wall through public
hearing and voting.

schy there are drainage problems involved, bubt the erosion
n has been plaguing the area since the 1950%s,

Mr, Johnson said he would not oppose the project if a public enginesr delermined
there was a real erosion problem.
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Fragtschy asked what would be done ahoub scedlerated erozion at the ends of
o

e walls. M. E‘?dyard sai £ the wall will be brought to the cl £f
hich will eliminabte this er

Mr. Keen seid he is oppoged to plecemesl sclutions to problems glong the
coastline, and seid all the wallg should be the same to preserve uniformity,
Mz, Milayard said a vertical wall of this type needs supporb.

Public Hearing Closed.

FOA29  3L3 condominium on 13.4 acres. Five debached buildiagva¢* proposad,
Site is Nimitz Bowlevard and Voltaire Streest, Point Loma, San Diego,
Applicant - Loma Portel Development Company and Swan Constructors

Mr, Crendsald seid the staff was concerned with increased traffic, that the ares
was being increasingly defeloped by high dengity projects.
Mr. Jones said this project is just barely within boundaries of the coastal

Public Hesring Opened:

Victor Druskin, attorney for applicant. Mr, Druskin showed two photos of the
site and e¢ghbow1n projects. They hope to landsc ape 0% of the site. 32%
will be used for %uzldlcg, and L% for recreational sreas, and the remainder
for paﬁklﬁg_ The staff is concerned aboul incressed traffic. The density

is to be 26 units per acre. Much of the traffic in Ocean Beach is beach
traffic. Residents of the project should not affect the traffic SigﬁlLWCdﬁviy

My, Druskin ?@fl“w@d the road changes that will be made., They will assist in
widening of Voltaire and eliminate an eye sore from the area., The project

will add substantisl numbers of consumers to the numerous commercial facilities
on Volteire, thereby improving the economy.

Ted Kessner, member of the Planning Committee for the Peninsula. Mr. Fessner
sald the general plan called for a large park in this aresa.

Betty Jean Bish, 1010 Devonshire Drive, San Diego. Ms. Bisgh zaid t
will drain the communily resocurces, and thabt this area is being o

LJH

verd

Iinda Smith, Ocean Beach Ecology Action Committee, Ms, Smith said the
objection of her group is the traffic problem . 3,164 trips per day would
be made according to city‘bigndafds. The applicant spoke to widening
Voltaire., This area already has its share of traffic, and widening it would
only dncrease traffic problemg. WNo EIR was reguired by the City for this
large project. The burden of proof has not been met by the applicant.

on of this site for a park. Ms. Smith
ghe spoke to would know, Mr. Keen
rks in the srea. She gaid Robb Fi was

Mr. Keen asked about the acquisit
said she didn't know, that the

asked 1f there were any other paz
the only park in Ocean Beach.

m el
P o
I
5

Ms. Smith ob ect ed to the applicant saying he is on the edge of the permit
boundary and his or Ogecﬁ should be considered 1lightly. As TQQg ag any of the
project iz located inside the boundaries, it should be considered the same

as any other project.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION EDMUND G. BROWN, JR. , Gavernor

SAN DIEGO COAST REGIONAL COMMISSION ROBERT C. FRAZEE
6154 MISSION GORGE RDAD, SUITE 220 Chairman
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92120--TEL. (714} 280-6992 VIRGINIA BRIDGE

Vice Chairman

PROJECT SUMMARY A
JEFFERY 0. FRAUTSCHY

CONTROL NO: FfilBO Representative to the
APPLICANT M Colli : ?g}(’ Gatifornia Coastal Commission
H a. fmma Collins ‘ .
554k Calumet Averue % g THOMAS A, CRANDALL
La Jolla, CA. 92037 é%?" Executive Director

PROJECT T.OCATION: 5544, Calumet %ﬁéﬁﬁe? La Jolla

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: For erosion contrcl purposes, the application of 3 inches of reinforced
gunite to the face of the biuff from the top of an existing concrete
seawall to the base of an existing wall behind the top of the bluff,

a vertical distance of approximately 34 feet.

OTHER REQUIRED
APPROVALS: None

STAFF NOTES:
1. Project and Site Description — The bluff top site is a 5,000 sq. ft. (record) R-1
lot located on Calumet Averme Jjust south of Blrd Hock. Wave action, slides and weathering have
caused bluff recession on the west end of the property. A wood deck, concrete patio and small

retained lawn area occupy the space between the existing residence and the bluff edge. The
distance between the house and the bluff edge varies from 12 to 20 ft. The distance between
the yard improvements, including a 6 ft. high block retaiming wall which provides lateral
support for the patio and lawn varies from O to 7 feet. A 16~ft. high seawall (F0626 approved
in 1973) protects the base of the 50-ft. high seacliff from wave action. This seawall extends
for 100 linsar feet to protect the subject property and the north adjacent property. A stsep
stairway to the top of the seawall (originally to the beach) was constructed many years ago
down the north side of the property. The bluff face appears to have stablized in the immediate
area of the stairway. The applicant proposes to stabilize the remainder of the bluff face
within the confines of her property by the application of 3 inches of reinforced gunite. The
gunite is proposed to cover the area from the top of the exlisting seawall to the base of the
retaining wall behind the bluff edge, and from the existing stalrway on the north to the south
property line.

2.  Geology and Bluff Stability — A geotechnical reconnaissance of the site was performed
for the applicant by Mr. Robert Prater, civil engineer (see attached letter). According to

Mr. Prater, the seacliff is composed of the Bay Point Formation. This is a Pleistocene marine
terrace deposit, moderately well consolidated, having moderately high permeability. The-

slope stability is fair at low angles, but it is unusually susceptible to runoff erosion.

Mr. Prater, noting that the City's Seismic safeby study classifies these cliffs as being
generally stable, states that "it is not likely that [the cliff] will be subject to a large mass
in"stability." Prater recommends that "the most effective and aesthetic means by which to
minimize continued sloughing and ravelling will be to cover the cliff face with a layer of
gunite," This will “increase its overall stability by helping to minimize the infiltration

of surface water."

3. Nearby Protective Works - To combat wave erosion, the Army Corps of Engineers placed

rip rap along the base of the seacliff about 300 ft. north of the site in 1968. 1In 1973, the
an emergency permit was granted for a seawall enlargement about 250 ft. north of the site.

The seawall at the subject site was erected in 1973 under Permit No. FO626. Several nearby
3~1-77
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property owners have abtempted to stabilize bluff faces with gunite. During a site inspection,
large pileces of gunite which appeared to have sloughed off the cliff were observed lying on the
beach within 150 ft. of the subject site. These chunks of broken gunite did not appear to have
been reinforced. MNear Bird Hock proper one property owner has gunited the seacliff to such

an extent that it has been visually and functionally transformed from a bluff to a large
over-side drain.

Ly Similar Project - In November, 1976, the Commission approved a bluff stabiliszation
project on Camino de la Costa, about 3% blocks north of the subject site. In that project,
Fh242 — Malamud, the bluff face was to be trimmed back from the top of the underlying Pt. Loma
sandstone formation to the edge of a concrete patio with slope ratios varying from 1/3:1 to 1:1
(horizontal to vertical). The bluff face was then to be hydroseeded with deep rooting native
species for erosion conbrol, = Although the subject site 1s lacking the underlying steble sand-
stone formation, the existing seawall simulates that configuration. It is not known whether
slopes as flat as 1:1 could be obtained from the top of the seawall to the base of the retaining
wall. :

5 Applicable Policies of the Cosstal Act — The polici<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>