DIVERSITY

THE CiTtYy oF SAN DiEGO

RePORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE ISSUED: March 26, 2009 REPORT NO. PC-09-031
ATTENTION: Planning Commission, Agenda of April 2, 2009
SUBJECT: GRANT RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 166204. PROCESS 2

REFERENCE: Report to the City Council No. 06-006
Planning Commission Report No. PC-05-301

OWNERS/ Joseph M. Grant and Sheila P. Grant
APPLICANTS:

SUMMARY

Issue(s): Should the Planning Commission approve or deny an appeal of Staff’s decision
approving an Extension of Time for the demolition of an existing one-story, single family
residence and the construction of a two-story, 6,946 square-foot single family residence
and detached pool?

Staff Recommendation: DENY the appeal and APPROVE Extension of Time to
Coastal Development Permit No. 596078.

Community Planning Group Recommendation: The La Jolla Community Planning
Association considered the project on January 8, 2009, and voted 13-0-0 in favor of the
project with no conditions (Attachment 14).

Other Recommendations: None with this action.

Environmental Review: Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670 was certified on

" February 7, 2006 by City Council Resolution No. R-301230 for the original project and
remains in effect (Attachment 8). There are no changes to the project scope and the
request for an Extension of Time would not result in any environmental impacts. The
activity is not a separate project for purposes of CEQA review per CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15060(c) (3) and 15378(c). :




Fiscal Impact Statement: None with this action, All cost associated with the processing
of this project are paid by the applicant.

Code Enforcement Impact: None with this action.

Housing Impact Statement: The La Jolla Community Plan designates the subject
property for very low density residential development for 0 to 5 dwelling units per acre.
The project proposes to demolish one existing single family residence and construct one
single family residence. The impact to the La Jolla community will be no net increase of
residential units. The proposed project will result in no net increase in the housing supply
for the City of San Diego.

BACKGROUND

The 25,167 square-foot project site is located at 6929 Fairway Road in the RS-1-4 zone and
Coastal Overlay zone, within the La Jolla Community Plan Area (Attachment | and 2). The
surrounding properties are also zoned RS-1-4 and developed with single family restdences. The
La Jolla Community Plan designates the site for residential development at a Very Low density
of 0-5 dwelling units per acre {Attachment 3).

A Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for projects lying outside of the appealable area to the
California State Coastal Commission is a Process T'wao, Staff level decision per San Diego
Municipal Code Section 112.0503. The original CDP for the project was approved by Staff on
August 16, 2005. On August 31, 2005, George and Irene Chandler appealed the project to the
Planning Commission. At the public hearing of Gctober 20, 2005, the Planning Commission
voted 7-0 to deny the appeal, certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670 and approve
the project (Attachment 9). George and Irene Chandler subsequently appealed the environmental
determination to the City Council. On February 7, 2006, the City Council heard the issue of the
appeal of the environmental determination and certified Mitigated Negative Declaration

No. 54670 by City Council Resolution No. R-301230 (Attachment 8).

The previously approved CDP No. 165304 allowed for demolition of the existing one-story,
2,806 square foot, single family residence and construction of a new, two-story, 6,946 square-
foot single family residence, with an attached three-car garage, detached pool, fencing and
landscaping, as described in detail in the attached Planning Commission Report No. PC-05-301,
dated October 13, 2005 (Attachment 5).

The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC), per Section 126.0111 - “Extension of Time of a
Development Permit”, provides a process by which a CDP issued by the City may be extended
for a maximum of 36 months. The code states that a decision on an application for an extension
of time of a development permit shall be made in accordance with the same process required for
a new application for the same development permit.



DISCUSSION

Project Description

The applicant is requesting approval of an Extension of Time (EOT) to their previously approved
Coastal Development Permit (CDP). Prior to the expiration of the CDP (February 7, 2009) the
applicant filed an application for an EOT to extend the CDP for the maximum 36 months
permitted by SDMC Section 126.0111, which would allow the owner/developer additional time
to construct the project. There are no further extensions of time allowed for the CDP.

An EOT application limits the City’s ability to modify or add conditions to the original approval
unless mandated to comply with state or federal law or as necessary to protect the health and
safety of the immediate community. For EOT applications for CDPs, an additional consideration
regards whether there are changed circumstances which would affect the project’s consistency
with the adopted Local Coastal Program (L.CP). Under the same regulatory framework in which
the City’s review is limited, an appellant of the City’s decision to approve or deny an EOT
application is likewise limited in scope to only issues related to public health and safety,
compliance with state or federal law, or changed circumstances.

Appeal of Staff Decision to Approve EQT

On January 16, 2009, staff approved the Extension of Time to Coastal Development Permit No,
596078 (Attachment 7). An appeal of the staff decision to approve the extension of time request
was filed on February 4, 2009, by George Chandler, the appellant on the original project
{Attachment 12). Issues cited in the appeal generally concern the geologic stability of the project
site and surrounding area, the design of the project relative to the site’s steep topographical
conditions, and the potential for landslide activity resulting from the project based upon other
slope failures in the community.

The geologic stability of the project site and the design of the project were 1ssues cited in Mr.
Chandler’s previous appeals of the original project. These issues were fully evaluated and
discussed during the appeal process at public hearings by the Planning Commission and City
Council (Attachment 5 and 6). Of the items specified in the appeal, landslide activity in the
community is the only change in circumstances subsequent to the City Council’s approval of the
project February 7, 2006. On October 3, 2007 a significant landslide occurred in a neighborhood
built into the east side of Mount Soledad within the La Jolla community, approximately 2 miles
from the project site.

To address the potential of landslide activity in the community having effect on the project site,
an updated geotechnical investigation report was prepared by Geotechnical Exploration, Inc., the
applicant’s geotechnical consultant (Attachment 13). The report, dated December 3, 2008,
determined that current soil and geologic conditions at the project site provided no evidence of
recent or historic landsliding or deep-seated slope instability. Further, the report stated that
“Currently, all observed slopes on-site appeared to be stable, in good condition and should not be
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negatively affected by the proposed new development”. The updated geotechnical report was
reviewed and approved by City Geology Staff, and found to adequately address the soil and
geologic conditions potentially atfecting the proposed project. As no evidence of recent or
historic landsliding or deep-seated slope instability was found at the project site, there are no
changed circumstances which would affect the project’s consistency with the Local Coastal
Program subsequent to the City Council’s original approval of the project on February 7, 2006

Staff has determined that there are no new conditions required related to public health and safety
or compliance with state or federal law, nor are there any changed circumstances which would
affect the LCP. Therefore, the required findings can be made to support approval of the

Extension of Time request (Attachment 16).

CONCLUSION

The approval of the Extension of Time would allow the owner/developer an additional three
vears to develop the project. Staff has determined that the required findings can be supported and
recommends the Planning Commission deny the appeal and approve the project.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Deny the Extension of Time of Coastal Development Permit No. 596078, if the findings

required to approve the project cannot be affirmed.

Respectfully submitted,
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Mike Westlake

Program Manager
Development Services Department

WESTLAKE/PF
Attachments: 1. Project Location Map

2. Aerial Photograph

3. Community Plan Land Use Map
4, Project Data Sheet

Patricia J. &

Development Project Manager
Development Services Department
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12.
I3.
14.
135.
I6.
7.
18.

Planning Commission Report No. PC-05-188 (with Attachment 9)
City Council Report No. 06-006 (no attachments)

Notice of Decision, dated January 16, 2009

Council Resolution R-301230

Original Coastal Development Permit/Resolution

Project Plans

Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670

Appeal of EOT to CDP

Geotechnical Investigation Report, dated December 3, 2008
Community Planning Group Recommendation

Draft Extension of Time for Coastal Development Permit
Draft Extension of Time for Coastal Development Resolution
Ownership Disclosure Statement

Project Chronology
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ATTACHMENT 4

PROJECT DATA SHEET

PROJECT NAME: Grant Residence

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: | Demolition of the existing one-story, 2,806 square foot
single family residence and construction of a two-story,
above basement, 6,946 square-foot single family residence,
with attached three-car garage and detached pool, on an
existing 25,167 square foot lot.

COMMUNITY PLAN La Jolla

AREA:

DISCRETIONARY Coastal Development Permit

ACTIONS:

COMMUNITY PLAN LAND | Very Low Density Residential (Allows residential

USE DESIGNATION: development up to 5 dwelling units per acre).

ZONE: RS-1-4: (A single family residential zone that permits 1 dwelling

ZONING INFORMATION:

unit for each 10,000 square-feet of lot area)

HEIGHT LIMIT: 30-Foot maximum height limit.

LOT SIZE: 10,000 square-foot minimum lot size.
FLOOR AREA RATIC: 0.60 maximum.
FRONT SETBACK: 20 feet.
SIDE SETBACK: 6 feet.
STREETSIDE SETBACK: 10 feet.
REAR SETBACK: 20 feet.

PARKING: 2 parking spaces are required.

LAND USE EXISTING LAND USE
DESIGNATION &
ADJACENT PROPERTIES: | ZONE
NORTH: | Very Low Density Single Family Residence
Residential; RS-1-4
SOUTH: | Very Low Density Single Family Residence
Residential; RS-1-4
EAST: | Very Low Density Single Family Residence
Residential; RS-1-4
WEST: | Very Low Density Single Family Residence

Residential; RS-1-4

Page 1 of 2




ATTACHMENT 4

DEVIATIONS OR No deviations or variances requested

VARIANCES REQUESTED:

COMMUNITY PLANNING | On March 3, 2005, the La Jolla Community Planning
GROUP Association voted 11-4-1 to approve this project, with two
RECOMMENDATION: conditions.

Page 2 of 2



ATTACHMENT 5

BATE ISSUED: Cretober 13, 2005 REPORT WO, PC-05-303
ATTENTION:  Plaoning Coramission, Agenda of Gutober 20, 2005
SUBJECT: ORANT RESIDENCE ~ PROJECT NG, 340670, PROCESS 2

REFERENCE: NOTICE QF DECISION DATED AUGLST 16, 2005 (Attachraent 13)

OWNER/ Joseph M. Grant and Sheila P, Grant
APPLICANT: Ryan Reynolds, Island Architects, Archifect
SUMBMARY

N

Issuels)y: Should the Planning Commission approve or deny an appeal of Staff’s decision

approving Coastal Development Permif New 165304, for demolition of an existing one-

story, 2,806 square foot single family residence and construction of a two-story, sbove

tasement, 6,946 square-foor single family residence, with attached three-car garage, sl
letachad pool?

Staff Recomumendation: DENY the appeal and APPROVE Coastal Developurent
Permmit Mo, 165304,

{‘nmmmﬂiﬁ' Plapning Group Hecommendation: The La Joila {Zf:z‘nzzamm' Planming
Association considered the projoct on Mareh 3, 2005, and vored 11 4 T favor of the
project wi TL mwo conditions 25 presented within Attachment 1.

{sther Becommendations: Nonsg with thng achion.

;%r‘-z. ironmental Heview: A Mitigated Neganve Declaration No, 34670 was prepared for
the project in accordance with e California Environmentzl Craadity Act (CEQAS

e B Filgen



ATTACHMENT 5

Fiscal Impact Smﬁ'amem Nene with this action. All cost associmled with the processing
of this provect are paid by the apphicant.

Code Enforcement Impact: None with this action.

Housing Impact Sfatement: The La Jolla Commuraty Plan designates the subject
property for verv low density residential development for O to 3 dweliing unils per acre.
The project proposes to demolish one existing single fardly rasidence and constriuct one
gingle family residence, The impact to the La Jola commmnity will be no net increase of

residential units. The proposed project will resull in vo net increase in the bousing supply
‘F“ﬂ the City of San Diego.

BACKGROUND

A Coastal Development Permit, in La Jolla that is outside the appesalable area to the California
State Cosstal Comnission, 18 2 Process Twe, Staff level decision per San Disgo Municipal Code
Section 112.0502. The Coasial Development Perriat was sporoved by Staff on August 16, 2008
{Aftachment 13). On Avgust 31, 2008, George and Irene Chandler appesled the project to the
Planning Conpnission.

The project site is a 23,167 square-foot lot zoned RS-1-4 in the La Jolla Commurnity Plan Arsa.
The property is addressed as 6929 Fairway Road and is an mteriar Iof (Aftachment 1). The site i5
sirounded by properties also zoned RS-1-4 and devsloped with single family residences

{ Attachiment 2 and 3). The La Jolla Community Plan designates the site for residential
development #f 2 Very Low density of 0-5 dwelling untis per acre (Atiachmiont 2.

The site 15 currently improved with 2 one-story single family residence, The demolition of the
awisting 1¢~, samily residence is the v step v nedeveloping the property, -”:P topography of
the site slopes west-northwest along Famway Rmaﬁ and throughowut the property. The sile has an
overall grade diffarential of approximately 76 fect.

DISCURSION

Erotect rescrintion:

,ii},n applicant is BQUESling appTHY ral of & Coastal Da %’&1-:*1}31*'11??1{ Berrit for th pg posed
mc’;l imn of'the ex tm'r 0‘-’"1@%[(}1‘*{, 2&0% squars foot, single Tamily residence and the
sometruetion of o two-story, above basemens, 6,946 & qmre fno* single family r%zd{:m:* with

LEE S g TH

k
F3
P

ﬂx

3

attached l ae-car gorage, and detached pool. The proposed residence will include & uee-car
52 arace basement with storage eren, raedia roamn, wing roow, elevaror, and exerciss room in the
hasament; a fanuly room, dindng room, living rooim, library, sun room, ki“"”"‘f‘jpﬂ elevator, W
sthrooms and one bedroom o the mein leval, four buchcm‘m\ five oathirooms, Sifing voon,
aundry moom and thres beloonies on the seeond 18v

|‘|I“

f=y
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ATTACHMENT 5

3

Exterior elevations propose stuceo walls, wood windows, and & tile roof. Site improvemernss will
melude a detached pool, fencing and landscaping,

Community Plan Annlvsis:

The subject property is desiprated as Very Low Density Residential (0-3 du/ac) in the La Jolla
Community Plan, Based on Ihlu density :‘:w% the approximate 25,167 squars foot subjsot
property could vield 1 singls family residence. The proposed sinsle family residence project
confornes to this land use designation and density. The property is eurrertly developad as an
existing single fandly home.

The proposed two-story residence is located in a single fa0uly residenlial neighborhood along the
szstern side of Fairway Road, The sastem side of Feirway Road slopes vpward and development
on the east side of the street is primarily located on level areas above the right of way with
driveways that gradually cur scross and ap the front slope towards the residences. The La Jolla
Cornmunity Plan recommends thal in order to promote transition in scale betwsen new and clder
structures the design should maintain slemnents of the existing neighborhood character, and offer
vigual relief through the use of dagonel or off-sctiing planes, building arficulation wnid yooiline
freatmment.

The subject property is located outside of any Public ‘v‘”aﬂmge Point identified in the La Jolla
Cornmurity Plan and Local Coastel Program Land Use Plan and will not impact public views,
The density and design of the projest conform to the policies of the La Jolla Community Plan for
residential develooment.

The proposed twe-story residence would be located witkdn the existitg developed area o the
‘L‘ipi”}v'-*r pfﬂiuﬂ of the lot. The first floor and portions of the second floor of the home are obscured
frore view ag the residence sits on a level portion of the lot above the front vard slope. The
project incorporates stucco, stone columns, Wood window treaiments and hle rooting matenal,
The pool is located in front of the residence. The front slevation, as viewed from the right of
way, shows the second story veranda and fropt facing roofline, the infegration of new
landscaping slong the glope framing the pool and deck and the Tetenfion of maters landscaping
between the front vard and the driveway.

The exizing irees and shrubs berween the front property line and the driveway will remain intact
Waintzining the m aturwfmz tarion along the fronl vard provides addifional sereening of the nzw
steuetare from the public right of way and preserves the sireet landscape character along the
subject site nd adjacent 'pra;t.z“tms.

ironmenial Anaivais:

The Clry of San Diego conducted 2n Inivzl Study and determined thas the proposed project could
heve & significant ﬁ:‘i‘ﬁlﬂl‘ﬂ"&ﬁl‘t’”l affect iz fhe following aren; paleontelogical resources.

fo)



ATTACHMENT 5

project, as revised, now avoids or mitigates the polentially significant soviivmental elfects
p’“ﬂVl@db] ¥ lentified. A Mitigated Negative Declaratibn No. 54670, has been prepared for the
project in accordance with State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)Y Guidelines.

A geotechnical study was prepared for the project durihg the initial studv. The geotechnical
report “Report of Geotechniva! Investigation, Proposed Grant Residence, 6929 Fa;ma}; Foad La
Jolla, Califomis,” dated April 21, 2005 was pre pa::ad by Geotechnical Exploration, Tne. ‘3:"31\,
report was prhpfmd to exarning the propoesed project impacts to the existing site conditions an
potential soil issues with the project. The report determined that the proposed project will have a
fator of safety of 1.5 or greater with respeet to gross and surficial slope stebility at the
completion of the preject.

Based on the geotechnical study, no significant impacts would be agsociated with the proposed
project; therefore, no geote schic a.'.i miztigation is tequired. The project proposes 1,830 cubie vards
of eut with 2 mexiznum depth of cut of ten foet, The proposed amounl of grading requires
pateontological monitoring while grading; therefore, the Mitigated Negative Declaration was
prepared io accerdance with CEQA

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP RECOMMENDATION

Om March 3, 2005, the La Jolla Community Planning Association voted 11-4-1 in favor of the
project with two conditions {Attzchiment 107, The conditions of approval are as follows:

1. Height to be determined and satisfied by the City, '
2. (Garage opening no greater then 16 feet

These conditions have been reviewed by staff and determined that the project meets the height
requirernents within the Land Development Code, The garage opening has been raﬂsﬁd s
conform to SDMO Section 113.0261(d).

APPEAL TA5UNS

The dppmlam' George znd Irens Chandler, filed o :mp aion August 31, 2003 {Attachment 5.
The issues identified i the written appeal to the Pémmng, Commission, can be categorized in the
following:

[ Danzerous Steep Slopes and Soil Inteenity,
Staff"s Response: The ‘;)[‘03&”" site does not contain a steep hillside as defined by the San Disgo
Mamictpsl Code (SDMC) for envirormentally scusitive lands purposes. In order to be clasaificd

as a steep biliside snd be s :,angcw w0 envirommentally 5:’1“"&1»‘& tands regulations, the almpf:: m.u‘s, é
nead o be natural {pot previously graded) and have an elevation differential of af lesst 50
within the natural slope. The project shie is locared within an urban area, has been :}rmwr“”h



ATTACHMENT 35

graded and developed for the construction of the existing dwelling, existing ..., __
existing vard Dnprovements.
The proposed project is located within Geologic Hazard Categories 22 and 256 on City of San
Diego Geologic Haward Maps. These categories are defined a5 moderate-risk arcas dus to a
possible or conjectured anelent landsiide and wifavorable geologic struciure within Arxdath Shals
formational materials that underhe the site, A Report of Geotechnical Investization, dated Apnit
i, 1958 was prepared by Southern Califorma Soil and Testing, Inc. and 2 Report of Geotechmical
Imvestigation, dated April 21, 2005, was prepared by Geotechrical Fxploration Inc, Both reporis

were reviewed and spproved by City Geology Staff.

The geotachmical consultant reviewed the proposed developrnent et the curvent site conditions
and determined that all observed slopes appety b be stable, 1o goud condition, and should nol be
negatively affected by the proposed development. The calenlated factor of safety for gross and
shallow siope stability of the on site soils will be at least 1.5 at project completion.

Proposed exeavation for the proposed basement level benaath the residence should result i the
removal of most of the il and colluvivm soils at the proposed basement tocation. Any areas of
the proposed residential structure not wnderlain by the basement area, and the western slope arsa
improvements, including the swimming pool, will utilize a caisson and grade-beam foundation
gyatem.

The proposed development is within the development regulations of the San Diego Municipal
Code. Additional geologic review will be required for the proposed development during grading
and building penmit stage to ensure that the proposed development mests the requirements
determined within the subnutied gestechnical mvestigation reports.

3. Encroachment of proposed retaining walls and retaining wall height,

Btafi’s Response: Dus to the existing site conditions, the project proposes retaining walls. All
proposed retaining wells comply with allowable helght regulations contained within the San
Diego Murdeipal Code. The retuining walls along the sides of the entry drive range in height
fom 1 foot to 3 feet where a height of 6 foot is aliowable within the interior side yvard and »
height of 12 foet is aliowed outside of the requirsd yards, The retaining wall surrounding the
moior oot to the rear of tha proposed single family residence ranges from 4 fest1o 6 festin
height when heights of up 1o & feet 1s allowsble in the interior side vard and a height of 12 fest is
aliowed outside of the reguirad vards, The refaining wall that will support the proposed pool area
iz proposcd to be up to 12 foot In height and the maximum allowable height for this wall 15 12
foet. The landscape plan shows a variety of small trees and shrubs that will be plated to soresn
ail wall '

o
N



ATTACHMENT 5

4, Potenial for Landalides.

Staff"s Respomse: The proposed project is located within Geologic Hazard Caregories 22 and 26
on ity of San Driego Geologle Hazarc Maps. These categories are defined as moderate-risk
areas due o a possible or conjectured ancient landslide and wnfavorable geolople siruclurs within
Ardath Shale formationsl materials that underlie the site. A Report of Geotechnical
Investigation, dated April 1, 1998 was prepared by Southern California Soil and Testing, Ine. and
& Report of Geotechnival Investigation, daed Apeil 21, 2005, was prepared by Geotachnical
Exploration Inc. Both reporis were revigwed and approved by City Geology Staff,

The geotechnical consultang reviewed the propossd develepment and the carent site conditions
and determined that there are no conflrmed sncient landslides or recent landstide activity vn site.
Errilling sctivities on site indicated features that do not present & deep-seated slope stability
problem. Since no clear evidence of receat or historic landsliding or deep-seated slope instahility
was [ound gt the projoct sile, the risk of deep landshiding is considered low. Therefore, the
project as proposed does not negatively impact the surrounding nelghborhood and complies with
zll development regulations within the San Diego Municipal Code,

4. Structure Height.

Stafi’s Response: The proposed project is a two-story, above basement, 5,546 square foot single
family residence with & proposed overall height of 2973 (top of chimney); this height is under
the maximum 30 foot height hmii .

Suncture helght is measured three ways, First, the siructurs i3 measured from the fop of the
highest point of the bullding or fo the top of any sppuricaance, whizhever is higher, to grade
directly below it Ifat any point that measurcment exeseds 30 feet, the siructure is over height.
The second part of the helght measurstent can be considered 2 determination of the maximam
sverall buildioy betght. This messorerent 13 the difference in elevation, within the building
footprint, between the bighest poing of the building and lowest potat of grade within five fest of
the building perimeter (building wall, balcony, bay window, or similar architectural projeesion),
or the property Hne, whichever is closer. In addition, tds project is subject io Progposition D7
bejght requirements, This height requirement is the third way in which height is measured for
the proposed development. Propesition "D Hmnits the height of buildings and structures fo 30
feet, This height is measured to the highest point of the roof, equinment, anferma, or any ather
projestion from the lowes: point of elavation of the finished surface of the ground betwean the
exterior wall of a building and 2 point five feet Som sald wall,

Structars helght regulations require structures that are located within 6 feet of one another to be
conmsidered one siructure for heloly rusasueniend purposss. The retwining wells that suround the
serraces, including the pool and the pool deck aréa, are separated by ar least § faet from the house
ser that the low pou of the walls are not included 1n the overall height measurement of the house.

The profect proposes an underground gavage and basement, Grade adjacent to snd within 5 faet
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of the extarior of the building has been used to determine the W&:&ée through the buiiding for the
atlowabls roof height and chwmm neight. The Grst story, second story, and chimmeys have baen
sreppeé»—bm:k from the garage eniry so that the height of the building at the garage entry is only

L feet. Crade along the smes of the building and the existing grade on the site is then wsed to
f‘i zterrmne the allowable height for the st story, second story, and chimmey thet wtapwd back
from the garage enbry. The proposed development complies with all dev e‘mmm% reguiationg
wirksm the San THeza iil’ilﬂl"mi Crde

3, Mumber of stories for proposed residence,

Stafl"s Response. The proposad project is & two-story, shove basement, 6,946 square foot single
farily residence with a proposzed overall height of 297237 (top of c-imﬁnmj, this height 15 under
the maxivim 36 foor hefghs Hmir. The proposed development proposes 7 feet interior yard
satbacks, 657-67 fool rear vard sethack and a 6 foot street vard setback, These proposed sstbacks
are all within the required distances or are grester than the nuinimum required distances for the
R&-1-4 zone,

The San Diego Munieipal Oode does not Himit the mumber of stories for the proposed
development, The number of siories is only limited by bumlding code vedling clearance
requirsments and the 30-foot hetght imit of the Coastal Zone.

The pmj-e-ct Proposes a two-story single family dwelling. The underground parking sarage and
vasernent is not considered a story as um} are located below grade. The pmpn:}s:ed terraces and
retaining walls do have the possibility of appearing from a far distance 93 stories of o buiiding.
The requirement to include structurss that are located within 6 feet of one another iy the roquired
overall height measurernent was created to evoid terraces, walls, and boilding having &
cumulative effect of appearing as large nlti-story buildings. Since the terraces, walls, and
dwelling are smamtea by O fest the apperance a8 & multiusmt'y building shouid be eliminated.
Pmpowcﬁ lsndscaping would also decrease the appearancs of the single family residence as 2
mwlti-story building,

The proposed development complies with 5l development regulations within the San e
Klunieipal Code.

i

g
Al
fey

CONCLUSION

Seaff has reviewed the proposed Coastal Development Perrit application and found it to he in
gonfbrmanue with bolh e La Jo lla Comrranity Plan and the applicable scotions of the San
Diego Municipal Code regulating Cosstal Development Permits and land use pelicies, Slaiiha
determined that the required findings can be made as the project meeis the spplicabls San Dhegn
Municipal Code regulations and requirements, 51 aii: recormmends approval of the praject 23
proposed,

5
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ALTERNATIVES

1. Dreny the appeal end Approve Coastel Developmen: Permit No. 165304 with
madifications.

Tk

Approve the appeal i and Deny Coastal Development Permit No, 163304 i the findings

i

required 1o approve the protect carmot be affirmed.

Respectiully subwmitied,

f Pl e = R
Feitees L//Lm;x}ﬁ Black, Project Manager
z-%s;:tmﬂ I}apuf}g i’};rm:tar Customer Support and

Customer Support and Information Division Information Division
Development Services Department Development Bervices Department
JDSALE

Avtachments:

i Agral Photograph

2. Comnunity Plan Land Use Map

3. Project Location Map

4, Project Data Sheet

5. Broject Site Plan

f. Project Plans

7. Dirafi Permit with Conditions

8. Draft Resclution with Findings

9. Copy of Appeal :
1 Commoumity Plamning Group Recommendation, March 3, 2003
1L Crenzership Disclosurs Starerment

12, Projset Clwonology

13, Notes of Decision, dated August 18,2003
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T et STy oF Sar IhEaD

poRT 10 THE iy Counal

DATE ISSUED:  February 1, 2006 REPORT NO. 06-006

ATTENTION: Council President and City Council
Docket of February 7, 2006

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FOR THE
GRANT RESIDENCE, PROJECT NO. 54670, Council District 1

REFERENCE: Planning Commission Report No. PC-(5-301
Notice of Decision (NOD), dated August 16, 2005

OWNER/
APPLICANT: Joseph M. Grant and Sheila P. Grant

Ryan Reynolds, Island Architects, Architect
APPELLANT: George Chandler and Irene Chandler
SUMMARY

Issues - Should the City Council grant an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
certification of Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 546707

Manager's Recommendation - Deny the appeal and uphold the Environmental
Determination (Mitigated Negative Declaration, Project No. 54670).

Environmental Review — The City of San Diego as Lead Agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has prepared an Initial Study and completed a
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670.

Fiscal Impact Statement: None with this action. All cost associated with the processing
of this project are paid by the applicant.

Code Enforcement Impact — None with this action.

Housing Impact Statement — None with this action.

Water Quality Impact Statement — The proposed project design incorporates site design
and source control best management practices (BMP's) to reduce the amount of potential
pollutants that could be generated from the development. Runoff from the project site
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will be collected by a private drainage system and conveyed to the public drainage
system. The project's post-development runoff will be greater than that of the existing
condition. The public drainage system has sufficient capacity to accommodate the
increased runoff. A privately maintained filtration device will be used onsite as a
permanent treatment BMP. The filtration device will reduce or eliminate the anticipated
pollutants in the runctf from the site before the runoft is discharged to the public
drainage system. During construction, the project developer will comply with best
management practices to reduce or eliminate potential pollutants in runoff from the
construction site. The construction phase BMP's will be outlined in a Water Pollution
Control Plan (WPCP) prepared in conjunction with the building plans.

BACKGROUND

The proposed project for which Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670 has been prepared
and previously Certified by the Planning Commission on October 20, 2005, is the demolition of
an existing one-story, 2,806 square foot, single family residence and the construction of a two-
story, above basement, 6,946 square-foot single family residence, with attached three-car garage,
and detached pool. The project site is located at 6929 Fairway Road on a 25,167 square-foot lot
zoned RS-1-4 within the Coastal Overlay Zone (non-appealable area), Coastal Height Limit
Overlay Zone and within the boundaries of the La Jolla Community Plan.

This appeal is before the City Council because of an amendment to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Effective January 1, 2003, Section 21151 (¢) CEQA has been amended as
follows: If a non-elected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an
environmental impact report, approves a negative declaration or a mitigated negative
declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that certification,
approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency’s elected decision-making body, if
any.

Pursuant to this amended legislation, George Chandler and Trene Chandler filed an appeal
{Attachment No. 2) of the Planning Commission’s adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Grant Residence project. This appeal applies only to the environmental determination.

DISCUSSION

The appellant, on the appeal form, states that the Mitigated Negative Declaration failed to
identify potentially significant impacts to aesthetics, bulk and scale, land use, and geology/soils.
The appellant also states that the project has mandatory findings of significance. The appellant
states that the Initial Study Checklist should have checked “Yes” rather than “No” for the above
issues. The following are the relevant issue(s) raised by the appellant and staft response(s) to
those issues:

Aesthetics — The appeal states that there will be a substantial glare impact from a 4,200 square
foot tile roof. The proposed project is a residential single family home, located within the RS-1-
4 Zone, which allows for single family development and was found to comply with all of the
applicable development regulations of the underlying zone. The proposed material for the roof

.
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is muted earth tone matte tile, which is a non-reflective material. Based on the City’s
Significance Thresholds, the proposed project does not have a significant impact to aesthetics.

Bulk and Scale — The appeal states that there will be impacts to the easterly neighbor’s view.
The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) does not have provisions to protect private views. The
project is located outside of any Public Vantage Point identified in the La Jolla Community Plan
and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and will not impact public views. The design of the
project was found to comply with all of the applicable development regulations of the underlying
zone within the SDMC and the adopted land use plans. The bulk and scale of the proposed
residence 1s not an environmental issue under CEQA.

Land Use — The appeal states that the project is inconsistent with the community plan and that
there are conflicts with the La Jolla Community Plan goals, objectives and recommendations
related to bulk and scale and potential geology/soils impacts. The proposed project is a
residential single family home, located within the RS-1-4 Zone, which allows for single family
development and was found to comply with adopted La Jolla Community Plan. The La Jolla
Community Plan designates the project site as Very Low Density Residential (0-5 dw/ac). The
proposed single famly residence conforms to this land use designation and density.

Geology ~ The appeal states that there are potentially significant impacts related to exposure to
people and property due to potential geologic hazards, substantial increase in water erosion and
that the geologic unit is unstable or could become unstable as a result of the proposed project.
The environmental determination included the review of three submitted geotechnical reports by
the City’s Geology review staff and the City’s Environmental Analysis Section staff.

The following reports were prepared in accordance with the City’s “Technical Guidelines for
Geotechnical Reports”: Report of Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Grant Residence, 6929
Fatrway Road, La Jolla, California, prepared by Southern California Soil & Testing, Inc., dated
April 1, 1998; Interim Report of Site Conditions and Update Geotechnical Investigation,
Proposed Grant Residence, 6929 Fairway Road, La Jolla, California, prepared by Geotechnical
Exploration, Inc., dated October 15, 2004; and Report of Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed
Grant Residence, 6929 Fairway Road, La Jolla, California, prepared by Geotechnical
Exploration Inc., dated April 21, 2005. According to the reports, the site was found suitable for
the proposed development and the site will have a factor-of-safety of 1.5 or greater with respect
to gross and surficial slope stability at the completion of the project. Proper engineering design
of the new structure would ensure that the potential for geologic impacts from regional hazards
would not be significant.

Mandatory Findings of Significance - The appeal states that the project is inconsistent with the
community plan, individual and cumulative impacts on the environment, and potential
environmental effects associated with geology/soils issues. The proposed project is a residential
single family home, located within the RS-1-4 Zone, which allows for single family development
and was found to comply with all of the applicable development regulations of the underlying
zone. Staff’s analysis, to determine whether the Grant Residence project would have a
significant effect on the environment, was based on substantial evidence that included facts and
documentation based on reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts. Upon completion of the

-3 -
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Initial Study, staff determined that no significant impacts would result from the proposed
development, mitigation would be required related to potential impacts to paleontological
resources only, and a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in accordance with CEQA.

CONCLUSION

City staff has investigated the issue(s) raised by the appellant and determined that no substantial
evidence of unmitigated impacts exists. The Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the
project is in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and therefore,
City staff recommends denying the appeal and upholding the Planning Commission’s
certification of Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670, under Section 21080 (¢} of the State
CEQA Guidelines.

ALTERNATIVE

Grant the appeal, set aside the environmental determination, and remand the matter to the lower
decision maker (The Planning Commission) for reconsideration, with any direction or instruction
the City Council deems appropriate (Mitigated Negative Declaration, Project No. 54670).

Respecttully submitted,

Gary W. Halbert Approved: Ellen Oppenheim
Development Services Director Deputy City Manager
Halbert/LCB

Note: The attachments are not available in electronic format. A copy for review is available in
the Office of the City Clerk.

Attachments:

1. Project Location Map

2. Full Copy of Appeal

3. Ownership Disclosure Statement

4. Report of Geotechnical Investigation, dated April 1, 1998 (submitted under separate
cover).

5. Intertm Report of Site Conditions and Update Geotechnical Investigation, dated October
15, 2004 (submitted under separate cover).

6. Report of Geotechnical Investigation, dated April 21, 2005 (submitted under separate
cover).
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Tre Crry oF San Dheco

Date of Notice: January 16, 2009

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Job Order No. 43-1661

APPROVAL TYPE(S): EOQT/COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: GRANT RESIDENCE - PROJECT NUMBER 166204
APPLICANT: Joseph Grant
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: LA JOLLA
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1
CITY PROJECT MANAGER: PJ FitzGerald, Development Project Manager
MAILING ADDRESS: 1222 First Avenue, MS 401

San Diego, CA 92101-4153
PHONE NUMBER: (619)446-5107

On January 16, 2009, Development Services Staff approved an application for an Extension of
Time for previously approved Coastal Development Permit Number 165304 to demolish an
existing residence and construct a 6,862 square foot single family residence on a 0.577 acre site.
The property is located at 6929 Fairway Road in the RS-1-4 Zone within the La Jolla Community
Plan, Coastal Overlay (non-appealable), and Coastal Height Limit in Council District 1. If you
have any questions about this project, the decision, or wish to receive a copy of the resolution
approving or denying the project, contact the City Project Manager above,

The decision by staff can be appealed to the Planning Commission no later than twelve (12)
business days of the decision date. See Information Bulletin 505 “Appeal Procedure”, available at
www.sandiego.gov/development-services or in person at the Development Services Department,
located at 1222 First Avenue, 3rd Floor, San Diego, CA 92101. The decision of the Planning
Commission is final. The final decision by the City of San Diego is not appealable to the
California Coastal Commission. If you want to receive a Notice of Final Action, you must submit
a written request to the City Project Manager listed above.

This information will be made available in aiternative formats for persons with disabilities upon
request.

cc: Joesph LaCava, Chair — La Jolla Community Planning Association
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RESOLUTION NUMBER R-301230
DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE FEBRUARY 7, 2006
WHEREAS, Joseph M. Grant and Sheila P. Grant submitted an application to the City of

San Diego for a coastal development permit for the Grant Residence project; and

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2005, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego
considered the coastal development permit and Mitigate Negative Declaration No. 54670, and
pursuant to Resolution No. 3861-PC, voted to approve the coastal development permit and the

Mitigated Negative Declaration; and

WHEREAS, George P. and Irene . Chandler appealed the environmental determination
by City of San Diego staff to certify Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670 for the Grant

Residence project; and

WHERIAS, the matter was set for a public hearing to be conducted by the Councii of the

City of San Diego; and

WHEREAS, under Charter section 280(a)(2) this resolution is not subject to veto by the
Mayor because this matter requires the City Council to act as a quasi-judicial body and where a
public hearing was required by law implicating due process rights of individuals affected by the
decision and where the Council was required by law to consider evidence at the hearing and to
make legal findings based on the evidence presented; and

WHEREAS, the issue was heard by the City Council on February 7, 2006; and

-PAGE 1 OF 3-
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WHEREAS, the City Council considered the issues discussed in Mitigated Negative

Declaration No. 54670; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, that it certifies that
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670, on file in the office of the City Clerk, has been
completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (California
Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.), as amended, and the State goidelines thereto
(California Code of Regulations section 15000 ¢t seq.), that the declaration reflects the
independent judgment of the City of San Diego as Lead Agency and that the information
contained in the report, together with any comments received during the public review process,
has been reviewed and considered by this Council in connection with the approval of a coastal

development permit for the Grant Residence project.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council finds that project revisions now
mitigate potentially significant effects on the environment previously identified in the Initial
Study and therefore, that the Mitigated Negative Declaration, a copy of which is on file in the

office of the City Clerk and incorporated by reference, is approved.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to California Public Resources Code
section 21081 .6, the City Council adopts the Mitigation Monitoring. and Reporting Program, or
alterations to implement the changes to the project as required by this body in order to mitigate
or avoid significant effects on the environment, a copy of which is attached hereto, as Exhibit A,

and incorporated herein by reference.

-PAGE 2 OF 3-
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'BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of
Determination [NOD] with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors for the County of San Diego

regarding the above project.

APPROVED: MICHAE I AG

Ny

Douglas K mphreys
Deputy Cit Attorney

, City Attorney

DKH:pev
03/15/06
Or.Dept:Clerk
R-2006-808

MMS #3123
ENVIRONMENTAL — MND 11-01-04

-PAGE 3 OF 3-
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DOC# |

L T I

}//% MAR 30, 2006 3:14 PM : 1

Ty OF SANDIEGO | s a0 SR N o e |
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES | P GREBORY J. SMITH, COUNTY RECORDER o
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501 prEEY 2“'02 2006-0222369 |

2007

PERMIT INTAKE «
MAIL STATION 501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO

AV ERARER AL AR RS AT

SPACE ABOVE TH!S LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
JOB ORDER NUMBER: 423600

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 165304
GRANT RESIDENCE
PLANNING COMMISSION

This Coastal Development Permit No. 165304 is granted by the Czty Manager of the City of

San Diego to JOSEPH M. GRANT AND SHEILA P. GRANT, Husband and Wife,
Owners/Permittees, pursuant to San Diego Mummpal Code [SDMC] section 126.0708, The
25,167 square-foot site is located at 6929 Fairway Road in the RS-1-4 of the La Jolla Community
Plan. The project site is legally described as, Lot 21, La Jolla Country Club Knolls, Map No.
4039.

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to
Owners/Permittees for the demolition of the existing 2,806 square foot one-story single family
residence and construction of a two-story, above basement, 6,946 square-foot single family
residence, with attached three-car garage, and detached poel. The project is located on a 25,167
square-foot site, described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, type, and location on the
approved exhibits, dated October 20, 2005, on file in the Development Services Department.

The project or facility shall include:

a.  The demolition of a one-story, 2,806 square foot, single family residence; and

5. The construction of a two-story, above basement, 6,946 square foot single family
residence with attached three-car garage; and

c.  Off-street parking facilities; and
d. A detached pool; and
e.  Accessory improvements determined by the City Manager to be consistent with the :

land use and development standards in effect for this site per the adopted community -
plan, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, public and private

Page ] of 6 OR%GENAL :
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improvement requirements of the City Engineer, the underlying zone(s), conditions of
this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the SDMC in effect for this site.

STANDARD REGUIREMENTS:

I. Construction, grading or demolition must commence and be pursued in a diligent manner
within thirty-six months after the effective date of final approval by the City, following all
appeals. Failure to utilize the permit within thirty-six months will automatically void the permit
unless an Extension of Time has been granted. Any such Extension of Time must meet all the
SDMC requirements and applicable guidelines in effect at the time the extension is considered by
the appropriate decision maker.

2.  No permit for the construction, occupancy or operation of any facility or improvement
described herein shall be granted, nor shall any activity authorized by this Permit be conducted
on the premises until:

a.  The Permittees sign and returns the Permit to the Development Services Department;
and

b.  The Permit is recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder

3. Unless this Permit has been revoked by the City of San Diego the property included by
reference within this Permit shall be used only for the purposes and under the terms and
conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the City Manager.

4. This Permit is a covenant running with the subject property and shall be binding upon the
Permittee and any successor or successors, and the interests of any successor shall be subject to
each and every condition set out in this Permit and all referenced documents.

5. The utilization and continued use of this Permit shall be subject to the regulations of this
and any other applicable governmental agency.

6.  Issuance of this Permit by the City of San Diego does not authorize the Permittees for this
permit to violate any Federal, State or City laws, ordinances, regulations or policies including,
but not limited to, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 [ESA] and any amendments thereto (16
U.8.C. § 1531 et seq.).

7. The Owners/Permittees shall secure all necessary building permits. The applicant is
informed that to secure these permits, substantial modifications to the building and site
improvements to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical and plumbing codes and
State law requiring access for disabled people may be required.

8.  Before issuance of any building or grading permits, complete grading and working
drawings shall be submitted to the City Manager for approval. Plans shall be in substantial
conformity to Exhibit “A,” on file in the Development Services Department. No changes,
modifications or alterations shall be made unless appropriate application(s) or amendment(s) to

this Permit have been granted.
ORIGINAL
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9.  All of the conditicns contained in this Permit have been considered and have been
determined to be necessary in order to make the findings required for this Permit. It is the intent
of the City that the holder of this Permit be required to comply with each and every condition in
order to be afforded the special rights which the holder of the Permit is entitled as a result of
obtaining this Permit.

In the event that any condition of this Permit, on a legal challenge by the
Owners/Permitiees of this Permit, is found or held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be
invalid, unenforceable, or unreasonable, this Permit shall be void. However, in such an event,
the Owners/Permittees shall have the right, by paying applicable processing fees, to bring a
request for 2 new permit without the "invalid" conditions(s} back to the discretionary body which
approved the Permit for a determination by that body as to whether all of the findings necessary
for the issuance of the proposed permit can still be made in the absence of the "invalid"
condition(s). Such hearing shall be a hearing de novo and the discretionary body shall have the
absolute right to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed permit and the condition(s)
contained therein.

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS:

10.  Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the Owners/Permittees shall enter into a
Maintenance Agreement for the ongoing permanent BMP maintenance.

11, Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the Owners/Permittees shall incorporate
any construction Best Management Practices (BMP) necessary to comply with Chapter 14,
Article 2, Division 1 (Grading Regulations) of the San Diego Municipal Code, into the
construction plans or specifications, This shall include the permanent BMP treatment structures
shown on the approved plans.

12.  Prior to the issuance of any construction permit the Owners/Permittees shall submit a Water
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines
in Appendix E of the City's Storm Water Standards.

13. The drainage system proposed for this development is private and subject o approval by
the City Engineer.

14. The Owners/Permittees shall replace the existing driveway curb cut with a new 22-foot
driveway curb cut within the public right-of-way, satisfactory to the City Engineer. This work
shall be shown on the grading plan and included in the grading permit.

15.  The Owners/Permittees shall obtain a bonded grading permit for the grading proposed for
this project. All grading shall conform to requirements in accordance with the City of San Diego
Municipal Code, in a manner satisfactory to the City Engineer.

Page 3 of 6 @RHGQNAL
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PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

16. No fewer than two (2) off-street parking spaces shall be maintained on the property at all
times in the approximate locations shown on the approved Exhibit "A," on file in the
Development Services Department. Parking spaces shall comply at all times with the SDMC and
shall not be converted for any other use unless otherwise authorized by the City Manager.

17. There shall be compliance with the regulations of the underlying zone(s) unless a deviation
or variance to a specific regulation(s) is approved or granted as a condition of approval of this
Permit. Where there is a conflict between a condition (including exhibits) of this Permit and a
regulation of the underlying zone, the regulation shall prevail unless the condition provides for a
deviation or variance from the regulations. Where a condition (including exhibits) of this Permit
establishes a provision which is more restrictive than the corresponding regulation of the
underlying zone, then the condition shall prevail.

18. The height(s) of the building(s) or structure(s) shall not exceed those heights set forth in the
_conditions and the exhibits (including, but not limited to, elevations and cross sections) or the
maximum permitted building height of the underlying zone, whichever is lower, unlessa -
deviation or variance to the height limit has been granted as a specific condition of this Permut.

19. A topographical survey conforming to the provisions of the SDMC may be required if it is
determined, during construction, that there may be a conflict between-the building(s) under
construction and a condition of this Permit or a regulation of the underlying zone. The cost of
any such survey shall be borne by the Owners/Permitiees.

20. Any future requested amendment to this Permit shall be reviewed for compliance with the !
regulations of the underlying zone(s) which are in sffect on the date of the submittal of the '
requested amendment.

21.  All private outdoor lighting shall be shaded and adjusted to fall on the same premises where
such lights are located and in accordance with the applicable regulations in the SDMC.

22. 'The use of textured or enhanced paving shall meet applicable City standards as to location,
notse and friction values.

23. The existing trees and shrubs between the front property line and the driveway shall remain
intact and incorporated into the landscaping plan to maintain additional screening from the public
right of way.

24. Prior to the issuance of building permits, construction documents shall fully illustrate
compliance with the Citywide Storage Standards for Trash and Recyclable Materials (SDMC} to
the satisfaction of the City Manager. All exterior storage enclosures for trash and recyclable
materials shall be located in 2 manner that is convenient and accessible to all occupants of and é
service providers to the project, in substantial conformance with the conceptual site plan marked

Exhibit *A," on file in the Development Services Department.

Page 4 of 6 OREGENAL
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25. ln lieu of providing Fire Department access, the single family residence and garage shall be
equipped with a residential fire sprinkler system, satisfactory to the Fire Marshall.

INFORMATION ONLY:

Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed as
conditions of approval of this development permit, may protest the imposition within ninety days
of the approval of this development permit by filing a written protest with the City Clerk
pursuant to California Government Code section 66020.

APPROVED by the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego on QOctober 20, 2005.
Resolution No. 3861-PC.

Page 5 of 6 ORIGINAL
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ALL-PURPOSE CERTIFICATE 42-3600/54670

Coastal Development Permit No.165304
Date of Approval: October 20, 2005

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

mm C. Biw(f)evelopment P‘mject Manager

On February 7, 2006, before me, STACIE L. MAXWELL, (Notary Public), personally appeared
Laura C. Black, Development Project Manager of the Development Services Department of the
City of San Diego, personally known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged to me that she executed the same in her capacity, and that
by her signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person
acted, executed the instrument.

Signature T LAY '
Stacie L. Mé;véeli \‘)

ALL-PURPOSE CERTIFICATE

' OWNER(S)//PERMITTEE(S) SIGNATURE/NOTARIZATION:
THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER(S)/PERMITTEE(S), BY EXECUTION THEREOF, AGREES

TO EACH AND EVERY CONDITION OF THIS PERMIT AND PROMISES TO PERFORM
EACH AND EVERY OBLIGATION OF OWNER(S)/PERMITTEE(S) THEREUNDER.

sigmee Ao 2ty

Sheila P. Grant

COUNTY OF  Daesss

On Fep. /3 A006  before me, Dwswe /1. %ﬁﬁf (Name of Notary Public)
persona“y a,ppeared _J osep h M. Grant & S h_EfL la P, G I‘a,rmrsonauy known to me (0[’
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same
i his/her/their authorized capacity(ies),and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument
the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. T
S gniature — .,MW) }'77 ‘%@b-« :' & OSSN A
ORIGINAL
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ATTACHMENT 11

Copy of Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670
Available under separate cover.

Please contact PJ FitzGerald (619-446-5107) or pfitzgerald@sandiego.gov



ATTACHMENT 12

- o : City of San Diego Develgpment Permltjj FORM J‘
S0 =122 First Ave. 3rd Floor Envﬁrgnmental Determinaﬁgn i DS“«?GS?@

Sen Diege, CA 82101

1618} 446-5210 Appeal Appﬁ@ﬂﬁ@ﬁ? MarcH 2007 |

l

i
!

%'Tn& Sy or Ban Diggo

JSB& Information Bulletin 505, “Development Perinits Appeal Procedure,” for information on the appeal procedure, |

A, Type of Appeal: o ) .
Lﬁ Process Twe Declsion - Appeal to Planning Commission L4 Erwvironmental Determination - Appeal to Clty Council
' Process Three Deoision - Appeal to Planning Commission L Appesl of a Hearing Officer Decision to revoke a permit

L. Prosess Four Decision - Appeal fo City Councit

Z. Appeliant Please check one & Applicant i Officially recognizad Planning Committee ¥, ‘Interested Parson” (Per M 6. Sec.
{ 112.0103)

Name

Gearge P. Chandier, Jr, )

Address City Slate Zip Code Telephone
8838 Countrv Club Drive ] La Jolla ‘ CA 92037 B5R-454-7000
3. Applicant Name (As showr on the PermivApproval being appealed). Lomplete [T different from appabant.

: Joseph Grant i

4. Project Information ? o
Parmit/Environmental Determination & PermitDocument No - | Dale of Decision/Determination: | City Project Manager:
EQOT/Coastal Development Permit Number 165304 i; January 18, 2009 : PJ FitzGerald

Lecision {dssoribe the permiUapproval decisiond: o ]
_On 1/16/08, Deveicpment Services Staff appraved an application of Extension of Tims for previously approved Coastal Developmeny |

Permit No. 165304 to demolish existing Grant Residence & construct & 6,862 single family residence at 8829 Fairwav Rd, La Jalla,

in RS-1-4 Zone within La Jolla Community Pian, Coastal Overlay, Coastal Height Limit, Councit Dist 1.
5. Grounds for Appeal (Please check af that apply) )
I Factuai Error {Progsse Three and Four decisions only] [d New information {Process Thrae and Four decisions oniy)
4 Conflict with other matiers (Process Thiee and Four decisions only) L City-wide Significance (Process Four decisions onfy)
wd Findings Not Supporied (Process Three and Four decislons only} i

Description of Grounds for Appeal (Please relate your description to the allowable reasons for appeal a8 more fully described in
Chapter 11, Adicls 2, Division & of the San Disge Municipal (ooe. Attach additional shests if necessary.)

The proient would nlace residents of the proposed deveiopmant & the immediate community In a candition dangerous 1o thair

heaith & safety & wouid not comply with state law. The praject is located on unsltable geological sof, which can bacome unstablg L

from the projecy, resuliing in polential landslide & collapse, would expose peopie/property to geological hezards such as qroung

. _failure or similar, & increase soll erosion on & off the site, The site s surrounded with areas of massive landslides. The Grant site is

in Geologle Hazard Zone 22 & 26 - conjactured landslides & sitde prone formaticns. In 1957, a landslide ogeurred at the site itsalf, /

i
i
i

8928 Fairway Rd, La Jolle, requiring enormous repair to restore massive soil, & diminishing the property vaiue. 2005 rains caused

/andslides within 1/4 mile of Grant residence, resulting in massive structural camage to 5 homes above Nautilus. Al were red-lagge

(=3

These homes were at the top of steep slopes. The homes on the Grant's eastern boundary are alse at the top of such a steep slops

{Grant's back yard). These slopes are up to 1:1 (Le,, 100%, 45 degrees), Tops & faces of such slopes have poor stability. Struciure

separation at slope 10p is typical, This pan cause landslide 8 loss of homes. Projects on such siopes ars no longer allowed. No one

wants to be party to further dangerous landsfides & their unsafe disastrous conseguences. This EQT raquest should be denied,

The Chandler's, (sier's & Fatiars, on Coumry Ciub Drive &t 1op of ste's steep siope back yard for 21, 45 & 20 years respectively, are vary concermed about the projct.

SO RSV ST TP S

8. Appediant’s Signature: | certify unde?r,panalty of perjury that the foregoing, including all names and addresses, s 1ue and ccnfrecgy
eD

Signature: fg{/ é / . Dater  January 30, 2009 ﬁ E @ E E !

Note: Faxed appeals are nof accepied. Appeal fees are non-refundabla. . H‘”fﬁ;'i y Eﬁ

[
£

Printed on recycled paper. Visit our web site at www.sandisgo.anvidevelopment-semvices,
Upon request, this information is available in aliernative formals for persons with disabilittes.
D8-3031/(03-07

Note: Development Project Manager P Fitzgerald advised me that since BIock ‘5. Grounas for Appaal” oxes s@te, "Process Thres and Fouf Gegisions oal. Wi o Frocess 2 decision
box, | should ot check & Block 5 box, but simply comglete the "Descrivtion of Grounds for Appeal”.



_ ATTACHMENT 13
Geoiechmwl Exploration, Inc.

SOIL ARD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING @ GROUNDWATER ® ENGINEERING GEOLOGY

03 December 2008

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Grant Job No. 04-8780
cfo ISLAND ARCHITECTS

7632 Herschel Avenue

La Jolla, CA 92037

Subject:

Proposed Grant Resudence
6929 Fairway Road

La Joila, California
(EQT-Project No. 166204)

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Grant:

At the request of your architect, Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. submits this
letter as an update to our “Report of Geotechnical Investigation,” dated Aprit 21,
2005, The purpose of this report is to communicate the current scil and geologic
cenditions at the site and evaluate the geotechnical aspects of the proposed project
by Island Architects. We understand that you are submitting for an extension of
time for the previously approved CDP No.165304.

Gur work to date has included review of pertinent geologic reports and maps,
observations of the site and surrounding vicinity, review of a previous geotechnical
report by Southern California Soil & Testing, dated April 1, 1998, and performance
of our updated geotechnical investigation report dated April 21, 2005.

The resuits of our geotechnical investigation revealed the site is underlain by dense

formational materials, with no evidence of recent or historic landstiding or deep-
seated slope instability, As such, the risk of landsliding is considered low.

7420 TRADE STREET® SAN DIEGO, CA, 52121 @ [B58) 540-7222 @ FAX: (858} 549-1604 & EMAIL: geotech@gei-sd.com
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Proposed Grant Residence Job No. 04-8780
La Jolia, California Page 2

The findings of our investigation revealed that the eastern slopes and the southern
portion of the western slope are cut slopes and consist of dense formational
material. The remalning portion of the western slope (including the slope repair
area) are underfaln by compacted fill soils, Currently, all of tﬁe observed siopes
appear to be stable, in good condition, and should not be negatively affected by the
proposed new development.

Excavation for the new basement and western pool area will result in removal of
most of the existing fill and colluvial materials below the proposed residential
structure. Areas of the structure not underialn by the basement area, and the
western slope area Improvements, will utllize a caisson and grade-beam foi.sndatian.
The proposed lowering of the western fiil slope, in addition to the deepened
foundation system, will provide additional overall stabllity for the project.
Furtherrmore, any excavations made close to property lines will be provided with
proper shoring to keep the upper siopes stable and safe.

Comments within the development permit appeal application regarding the 2005
rain-induced landslides on nearby properties should not be considered indicative of
conditions at the subject site. The referenced properties in the 6800 block of Paseo
Laredo Involved failure of steep insufficiently compacted 6l slopes behind those
properties. The slopes above the Grant property consists of dense formational
materials and are considered stable based on the results of our subsurface
exploratory work and soils testing.

It is our opinion that the calculated factor of safety for gross and shaliow slope
stability of the on-site soils will meet the City standard of at least 1.5 at the
completion of the project.
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Proposed Grant Residence Job No. 04-8780
La Jolla, California Page 3

It is our opinion, based on the results of our updated geotechnical investigation,
that no significant soil or geclogic hazards exist at the subject site and the property
is well suited for the proposed residential development. The slite has not been
significantly altered since our initial investigation. Should yeu have any additional
gquestions concerning this matter, please contact our office. Reference to our Job
No. 04-8780 will help to expedite a response to your inguiries.

Respectfully submitted,

Géﬁmmcm EXPLORATION, INC. /m@

P

Jay’K. Heiser Jaime A. Cerros, P.E. /

Senior Project Geologist R.C.E. 34422/G.E. 2007
Senior Geotechnical Engineer
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LA JOLLA COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT COMMITTEE
LA JOLLA COMMUNITY PLANING ASSOCIATION
CONSENT AGENDA

ATTENTION: PJ Fitzgerald, Project Manager
CDP FINAL REVIEW: Dec, 9, 2008

Project Mame: GRANT RESIDENCE Permits: EOT

6925 Fairway R, PM: PI Fiizgerald phvgerad G sendiego pov
Project #: JOH43- 16617106204 Applicant: Reggie Reves 838-450-929
Zone: RS-14 - reeves@islandach.com

Scope of Work:

(Process 23 Extension of Time for Coastal Development Permit #165304 o demo exsting residence and
consiruct & 6,862 sq, [ single family residence on a 8.377 acie site m Zone RS-1-4 in the La Jolla
Plasmed District within the La Jolls Community Plan, Coastal Overlay (non-appealable}, Coastal Heiglt
Limit, Councit District 1. Notice Cards =

Subceommittee Motion:

(Hayves/Morton 4-0-1-2) Findiags can be made at Preiminary Review that the project mieets
requirements for the EOT,

Absgain - Little

Recuse - Crisafl, Coflins

TN
) ! o L cf:_llu. T Vot Lo
Sigmaiurc:—v*l"-"/ R w\ﬁ"“’ ™ Dt _; “ ™
Tony Crisafi N\ 308 Sador Chae—y
Chair of La Jolia Coastal Development Committee

Community Planning Asscciation Trustees on Consent of Sub Committee Review:

Motion: Vote: [%-0-0 60 con 5@%‘!’“
T 4 [7}—-{4(& recommendetfi—
o Fre committee Fld e )

)@Lniar\je cnn be et

Signanire:

Jog'LalCava
esident of the Community Planning Association

<M_ éL &/‘“’ Drate: f//ﬂ f//ﬁ?



ATTACHMENT 15

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
MAIL STATION 501

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
JOB ORDER NUMBER: 43-1661

EXTENSION OF TIME TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 596078
GRANT RESIDENCE (MMRP)
PROJECT NO. 166204
PLANNING COMMISSION

This Coastal Development Permit No. 596078, which is a three-year Extension of Time to
previously approved Coastal Development Permit No. 165304 (Project No. 54670), is granted by
the City Council of the City of San Diego to JOSEPH M. GRANT AND SHEILA P. GRANT,
Husband and Wife, Owners/Permittees, pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code Section
126.0111.

The 25,167 square-foot project site is located at 6929 Fairway Road in the RS-1-4, Coastal
Overlay (non-appealable area), Parking Impact Overlay and Coastal Height Limitation Overlay
Zones within the La Jolla Community Plan. The project site is legally described as Lot 21, La
Jolla Country Club Knolls, Map No. 4039. '

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to JOSEPH M.
GRANT AND SHEILA P. GRANT, Husband and Wife, Owners/Permittees, to allow demolition
of an existing 2,806 square foot one-story single family residence and construction of a two-
story, 6,946 square foot single family residence, with attached three-car garage, and detached
pool, as described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, type, and location on the approved
exhibits [Exhibit "A"] and conditions on file in the Development Services Department. The
original project (Project No. 54670) approved by the City Council on February 7, 2006, is hereby
extended as indicated within this permit until April 2, 2012,

The project shall inciude:

a. A three year extension of time for the previously approved Coastal Development
Permit No. 165304, Project No. 54670.

Page 1 of 2



ATTACHMENT 15

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

1. This permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights
of appeal have expired. Fatlure to utilize and maintain utilization of this permit as described in
the SDMC will automatically void the permit.

2. No further Extension of Time may be granted pursuant to SDMC Section 126.0111(a).

3. Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “A,” per the previously
approved Exhibits and conditions on file with Development Services for Coastal Development
Permit No. 165304, Project No 54670, recorded with the County of San Diego Recorder on
March 30, 2006 as Document Number 2006-0222369 with the exception of the expiration dates.
No changes, modifications or alterations shall be made unless appropriate application(s) or
amendment(s) to this Permit have been granted.

INFORMATION ONLY:

e Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed
as conditions of approval of this development permit, may protest the imposition within
ninety days of the approval of this development permit by filing a written protest with the
City Clerk pursuant to California Government Code §66020.

¢ This development may be subject to impact fees at the time of construction permit
issuance.

APPROVED by the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego on April 2, 2009.

Page 2 of 2



ATTACHMENT 16

PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. PC -

EXTENSION OF TIME TO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 596078
GRANT RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 166204
DRAFT

WHEREAS, JOSEPH M. GRANT AND SHEILA P. GRANT, Husband and Wife,
Owners/Permittees, filed an application with the City of San Diego for a three-year
Extension of Time to a Coastal Development Permit to allow demolition of an existing
2,806 square foot one-story single family residence and construction of a two-story,
6,946 square foot single family residence, with attached three-car garage, and detached
pool; and

WHEREAS, the 25,167 square-foot project site is located at 6929 Fairway Road in the
RS-1-4, Coastal Overlay (non-appealable area), Parking Impact Overlay and Coastal

Height Limitation Overlay Zones within the La Jolla Community Plan, and is legally
described as Lot 21, La Jolla Country Club Knolls, Map No. 4039; and

WHEREAS, on January 16, 2009, the Development Services Department of the City of
San Diego approved Extension of Time to Coastal Development Permit No. 596078,
which is a three-year Extension of Time to previously approved Coastal Development
Permit No. 165304, pursuant to Section 112.0503 of the San Diego Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, on February 7, 2009, George Chandler appealed the decision of the
Development Services Department to approve Extension of Time to Coastal
Development Permit No. 596078, and

WHEREAS, on April 2, 2009, the Planning Commussion of the City of San Diego
considered Extension of Time to Coastal Development Permit No. 596078, pursuant to
the Land Development Code of the City of San Diego; and

WHEREAS, all associated permits and maps shall conform to the previously approved
Exhibits and conditions on file with Development Services per Coastal Development
Permit No. 165304, City Council Resolution No. R-301231, Project No. 54670, recorded
at the County of San Diego Recorder on March 30, 2006 as Document Number 2006-
0222369, with the exception of the expiration dates; and

WHEREAS, the Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670, that was prepared and
certified on February 7, 2006, by City Council Resolution No. R-301230 for the original
project remains in effect. There are no changes to the project scope and the request for an
Extension of Time would not result in any environmental impacts. The activity is not a
separate project for purposes of CEQA review per CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c)
(3) and 15378(c); NOW, THEREFORE,

Page 1 of 3
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BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego that Coastal
Development Permit No. 596078 will expire on April 2, 2012,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego,
that it adopts the following findings with respect to Extension of Time to Coastal
Development Permit No. 596078:

FINDINGS:
EXTENSION OF TIME OF A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT - SAN
BDIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE [SDMC] SECTION 1260111

1. The project as originally approved would not place the occupants of
the proposed development or the immediate community in a condition
dangerous to their health and safety.

The Owners/Permittees request an extension of time to Coastal Development
Permit No. 165304 and do not request any changes to the proposed development
layout approved by City Council on February 7, 2006, by Resolution Number R-
301231, The project as originally approved and without any new conditions
would not place the occupants of the proposed development or the immediate
community in a condition dangerous to their health or safety. New conditions are
not required to ensure public health and safety. All previously approved
conditions remain applicable.

2. There are no changed circumstances which would affect the project’s
consistency with the Local Coastal Program.

The development’s Coastal Development Permit No. 165304 was approved by
City Council on February 7, 2006, by Resolution Number R-301231. There are no
changed circumstances which would affect the project’s consistency with the
Local Coastal Program, and all previously approved conditions remain applicable.

3. Mo new conditions are required to comply with state or federal law.

The development’s Coastal Development Permit No. 165304 was approved by
City Council on February 7, 2006, by Resolution Number R-301231. There are no
new conditions being added to the permit. New conditions are not required to
comply with state or federal law. All previously approved conditions remain
applicable.

The above findings are supported by the minutes, maps and exhibits, all of which are
herein incorporated by reference.

Page 2 of 3



ATTACHMENT 16

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, based on the findings hereinbefore adopted by the
Planning Commission, that Coastal Development Permit No. 596078, a three-year
Extension of Time to Coastal Development Permit No. 165304, is hereby GRANTED by
the Planning Commission to the referenced Owners/Permittees, under the terms and
conditions set forth in permit number 165304,

Patricia J. FitzGerald
Development Project Manager
Development Services
Adopted on: April 2, 2009
Job Order No. 43-1661

ce: Legislative Recorder

Page 3 of 3



ATTACHMENT 17

City of San Diego
Development Services
1222 First Ave., M5-302
San Diego, CA 92107
THE Ty oF San Disao (619) 446‘5000

Approval Type: Check appropriate box for type of approval (s} requested: | Neighborhood Use Permit | #Coastal Development Permit

r Neighborhood Development Permit r Site Development Permit r Flanned Development Permit I Conditional 35 %%Eilt : }

{“varance [ Tentative Map | Vesting Tentative Map | Map Waiver | Land Use Plan Amendment « | Other
Project Title Project No, For City Use Only

LT o8 DENCE”

Project Address:

W2 BpuRq £0- - SUA_Ch

By signing the Ownership Disclosur ment, the owner(s) acknowledae that an application for a permit, map or other matter, as identifi

above, will be fited with the City of San Diego on the subject property, with the intent to record an encumbrance against the property. Please list
below the cwner(s) and tenani(s) (if applicable) of the above referenced property. The list must include the names and addresses of all persons
who have an interest in the property, recorded or otherwiss, and state the type of property interest (e.g., tenarffs who will benefit from the permit, alf
TInEividtaErs who own the property). A signature is raguired of at least one of the property owners. Attach additional pages if needed. A signature
from the Assistant Executive Director of the San Diego Redevelopment Agenoy shali be required for all project parcels for which a Disposition and
Development Agreement (DDA) has been approved / executed by the City Council. Note: The applicant is responsible for notifying the Project
Manager of any changes in ownership during the time the application is being processed or considered, Changes in ownership are to be given to
the Project Manager at jeast thirty days prior t¢ any public hearing on the subject property, Faiiure to provide accurate and current ownership
information coutd result in a delay in the hearing process.

Additional pages attached [ Yes [T No

Name of Individuai (type or print): Name of Indwigual (type or print);
K Owner | :Tenantlessee |  Redsvelopment Agency [ Owner [ Tenantiessee [ .Redevelopment Agency
Street Addres Streef Address:
27 Frrwry Lorp N
Clty/State/Zm City/State/Zip:

m& &14 - ?2037 ,

Phione No: Fax No:
Sighailre: Dafe:
Name of Incividual (type or print): Name of Individual {type cr print):
[Owner | TenantLessee | Redevelopment Agancy I Owner [ TenantlLessee | Redevelopment Agency
Street Address: Stireet Address:
City/State/Zip: City/Stats/Zip:
Phone No: Fax No: Phone Na: Fax No:
Signature : Date: Sigrature ; Date:

Printed an recycled paper, Visit our welr siie at www,sandiego.gov/development-gervices
Upan request, this information is available in altemative formats for persons with disabifities.

D5-318 (5-08)




ATTACHMENT 11

Copy of Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 54670
Available under separate cover.

Please contact PJ FitzGerald (619-446-5107) or pfitzgerald@sandiego.gov
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Mitigated Negative Declaration

Services
s i

Land nevelapmem L o
Review Divigion Project No. 54670

(649) 446-5450 SCH No. N/A

?Uﬁﬁ JECT: GRANT RESINENCFE. ~ COASTAT DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish an

1I.

518

IV,

v,

existing one-siory, smﬂvl»3—1‘&12‘1113r residence and construct a nev, two-story, above
basement, 6,946 square-foot, single-family residence, with an attached three-car
garage, on an existing 25,167 square-foot site lecated-at 6929 Fairway Road in the
RS-1-4 Zone, Coastal Overlay Zone (non-appealable}, within the La Jolla
Community Plan, Council District 1. Legal deséription: Lot 21 of La Jolla Country -
Chib Knolls Subdivision, according o Map No. 4039, in the City of San Diego.
Applicant: Ryan Reynolds:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See sttached Initial Study.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.

DETERMINATION:

The City of San Dicgo conducted dy Initial Study which detenmined that the proposed
project could-have & significant environmental effect in the following areas:

paimmﬂlowzcﬂ] resources. Subsequent revisions in the project pmpmal create the specific
mitigation identified in Secijon V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as
revised now avoids or mitigates the potential i} significant environmental effects. previously
identified, and the i}rapmmmn of an Em'lmmmnmi Impact Report will not be required.

DOCUMENTATION:

The attached Tugtial Study docurmnents the reasons to support the above Determination.

MITIGATION, WGNETGRE\EG AND REPORTING PROGRAM:
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

I. Prior to Permit {ssuance
A. Land Development Review (LDR} Plan Check

L.

Prior to Notice to Procesd (NTP) for any constraction permits, including but not
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Pernitts and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on
the appropriate construction documents.

Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1

b

The applicant shall submit & letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) forthe project
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological mam.ttmfing;pw grarn,
z¢ defined in the City of San Diego Palsontology Guidelines.

MM will provide a letter to the applicant Gf}l‘iﬁn’ﬁlﬂg the quahﬂcaﬂmg of the P1
and all persons invelved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

Pifor to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MNEC for any
personnel chapges associated with the monitoring program.

. Prior to Btart of Ceastruction

Verification of Records Search

1.

2

2

The P1 shall provide verification to MMC that a'site specific records search has
been completed. Verfication includes, but is not limited to a copy of 4
confirmation letter from San Dicgo Natural History Museurm, other instifution or,
if the search was in-house, 4 letter of verification from the PI stating that-the
search was completed.

The letter shall introduce any pertinent informmation concerning expeotations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

. PI Shail Mtuad Precon ‘v{eamws ..
L.

Prior ta beginning any work that requires monitering, the Applicant shall arange

a Precon Mesting that maﬂ include the P, C‘ansimclmn Manager (CM) andlor

Grading Contracior; Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI} if
appropriate, and MMC, The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
sugeestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Constiuction Manager and/or Grading Centractor.

2. Ifthe P is-unable to-attend the Precon W{eeimg, the Appima:nt shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PL RE, CM or BI, il appropriate,
priorio the start of any work that requires monitoring:

Identify Areas to be Monitored

Priorto the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a
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Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME} based on the appropriate construction
documenis {reduced to 1 'I}{I‘?) o MMC id@nﬁf}md the areas 10 be monitored
includifg the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based

on the results of'a site specific records search as well as information regarding
existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Ocour

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

b, ThePImay submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting & madification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant informnation such as review of final
eonstruction documents which indicate conditions such a5 depth of excavation
and/jor site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossi] resources, e,
which may reduce or increase the potentizl for resources to be present,

HI. During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During GradingExcavation/Trenching

1.

-3

o

L

The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavationtrenching
activities ag jdentified on the PME thatcould result in impacts to formations with
high:and moderate resource sensiivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifving the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any
sonstEnction activifies.

The monitor-shall docement field activity via the Consuitant Site Visit Record
(C8VR). The CSVR’s shallbe faxed by the CM 10 the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last-day of monitoring, mwenthly (N otification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shiall forward copies
to MIMC:

The Pl'may submit a detazif:d letler 1o MMC during construction requesting a
modification to-the monitoring program wihen a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not-encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when- unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may rediice orincrease the
potential for resources to-be present.

Discovery Notification Process
1.

I thc, event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor
o tempamnly divert irenching activities'in the area of discovery and immediately
notify the RE or BI asappropriate.

The Monitor shall 3mmedzami}f notify the PI'(unless Monitor is.the PI) of the
discovery.

The P1shall immedigtely notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
subthitwritten documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fix or email with

photes of the resgurce in-context, if' possible.
Detormination of Simificance
1.

The Pishal] evaluate the significance of the résource.
4. The PIshall immiediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
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determination and shall also submit-a letier to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation ts required. The determination of'significance for fossil
discoveries shall be ai the discretion ofthe PL

b. Iftheresource is significant, the P shall submit 2 Paleontological Recovery
Pragram (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts 1o
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the P1 shall notify the RE, or BI
as appropriate, that 2 non-significant discovery has been made. The
Paleontotogist shall continue 1o monitor the area without netification to MMC
unless a significant resource is encountered.

d. The Pl ghall submit a letter to MM indicating that fossil resomoes will be
collected, curated, and documented-dnthe Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.

IV, Night Work
A, I night work is included in the contract
1. Wher night work is included in the contract package, the-extent and timing shall
be presented and discussed at the precon meeting. '
2. The following -pfd‘k::ﬁﬁa't'es- shall be followed.
a. No [Hscoveries S
I the event that no discoveries were éncountered during nwht work, The' PL
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMO via fax by Yam
the following moming, if pessible,
‘b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections i - During Construction.
¢. Potentially SignificantDiscoveries
Tf the P1 deteirninesthat a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section Tif - During. Ceﬁstrucmm shall be followed.
d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by-8aM: thig: mﬂow ng Morning to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section -8, injess other
specific arrangements have been made. :
B, If misht work becomes necessary during the course of consizruction
i, The Construction Manager shall notifythe RE, or Bl, as-appropriate, a minintum
of 24 hours before the work 18 to begin.
2. The RE, or B as appropriate; shall notify MMC immediately,
C. Alletherprocedures deseribed above shall apply, as approprizie.,

VI. Post Construction
A, Submittal of Drafi Monitoring Repon
1. The P shall submit two copies-of the Drafi Monitoring Report {even if negative)
which deseribes the resulis; analysis, and conclusions ofall phases of the
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Palsontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for

review and approval within Y0 days following the completion of monitoring

a. For significant palevitoiogical resources encountered during momwrmg? the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be wcluded inthe Drafi Monitoring
Report.

b, Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
The P1 shall be responsible for recording {on the appropriate forms} any
significant or potentially significant f ossi] resources encountersd during the
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms ta the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC shail return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for

preparation of the Final Report.

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

MM shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

MMC shall uotify the RE or BL, 85 appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Manitoring

Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1,

2

The Pl shall be responsibie for ensucing thal «li fossil remains collected are
cleaned and vatalogued.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring tha.i all fossil rernains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology: 2% tney relate to the geslogic history of the area;
fhat f"auml matemai is identified a5 to species; and that specialty studies are

-compietﬁd as: appm;}maw

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification

1.

2.

The PT shall be: rn;,sponszble for-ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
monitoring for-this project are permanently curated with an-appropriate
ingiiution, - |

The PI shallinclude the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Repost submitted to the RE or BI and MMC,

D). Final M amtmng Rep{arﬁ{s}

L,

2.

The: PLshal '5ub_mu twa copigs of Lhe Fmal Monitoring Report to MMC {even if
11654,&1:1\, e}, within 4] da}fs after potification from VIMIC that the draft report has.
been appmva{i

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the appraved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Aceepiance
Verification from the curation institution.
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VI PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Drafi copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed fo:

Coastal Commission (47)

City of San Diego: _
Councilmember Peters, District 1
Development Services Deparimen
Library, La Jolia/Riford Branch

Lz Jolla Town Council {273)

T.a Jolla Historical Society (274}

La Jolla Comnunity Planning Association (275)

La Jolla Laght (280}

La Jollans for Responsible Planning (282)

Patricia K. Miller {283)

Pat Dahlberg

VIL RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
(X3 No comments were received during the public input period.

(3 Comments were received but d}é niot address the draft Négative Declaration finding
or the accurdcy/completensss of the Tnitial Study. No response is necessary, The
Ictters are attached.

()} Comments addressing the findings of'the draft Negative Declaration and/or-accuracy
or completeness of the Initial Study were received dum}ﬁ the public input period.
The letters-and responses follow..

Copies of the Drafi Mitigated Negative Declaration and any lmtml Stu-ﬁ5 material are aﬂvm%ahge
in the office of the Lamd Dwdepmem Tevicw Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of
reproduction.

o * if‘ - ' x’r'é
Uibegery Aiprverd, Julv 18, 2005
Allison Sherwood, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report

Development Services Department

_August 10, 2003
Date of Final Report

Aualyvst: Buekley



City of San Dicgo

Development Services Department

LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

Sam Drego, CA 82101

(619} 446-6460

INFTIAL STUDY
Project No. 54670

SUBIECT: CGRANT RESIDENCE — COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demoiish an
exigling one-story, single-family residence and construct a new, two-slory, above
basemenl, 6,946 square-foot, single-family residence, with an attached threc-car
garage, on an exisung 25,167 square-foot site Incated at 6929 Fairway Road in the
RS-1-4 Zone, Coastal Overlay Zone (non-appealable), within the La Jolla
Community Plan, Council District 1. Legal deseripiion: Lot 21 of La jolla Couniry
Club Knpolls Subdivision, according to Map No. 40239, in the City of San Diego.
Applicant: Ryan Reynolds.

E PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The proposal is a Coastal Development Permit, Process 2, for a decision to be made by
the City of San Diego staff, 1o demolish an existing 1968 smule family residence and
constiuct & new fwo-story, above basement, mgke-l,aimly residence with an attached
shree-car garage. In addition, the project proposes construction of & new swimimning poul
and associated Improvements.

The proposed 6,946 square-foot, two-story residence would contain a 1,675 square-foot
basement, a 3,473 square-foat first floor, and a 3,473 square-foot second-floor. In
addition, the. proposed residence would contain a 1,477 square-foot three-car garage. The
proposed basement includes a media room, exercise room, storage. wine roowd, and a
mechanical room. The proposed first-floor includes & living room, dining room, family
rooni, kitchen, sun room. powder room, and guest room with a full bath, The first-floor
also ineludes an erdry porch, patie, covered lerrace, and BBQ terrace. The proposed
second-floor includes a master bedroom with two baths, & wall in closer and a baleony.
The proposed second-story also includes a sitting room, three bedrooms, three full baths,
a balcony and a covered wurace.

The proposed project is focaied on a 23,167 square-foot lot which requires 30% of the lo
area io be landscaped which is appmmmate]y 7,350 square- i"eet The project proposas
50% of the lot area to be landscaped which is appmxlmateh 2,502 square-feet, and 36%
of the lot be hardscaped which is approximately 9,234 square-feet. The project proposes
eight retaining walls throughout the site with a maximum length of 830 feet and a
maximum height of 11 ¥ feet.

The proposed drainage method is fo maintain pre-development runoff characteristics and
10 use natural drainage systems as opposed to lined swalgs or underground drainage
svstems. The starm water runoff from paved area will be diverted o the driveway and
collected i a catch basin equipped with a flow guard plus catch basin filter, The filtered
surioff will be diverted to the street. Storm water from non-paved areas such as lawn or
plated areas will be treated by the site desizn or source coniro] metheds outlingd in the
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1.
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Fage 2

reyuired Water Pollution Conrel Plan submiited with the final grading plan. Lawn areas
will be considered as treated discharge. Planted areas will be designed to minimize
discharge of suspendsd solids.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The propesed development is located within the RS-1-7 of the La Jolla Community
Plapming Area. The project site is located 2t 6929 Fairway Road. The property isa
recizngliar-shaped lot on the east side of Fairway Road. The property is bordered on the
north and south by similar residential properties; on the east by an approximately 20-foot
high, west-facing, 1.1 0 1.3:1.0 (horizontal to vertical) cut slope that abuts & similar
residential property at s upsiope terminus; and to the west by an approximately 43 foot.
high, west-facing, 1.2:1.0, composite fill-over-cut slope that abutz Fairway Road at its
downsiope terminus. The driveway crosses the westerly slope and extends from Fairway
Road at the sowtliwestern corner of the ot to the garage entrance at the northeastem
corner of the lot, Several refaining walls exist on the lot and vegetation on the site
consists of ormamental landscaping, including mature trees, decorative shrubbery, slope
cover and lawn grass.

The property consists of a refatively level building pad constructed on a west-facing
hillside. The building pad elevation is approximately 423 feet above mean sea Jevel
{(MSL) with approximate elevations across the property ranging from a high of 453 feat
ahove MSL at the southeast comer of the property, 0 a low of 377 feet ghove MSL at the
northwestern comer of the property adiacent to Fairway Road.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initia]l Study checklist,
DISCUSSION:

The following environmental issues were considered during review of the project and
determined 10 be significant.

Paleomological Resources

Due 1o the high resource sensitivity rating of the underlying formation of the project site
{Ardath Shale} ané the proposed grading quantities, the propesed project exceeds EAS's
threshelds of significance for Paleontological Monitoring, This geelogic formation has
produced diverse fossil assemblages of marine inveriebrates and rerrestinal vertebrates.
The preject proposes approximately 1,830 cubic yards of excavation and grade cut depths
of approximately ten feet. Consequently, monitoring by a quaiified paleontologist will be
required during al} grading activities for this project. A paleontological monitoring
program will be required as nutigation measures within the environmental document.

The Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) requires that a guahified
paleontofogist monitor initial excavation activities to inspect for in-situ culturel resources.
In the event that such resources are discovered, excavation would be halfed or diverted to
allow recovery, evaluation, and recordation of materials, The MMRP is datailed i
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Section V ol the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration and completion would reduce
project-related impacts to below a leve] of significance,

The following environwmenial issues were considered during review of the project and
determined 1o wot be significant.

The proposed drainage methed is to mantain pre-development runeff characteristics and
to use natural drainage systems as opposed t lined swales or underground drainage
systems. The storm water runoff from paved area will be diverted to the drivewsy and
collectied in 4 calch basin equipped with a flow guard plus catch basin filter. I'he fGitered
runoff will be divertad o ihe street. Storm water from non-paved areas such ag lawn or
plated areas will be treated by the site design or source control methods outlined in the
required Water Poliution Contral Plan submitted with the final grading plan, Lawn arcas
will be considered as treated discharge and planted areas will be designed to minimize
discharge of suspended solids. Best Management Practices (BMP's) will be implemented
and nstalied to ensure continuous water quality standards are met. Therefore, no
mitigation is required.

Geology

The project site is located within Geologic Razard Caregories 22 and 26 as showe o (e
City’s Seisnue Safety Study Geelogic Hazard Maps. These categories are defined as
moderate-risk areas due 1o a possible or conjectured ancient landslide and unfavorable
geologic struciure wilh the Ardath Shale formation materials that underlie the site.

An updated geotechnical report has been prepared for the proposed project. Reporr of
(Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Grant Residence, 6929 Fairway Road, La Joila,
Cealifrnia, dared April 21, 2005, and prepared by Geotechnical Exploration, Inc., Job No,
04-8780. This report is gvailable for review in the offices of Land Development Review,

The updated geotechnical report, which was prepared in accordance with the City's
“Technical Guidelines for Geotechnical Reports”, adequately addresses that the site will
have & factor of safery of 1.5 or greater with respect w gross and surficial slope stability at
the completion of the project. Based on this professional opinion, City Geology staff
concurred with the peotechnical report that the proposed project is not lkely to have
significant geological constraint on the proposed construction. Therefore, no mitigation
is required.
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YV, RECOMMENDATION:
On the basis of this nitial evaluation:

The nroposed project would pot have a significant effect on the environment,
proy & ‘

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION shouid be prepared.
X Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the
mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the
project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a sigmficant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be required.

PROJECT ANALYST: Alison Buckley

Attachments:
Figure 1 - Laocation Map
Figure 2 - Site Plan
Figure 3 — West Elevation
Figure 4 - South Elevation
Figure § — Fast Elevation
Figure & — Norih Elevation
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Imitial Smdy Cheoklise

Date; July 6, 2005
Project Nou: 54670
Name of Project (rart Regidence

1L ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS,

The purpose of the Initlal Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental inipacts
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section {3063 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with mformation which forms
the basis for deciding whether (o prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration
or Matigated Megative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate carly
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes” and "maybe” indicate that therg is &
potential for significant environmental irmpacts and these determinations zre explained in Section
IV of the Initial Study,

Yes Mavbe No
L. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER — WIll the proposal result in:

A The obsuuction of any vista or scenic
view fom a public viewing area? X
The proposed project would not obstrugt
any vistx or scenic view from a public
viewing area. The project site 1s not
identified in the La Jolla Communitv
Plan (LICP) as a public viewlng ared,

B. The creation of a negative assthetic
ste or project? _ X
“he proposed proiect is pot anticipated
1o resulfin the crestion of & negative
zesthetie sie or proiect,

C. Projeet bulk, scale, materials, or style
which would be incompatible with surrounding
development? X
The proposed project would be
compatible with the surreunding
development,

-1 -
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AL

Substantial alteration o the existing
characler of e area?
The proposed projest would not

substantiallv alier the existing character

of the area.

The loss of any distinctive or landmark
reels), or 4 stand of mature rees?

The proposed project would yot result in
the loss of any distinetive or landmark
BEes,

Substantial change in topography or
ground surface relief features?

The proposed project would not
substantially change ihe topography or
ground surface relief featares,

The loss, covering ormodification of any
unigue geologic or physical foatures such
as a natural canyon, sendstone bluff, rock
outcrop, or hillside with z slope in excess
of 25 percent?

The proposed project would pul result in
the Joss. covering or modification of any
unigue eeclogic or phvsical featnres,

Substantial light or glare?
The proposed project would not resuli in
substantial light or giare,

Substantial shading of other properties?
The proposed project is not anticipared o
result in substantial shadine of other

propertics,

AGRICULTURE RESQURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL
RESQURCES - Would the proposal result in:

The loss of availability of & hnown
minerzl resource {e.g., sand or gravel)

X



that would he of valoe m the region and
the residents of the state?

The pronosed projsct would not resulf
in the Joss of svailabilitv of o known
mineral resource,

E. The conversion of agricultural land o
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agriculturs]
land?

The pronosed projeet would not result
i the conversion of agriculiural land
lo nonagricuitural use,

Il AR QUALITY - Would the proposal:

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
The nroposed protect would not esiablish 2
new air cruission source,

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
suhstantially 1o an existing or projected
air quality violation?
The propesed project would not vielate air
quality standards or contribute substantially
10 an existing or projectad air guality
violation.

C. Expose sensitive receplors 10
substantial pollutant concentrations?
The proposed project would net expose
sengitive receptors 1o substantial polliutant
congentrations,

2. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial pumber of people?
The propozed sroject would not create
obigetionable odors affecting a substantial
awher of people,

E. Exceed 10 pounds per day of
Particulate Matter 10 (dust)?




The mopased project would not exceed
100 pounds per day of Parbiculate
M gtier,

F. Alter &ir movement in the area of the project?
The propossd project would not alter aiy
movement in the area of the project,

(5. Cause a substantial alteration in moisturs,
or temperature, or any change in
climate, either locally or regionaliy?
The proposed project would not create a
substantial alteration in moisture o1
iEmnperaiire,

BIOLOGY = Would the proposal result in

A. A reduction in the number of any unique,
rare, cndangered, sensitive, or fnlly
protected species of plants or animals?
The proposed project would not result in a
reduction in the number of gnv sengitive
species of nlants or animals.

B. A substantial change in the diversity
of any species of animals or plants?
The proposed proiect would not create a
substantial chanee in the diversity of any
species of animals or nlants.

C. Introduction of invasive species of
plants into the area?
The oropasad project would not create an
introduction of invasive species of plants
into the area,

D. Interfersnce with the movement of any
resident or migratory fish or wildiife species
or with established nalive resident or migratory
wildlife corridors?

The pronosed proiect would nolcause an
interference with the movernent of anv

Yeg

S

Mavbe No

5



resident or mieratory fish or wildlife
species,

- E. Animpact to a sensitive habitat,
mncluding, but not limited to streamside
vegetation, aguatic, riparian, oak woedland,
coastal sage scrub or chaparral?
The oroposed project would not have an
irmpact to g sensitive habitat,

F. Anumnpact on City, State, or federaily regulated
wetlands (nchuding, but not limited to, coastal
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, ete.) through
direct remeval, filling, hvdrological interruption

V.

VL

or other means?
The proposed nrodeet would not have an
impact on any wetlands.

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City’s
Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation
plan?

The proposed proiect would nod gonflict
with the provisions of the City’s MSCP

E i'dii..

ENERGY — Would the proposal:

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts
of fuef or energy {e.g. natural gas)?
The proposed project would not result in
excessive use of firel or energy.

B. Result in the use of excessive amounis
of power?
The proposed projiect would not result in the
use of excessive amounts nf power,

GEOLOGY/SOILS - Would the proposal:

bty



VL

A. Expoese people or property to geologic

HISTORICAL RESQOURCES - Would the proposal result in:

hazards such as sarthquakes,
landsiides, mudslides, ground tatdure,
or similar hazards?

See Initial Study discussion,

Result in a substantial increase in wind or
water erosion of soils, either on or off the gite?
The proposed project would notresult in g
substaniial increase m wing or water

BHOSION.

Be located on a geologic umif or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable as

s resuit of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
gubgidconec, liguclaction or collapse?

See Initial Study discussion.

A. Alferation of or the destroction ¢f a

prehistoric or historic archacological
site?

The proposed project would not result in
alteration of or the destruction of a
prehisteric or historic archaeplogical site,

Adverse physical or assthetic effects o a
prehistaric ar hstoric bullding, structure,
obiect, or site?

The nroposed project would not sreate an
advierse phveical or aesthetic gffect o &
prehistoric or historic building, struciure,
obtect, or site. The existing residence 15 not
45 vears old,

. Adverse physical or aesthetic effecis o

an archatecturally significant buildmg,
structure, or object?

The proposed project wouild not create
an adverse phvsical or aesthetic effect to
an grehiteeturally significant buildine,

structure, or obiect,

e



VI

. Any impacs 0 existing religious or

sacred uses within the potential

impact ares? X
The provosed project is not anticipated 1o

impact anv existing religious or sacred uges

within the potentig] unpact areg,

The disturbance of any hwman remains,

including those interred outside of formal

cemetenies? X
The proposed project is not anticipated to

create a disturbance of any human remains.

HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDQUS MATERIALS: Would the
proposal:

A. Create any known health hazard

{excluding mental health}? _ X
The proposed nroject would not create any
known health hazards,

Expose people or the enviromment to

& significant hazand through the routine

ransport, use or disposal of hazardous

materials? X
The proposed project would not expose

people or the enviromment o a significant

harard.

Create a future risk of an explesion or the

release of hazardous substances (ncluding

but not lmited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals,

radiation, or explosives)? _ X
The proposed project is not anticipated to

creaile a future risk of an explosion or the

refease of hazardous substance,

. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere

with an adopted emergency response plan

or emergency evacuation plan? X
The proposed project would not impair "
any of the adopted smercency resnonse

pians,




A

An increase in pollutant discharges, including
down stream sedimentation, to receiving
waters during or following construction?
Consider water quality parameters such as

© jemperature dissolved oxygen, wrbidity and
other vypical stovm water pollulants.
See Initial Study discussion,

An ingrease in impervious swfaces and
associated increased runail?
See Initial Study discussion,

Substantial alieration to on- and off-site
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff
Aoy rate ety

_ t} ‘~1r(—},§‘ ]

See Initial Study discussion,

. Discharge of identified poilutants (o

an already impaired water body (as listed

on the Clean Water Act Section 3(3(d) Hist)?
The proposed proiect would not result m

the discharee of identified pollutants fo ap
already impaired water body.

A potentially significant adverse impact on

K-




ground watar quality?
The proposed proiect would not impact
existing ground wator,

Cause or contribute to an exceedance
ol applicable surface or groundwaler
receiving water guality objectives or
degradation of beneficial uses?

The propesed project would not impact
recalving water guality objectives.

X.:  LAND USE ~ Would the proposal result in:

Al

A fand use which 1s inconsistent with

the adopted cormmunity plan land use
designation for the site or confliet with any
apphicable land use pian, policy or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
aver a praject?

The prongsed project would net he
inconsistent with the compmunity plan.

A conflict with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the community
plen in which it is focated?

The proposed project would not conflict
with the goals. objectives, and
recormnendalions of the Ly Jolls
Compunity Plan,

A conflict with adopted environmental

plans, including applicable habital conservation
plans adopied for the purpose of avoiding

or mitigating an environmenta! effect for the area?
The proposed proiect is not anticipated to

conflict with the adopted environmental

nlans,

Physically divide an established community?
The rrovosed project would not nhysicslly
divide an established conumunity,

Land uses which are not compatible with
aircraft accident potential as defined by
an adopted airport Comprehensive Land Use Pln?

-

—
73




ardinance?

The proposed protect would not expose
people to noise levels which exceed the
Civ's noise ordinance,

C. Exposure of people 1o current or future
transportation noise Jevels which execeed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Plan or an
adopted airport Comprehensive Land
Use Plan?

The proposed project would not expose
people to current or future trangportation
noise lovels which exceed standards,

Xl  PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Wouid the proposal:

XL

Ao Impact a unigue paleontological
resource Or site or umque geolegic feature?

See Initia] Studv disenssion,

MOPULATION AND HOUSING ~ Would the proposal:

A, Induce substantial pepulation growth in
an arza, either disoutly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of toads or other infrastructure}?

0.

[ ]
ke



XIV.

The nroposed project would be compatible with

Yeg

Mavbe Mo

land nse plans for the area

Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replaceinent housing elsewhere?

The proposed project would not displace
substantizl number of existing housing,

Alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population

of an area?

The proposed project would be compatible
with land use plang for the area,

PUBLIC SERVICES ~ Would the proposal
have an effect upon, or result in a need for
new or altered governmental services In any
of the fallowing areas:

A,

Fire protection?
The proposed proiect is not gnticipated to
have an effect gpon fire,

Police protection?
The proposed srotert 18 not anticinaied 1o
have an effect epon police protection.

Schoals?
The proposed project is not anticipated to
have an effect upon schoals,

Parks or other recreatioral
facilities?

Ihe proposed proigct is not anticipaled to
have gn effect upon parks.

Maintenance of public

facilities, including roads?

‘The nronosed nrojest is not anticipstad
to have an effect upon public facilities,

Other governmental services?

wile

X



D. Effects on existing parking?

The nropesed project is not anneipated
to have an effect upon other
sovermental services.

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in:

A, Would the project increase the use of

existing neighborhood and regional parks
or ather recreatinnal factiities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
The proposed project is not anticipated
to result in increased wsage of anv
recreational facilities.

. Does the project inciude recreational

facilities or reguire the construction or
expunsion ul 1eerestional facilities which
right have an adverse physical effect on

the environment?

The nroposed project wounld not affect existing
recreagtional facilities,

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION ~ Would the proposal result in:

A, Treffic generation in excess of specific/

corpanity plan allocation?

The propesed project is not anyoipated o
generete faffic in excess of the LICP
allocation,

. An fnereuse In projected traffic which is
suhstantisf in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system?
The proposed proiect is nol anticipated

to increase nroiected traffic.

. An increased demand for off-site parking?
The preposed project would not impact
off-site parkine.

)

X

.



Yes Mavhe No
The proposed project would not effect
existine parkine,

E. Substaniial impact upon existng ar
planned transportation systems? X
The proposed project would not
substantially impact existing or planned
ransportabon sysiems,

F. Alwerations to present circulation
movements including effects on exisiing
public access to beaches, parks, or
other open space areas? X
The proposed nroject would not create
afterations 1o present circulation
movements.

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,
bicyelists or pedestrians due to a proposed,
non-standard design feature (e.g., poor sight
distance or driveway onto an access-resivicted
readway)? X
The nroposed project is net anticipated to
increase waffic hazards for motor vehicles.
bicwvelists or pedestrians.

H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs supporting alternative transportation
models (e.g., bus turnouts, bicyele racks)?
The proposed proiect would be compatibie
with Jand use and the LICE.

XVIL UTILITIES - Woauld the proposal result in a need for new systems, or require substantial
zlierations to existing utilities, Including:

A, Nasural gas? — X
The propased proiect is not anticinated
1o affect existine ptilities.

B. Cormsmunications svsten:s? X
The nroposed project 15 not anucipated
to affect existine utifities.

C. Water? ' b



The pronosed profect is not anticipated
to affect existing velities.

D. Sewer?
The proposed proiect is not amacipaled
1o affect existing utilities,

E. Storm water drainage?
The nrepased proiect 1s not anticinated
10 affect existing utilities.

F. Solid waste disposal?
The pronosed project 15 not anticipated

ng utilities.

A, Use of excessive amounts of water?
The proposed project would not reguire
the use of excessive amounts of water,

B. Landsvaping which is predominantly
non-drought resistant vegetation?

XYL WATER CONSERVATION — Would the propasal result ins

The proposed projcet wonld not result in
landscaping which is predominantly noft-
droueht resisiant vegstagion,

HIX, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A, Does the project have the potential o
degrade the guality of the environment,
stbstantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, {hreaten to eliminate
a plant or animal commmunity, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rarg or
endangersd plant or aninal, or eluninate
important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

The proposed project would not degrade
the quality of the environment, -

B, Does the project have the potentia] to

Y-



achieve shori-term, 1o the disadvantage
of long-term, environmentsl goals? (A
shortsterm impact on the snvironment is
one which occurs in a refatively brief,
defimtive period of time while long-term
mmpacts would endure well into the
futare.)

The short-term angd long-term goals of
the project are consistent with the
community land use plans,

. Does the project have anpacts whach are

individually limited, but cumalatively
considerable? (A project may mmpact on

1w or more separate resources where the
impact on cach resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of those
impacts on the environment is significant.)
The pronosed project would net result in anv
individual or camulative impacts op the

epvironnient,

Does the project have environmental
effects which would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirzotly?

The proposed project is not anticipated
1o have environmental effeets which
wonid eause zubsiantial adverse effect
on human beings,

- lf,a

Yes

Mayhe
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

Aesthetics / Neighborhood Character

City of San Diego Progress Guide and Genera] Plan.
Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

Agricultural Resources / Natural Resources / Mineral Resources
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

U.S. Department of Agricullure, Soil Survey - San Diego Arca, California, Part [ and 11,
1973,

Califormia Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geolegy, Mineral Land
Classification. :

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps.

Site Specific Report:
Ady

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

Site Specific Repart: _

. 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, 1956.

- 16 -



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

X Comunumity Plan - Resource Element.
Califorria Department of Figh and Game, California Nataral Diversity Database, "Siale
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of Califormas,” January
2001.
California Departmaont of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversily Datubase,
"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California,”
January 2001.
City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines,
: Site Speeific Report:
V. Energy
VL Geology/Soils
X City of San Diego Seismic Safety Stady.
_ ULS. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part [ and I,
December 1973 and Part 1, 1975
X Bite Specific Report: Report of Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Gront Residence,
4928 Fairway Road, La Jolla, California, dated April 21, 2003, and prepared by
Geotechnical Exploration, Inc., Job No. G4-8780.
X Site Specific Report: Reporr of Geotechnical mvestipation, Proposed Grant Residence,
6929 Fairway Road, La Jolla, California, dated April 1, 1998, and
prepared by Southern California Soil & Testing, Inc.
VI Historical Resources
X City of San Diegoe Historical Resources Guidehnes.
A City of San Diego Archaesclogy Library.
X Historical Resources Board [ist.

-1%.



X

X

XL

Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report:

Hussan Health / Public Safery / Marardous Materials

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessiment Listing, 1996.
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Divigion

FAA Deternunation

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized
1963,

Adrport Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Hydrolegy/Water Quality
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

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

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) hst, dated May 19, 1994,
hitp:/www, swich.ca govimdl303d s Iitmd).

Land Use
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Alrport Comprehensive Land Use Plan

City of San Diego Zoning Maps
FaA Determination

MNoise



XAIL

X

ER e —

Comirnunity Plan

Site Specific Report:

San Diceo International Alrport - Lindbergh Field CREL Maps.
Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
Montgomery Field ONEL Maps.

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

San Diego Metropalitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Site Specific Report: ¢

Paleorzological Resouwrces
City of San Diego Paleomiological Guidslines.

Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Rescurces City of San
Diego,” Departiment of Paleontoloay San Diego Nutural History Museum, 1996,

Kennedy, Michael P, and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan
Aren, California, Del Mar, La Iolla, Point Loma, L Mesa, Poway, and SW 14
Escondide 7 1/2 Minute Quadranygies,” California Division of Mines and Geology
Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975,

Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang 8. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California,” Map Sheet
29, 1877,

Site Specific Repaort:

Population / Housing
City of San Diego Progress Guade and General Plan.

Comumunity Plan.

- 19 -



Serigs 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG,

Other:

Public Services

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan,

Recreational Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan,
Commuznity Plan.

Department of Park and Recreation

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map

Additional Resources:

Transportation / Circulation

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan,

Commtmiry Plan.

San Diego Metropolitan Area Aversge Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
San Diege Region Weekday Traffic Velumes, SANDAG.

Site Specific Report:

¥VIL Uhilities
WVTIE.  Water Conservation
_— Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ad. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset

Magazine.
-2 -





