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Chty of San Diego
Development Services
1222 First Ave., MS-302
San Diego, CA 92101
{619} 446-5000

Ownership Disclosure
Statement

Tre Cirr oF San DESSG

[

Approval Type: Check appropriate box for type of approvai (s) requested: [ Neighborhood Use Permit  [X Coastal Development Permit

I Nelghborhood Development Permit X site Development Permit I Planned Development Permit Conditional Use Permit
) .
Variance [ Tentative Map Vesting Tentative Map Map Walver [ Land Use Pian Amendment - |~ Other

Project No. For City Use Only

?,47916"/,3

Project _Titie
Whitney Family Residences
Project Address:

2202 /2206 Avenida De La Playa, La Jolla, Ca. 92037

Pari - To be compieted when property is held by Individual(s) ' ' _ ' i

By signing the Ownership Disclosure Statement. the owner{s} acknowiedge that an application for a permit. map or other matfer, 8s idantiﬁed '
above, will be filed with the City of San Diego on the subject property. with the intent to re 4] ainst the pro; . Please list

below the owner(s) and tenant(s) (if applicable} of the above referenced property. The list must include the names and addresses of afl persons
who have an interest in the property, recorded or otherwise, and state the type of property interest (e.g., tenants who will benefit from the permit, all
individuals who own the property). A signaiure is required of at least one of the property owners. Atiach additional pages if needed. A signature
from the Assistant Executive Director of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency shall be required for all project parcels for which a Disposition and
Development Agreemnent (DDA} has been approved / executed by the City Council. Note: The applicant is responsible for notifving 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 least thity days prior to any public hearing on the subject property. Failure to provide accurate and current ownership
information could result in a delay in the hearing process,

7" No

Additional pages attached [ Yes

Name of indvidual (type or print): pe or prlm):

[ Owner | Tenantbessee | Redevelopment Agency [T Owner | Tenantiessee [ Redevelopment Agency
Street Address: ) Sireet Address!
Chty/State/Zip: Clry/Stata/Zlp:
Phone No. Fax Ne: Fhene No. Fax No;
Signhature : Date: _ S_tgnatura ; Dale:

Name of Individuat (type or print):

Name of Individual (type or print):

[ Owner [ Tenantllessee [ Redeveiopment Agency "~ T" Owner [ TenantlLessee | Redevelopment Agency
Street Address: Street Address:

Cliy/statel/Zip: - City/State/Zip;

Phone No: Fax No: Phone No: Fax No:
Signature : Date: Signature : Date:

Printed pn recycied paper. Visit our web sile al www.sandiego.gov/idevelopment-services
Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities,

DS-318 (5-05)
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ATTACHMENT 2 C

Project Title:
Whitney Family Residences

Pro;'ect/N %f%éfg_?g)nfy) _

|

' Part Il - To be completed when property is held by a corporation or partnership
Legal Status {please check):

r Corporation I”>"<” Limited Liabifity -or- T General) What State? Corporate identification No.
I Partnership

By signing the Ownership Disclosure Statement, the owner(s) acknowledge that an application for a permil, map or other matter,

as identified above, will be filed with the City of San Dieao on the subject property with the infent to record an encumbrance against
the property.. Please list below the names, fitles and addresses of all persons who have an interest in the property, recorded or
otherwise, and state the type of property interest {e.g., tenants who will benefit from the permit, all corporate officers, and all pariners
in a partnership who own the property). A signature is required of at least one of the corporate officers or pariners who own the
property. Attach additional pages if needed. 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 least thirty days prior to any public hearing on the subject property. Faliure to provide accurate and current ownership
information could resuit in a delay in the hearing process.  Additional pages attached | Yes [X No

Corporate/FPartnership Name (type or print):

Corporate/Partnership Name {type or print).

Playa Grande LIC
< Owner {7 TenantfiLessee [~ Owner [~ Tenant/l.esses
Street Address: . Street Address:
8100 Paseo del Ocaso  Suite C
City/State/Zip; City/StatelZip:
LaJolla, CA 92037 :
Phone No: . Fax No: Phone No: Fax No:
{858) 456 2240 (858) 456 0840
Name of Corporate Officer/Partner {type or print): Name of Corporate Officer/Pariner (type or print}:
Robert Whitney
Title (type or print}: Title (type or print):
President
Signaturg, . 1, ., Date: Signature : Date:
7 z‘l/i’\ak%}i A 04/28/2009
Corporate/Partn@ip Nad\e}type i;ﬁprint): Corporate/Parinership Name (fype or prni).
™ Owner [ Tenant/Lessee |7 Owner [T Tenant/Lessee
Street Address: Street Address:
City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip:
Phone No: Fax No: Phone Ne: Fax No:

Name of Corporate Officer/Partner (type or print); Name of Corporate Officer/Partner (type or print):

Title {kype or print): Title {type or print):

Signature © Date: Signature : Uate:

CorporatelParmership Name (ype or print. “Corporate/Parmership Mame (type or prinb):

™ Owner [T Tenant/Lessee - [T Owner 7 Tenant/Lessee

Street Address: Straet Address:

City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip:

Phone No: Fax No: Phone No: Fax Mo:

Name of Corporate Officer/Pariner {fype or print).

MName of Corporate Officer/Pariner (type or print):

Titte {type or print);

Title (type or print):

Signature Date;

Signature : Diate:




Attachment No. 21

PROJECT DATA SHEET

PROJECT NAME: Whitney Mixed Use

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: | Demolish the existing structures and construct a new mixed
use condominium building.

COMMUNITY PLAN La Jolla

AREA:

DISCRETIONARY Tentative Map Waiver, Coastal Development Permit, and
ACTIONS: Site Development Permit

COMMUNITY PLAN LAND | Community Commercial
USE DESIGNATION:

ZONING INFORMATION:
ZONE: La Jolla Shores Planned District, Commercial Center (CC)
HEIGHT LIMIT: 30 maximum height [imit
LOT SIZE: No Minimum; 3,952 square feet existing
FLOOR AREA RATIO: No Maximum; 2.34 provided
ALL SETBACKS: 0.0 feet Minimum; 0.0 feet provided
PARKING: 7 parking spaces required

LAND USE EXISTING LAND USE
ADJACENT PROPERTIES: | DESIGNATION &
ZONE

NORTH: | Low Density Residential | Multi-Family Residential
(5 ~ 9 du/ac);, MF2.

SOUTH: | Park; OP-1-1 Laureate Park
EAST: | Community Commercial/Mixed Use
Commercial; CC .
WEST: | Community Commercial/Mixed Use
Commercial; CC
+ DEVIATIONS OR None (Variance removed by Hearing Officer decision)
VARIANCES REQUESTED:
COMMUNITY PLANNING | On October 1, 2009, the La Jolla Community Planning
GROUP Association voted 14-1-1 to recommend denial of the
RECOMMENDATION: proposed project.
1.A JOLLA SHORES On April 20, 2010, the Board voted 4-0 with no consensus
ADVISORY BOARD for a recommendation on the project.

RECOMMENDATION:




Attachment Ng. 22

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
Project Chronology
Whitney Mixed Use - PTS# 182513
City Applicant
Date Action Description Review Response

Time
06/18/89 First Submitial Project Deemed Complete
07/24/09 First Assessment Letter 37 days
08/19/0% Second Submittal 26 days
09/30/09 Second Review Complete 43 days
11/5/09 Third Submittal 36 days
12/15/09 Third Review Complete 39 days
05/4710 Fourth Submittal 140 days
06/15/10 Issues Complete 41 days
07/6/10 Final MND
7/28/10 HO Hearing 43 days
08/11/10 Appeal 14 days
09/09/10 PC Hearing 29 days
TOTAL STAFF TIME 246 days
TOTAL APPLICANT TIME 202 days

TOTAL PROJECT RUNNING TIME

From Deemed Complete to Planning
Commission

14 months and 12 days




. . THE. {::rrv OF ﬁﬁf;}'ﬁ ﬁtﬁﬁw

E%ﬁmm T0 THE Gy Councit }

DATE ISSUED:  November 4, 2010 REPORT NO.: 10-150
ATTENTION: Council President and City Cblztliﬁfﬁif _
SUBIECT: WHITNEY MIXED USE, ijea No. 182513; Council District 1

Pmuf:s:a 5, BEnvirontmental Determmauon Appeai

REFERENCE: _ port ta thc I’Ianmng Camuussmn NO, PC 1(3 0”}’9 Sept 9 2010

R}:OUE STED ACT ION Ctry Counml camsxdamﬁmn of the appsals Of the Platmmg

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deny the appeals and Certzﬁ,' Mitzgated Negative Declaration
(MR No. 182513, and Adept the Mmganon Momtorm amd Reporting Programt. :

BACIQG’R’OUND’

The Whitney Mixed Use ijact is an apphcaiian fur g Coas?.a! Develapmem Pemm, Sm:
Development Permit; and Tentative Map Waiver 1© demolish.an existing single-story residénce.
anid gmuﬂd floor: retaxi store, aind to constriet & Hew: hixed use davel' et of appraxzmaiely .
8,950 square fest, The prcpﬂseﬁ project includes.anew threa-smry ’bnﬂdmg, with & maximum
haight of 30 faag amzmstmg ef two ras:dentla { ndm : '-“nmm un{ts on the second and: ﬁm’( ﬂmrs
basement patking ‘ - : oag; T

site 1s located.
E ;Pasea Gzande. Ele

Overlay Z@ne Resadenﬂal Tamiem ?Eukmg Overlay Zcme, and the Parkmg Impact C}veilay Zone
(Beach Impact A ea) of t'hs LaJolla Cﬂnunum?g Plan aren. ; o R

The site is deszgnated by tI}E Lﬂ g oﬂ& Cmmmumty Pian i"m &ommerc:sal and lmxed usesﬁl‘he

purpose- of'f ; & g%
zzses The pm}eﬁz snte:xﬂ.speczﬁcaﬂy "ca:ted along Aw:mda d& Ia Piay n La Jolla Sh' "'ess'anei the _

floor arcé ofa dwzininmmi shrail ﬁot @ aer:i 6 Bﬁﬂ square faét aid dwelhng anits mqun %)
miinirawm ﬁom‘ area-of 400: SQpAse: pico ' . :

i



Coasi‘al De\reiapmem Permﬂ: Szte Deve!opmcnt Parmn, ﬂnd Temaiwe Map Wmvm' zenwved the
Varianes along vith the associated findings, and added sonditions for additional offseis along the
biildisg’s sast elevation and compiiance with La Jolla Communtty Plan’s C‘ommcrcxal

Development Recommendations. On August 10 and 1 1, 2010, the La Jolla Community Planning
Association, Bernard Sepal, and La Jolla Shores Tomorrow filed separate appeals of the Hearing,

Officer’s c%ecxsmn

On Septemtber 9, 2010, the Planning Commissior of the City of San Diego considered the appeal
issues ag 1den11hed in Ihe aftached Report 1o the Planning: Cominission No. PC-10-079.
Conmissioner Smil ey moftioned to certlfy the Mitigated Negative Declaration No, 182513 and
adc;pt the Mmgatmn, Nonitoring, and Reportmg Progrant; mid denied the sppeals and upheld the
Hearing Officer's decision to approve the Coastal Development Permit, Site Developifient

Permit, and, Tentative Map Waiver, Commissionar Griswold seconded the motion-atid the. mOtiehH:

passed by a vote of §-1-1 with Commissioner Ontai, Smiley, Lyden, Griswold, and Golba voting
yea and Wiﬂl Camm:ﬁsmner Nashmd vomng nay and. Comzmss:euer Qtsuja absant,

ﬁ) Nﬁ 182513

‘Nurauve Beciaratmn g

Project Descrmtmm
The project site is located ena 0.09-acre lot &t 2202 and 2206 Avenidd dé la Playa, on, the

rortheast corner of Bl Paseo; Grande and Averida de fa. Playa and proposss the demolition of the

existing one single-story residencerand onie joal iound flodi-retal] stors, and the construction of a

new mixed usg developminl on site, The BEW deve!opmer{t wolld be a.new thies-story building,
with a maxinnm height of 30 feet, consisting of two residential condominium units on, the
secont! and third Hobrs, busement parking, and 2,000 square feetof commmercial cmndommmm
unit space-on the ground floer, The, deveiopmenf”s eross Tloor arex will be.approximately 8,950
squiate fect, P ﬁpased work ift the public right-oftway would alse inclade new accegsible. THWDS
instatled at two mwrsectmns at Avemda de- laPiaya and 1.'31 Paseo Gt;ande and Calle C}ara and I3

Pasen Granda*

The 2,000 square-foot-commercial. um.t requires two eff-strest parkmg spaces and will be located
in the redr of the property on Calle Clara, Access to the basement parking garage with the
required residential five pafhng spaces would be front a tamp 4t thereat of the site, on the norfh
smie of ﬁie deveiapmem alcmg Callfz Clara The pI‘Djﬂfﬁ waulé feame hmwiscapefpenneable

s 2 i itlso proposed. Roof
chams am;l she:&f ﬁow ﬁ*am thc sﬁ:e wauh:l be dzrected ity pmposed Ianﬁ’&cap ag andl to-
existing non-Contiguous sidewalk landscape aress for natural filtration prior o discharge info
e}ustmg steeet stortn diaing surrotnding the site, The mpegraphy of the. site ranges from:
appro, ely 11 feet above thiean sea level (AMSL) 4t the sonthwest portion of the site and 14

feet AMISL, at the northeast cornet,

ENE N



Gradmg 6én the 0.091 z-.m ¢ site would cover the enfire site with s total excavation e? 1,700 cubic
yards to & depth of 14 feet, - All cut soils would be exported off-site and no fill soils would be
required, Retaining walls would be in flie basement only witli & makiniomn Helolt of 10 feet.
(betowrihe current grade) and total length of 270 linear feet, The finisied Baserient will Bs of
fig 1%:—5&":31 sonstraction to avoid any gmun@lwatsr intrision, Dm:mg gonstmection, auy groimdwater
encountered will not be dlscharged to the mummpal storm dmm sysiem, bui chsposed of e

aceordange with all applwable Legulatmns,

Commuinity Plan Analysis:
Thep pmject site is within the Gnnmaerc:al Cenier (CC) Zﬂne Bf the La Jolla. Shmzs Planned

District i the adopted L Jolla Comimuriity Plan and Local Coastal Pr ogram Land Use Plan (LJ
Plany area, The LI Plan identifies the site for commiercial and mixed use. The La Jolla Shores
Planmed District Ordiitanse, ascodified in the San Diego Mumczpai Cad& establishes the zoning.
rcguiatzens to implement the policies of the General Plan. and the Ld Plan. The purpose of the

OC zane 15 tﬂ accomadate comBuRiL -servmg cammemiaifscwmes, and retail vses, The
: ; 1 La Jolla. Shores and the specific

lated ahd desimlfad m thes La Il ia

mco ’
Shojes Plsumﬁél ?D, :

The LJ Plalz s Commercml Lami Use L‘]f:msnt by ovxdes gmais 150 mamtam a dwerszﬁed yet

: e provadmg adaquate levels-of commercial mtaﬂ

serwceq, resi dentiai dsvei@pment atid citltiral opportunities within sanng cominercial areas;
hile ‘Iumtmg add:»tmnai office use within Commercially dﬁsagnated distriots. The Bleient also

visual zes Lhe rev;tahzatmn commercm! mtazi areas t@ strsngthen, remfor{:e and umfy exzsimg

f’olinwmg slwrtene st o ‘, :
trfmglt on m scaig:x_.._fh_adjacent resmlennal areas, prm/ design arficulat 1 the |

ﬁ:e casf Iocatmg off straet paﬂ{.‘lng o the ténr gel he deveiﬁpman storage-areas i meciamm:al
equiprient scieénéd. from publie view; and uhilzmg engrgy sfficient s@hnul@gy to-promie gleen
and cleafi s for the-duration of the dewelf;pmant Adso, the development retains fetail and .~
vigitor oriented- comifiereial aféas in proximity to the beachand coastlifie parks i order fo
mairitain a Iugh degree of pedestrian activity and aceess to coastal’ TeSOUrCEs. Finially, the project

25



would adhere fa policies and eb;ecauves established by the LI Plan in that the-destgn of the:
proposed strupture does nof affect any existing physical aceess way that i is Tegally uséd by the.
public or any propesed pubhc accessway fdentified in a Loca] Coastal Program land use plan.

Environsriénital Analysis: o _
A Mitigated Negative Declaration: (MND) Ng, 182513 has besn prepared for the project .
accordance with State of California Environmental Quality Act (CBEQA) Guidelines. The City of
San Diego: conducted ari Initial Study which deiemuned that the proposed project could have a
sigificant environnierstal ""npact to hlstoncal resoutces (archagologicat) and paleontological
:esaurcesf Subscquent 1! smms m the pm} ect piopmsal cr eates ﬂze specif‘ c lmtxgatmn 1dent1ﬁed

;mpicm{:nted whlcia wxli reduce t{; a level beiow mgnfﬁcame dny poienﬂa[ mlpac’ts ldenuﬂed in
the envirohmental review process, The project, as revised, now avoids or mmgaies ahl pntsnttaﬁy

significant envifonmenial cffects px ev:ousbf Jdentzﬂed

A ) aal Issues:}

Cierk Lclated {o the Whamey Mixed Use Prﬁu ect 8 W Icr_ated Negative Dmclax:atmn (MND) Nm
182513, Each of tlis appellant’s, degeription of grotinds for appeal 15 pmmc%ed below. Same
aid/or similay aprieal isswes have been presented to the Plaiming Comuifssion and the City staff
has provided responses within the attached Reportio the Plannnzg Commission No, PC-10-079,
City staff’s analysis of the. envmzmmntal determination appeal {isues is provided below along

witli any referendes to previous record responses in either the Response to Comments i the
project”s final MNI} and/or Report t{} the Plannmg Go;nmwsmn No, PC 1{3 97’9

Appeliant Bernard Se;,al"’s descnpimn of Urﬁunﬂs for &ppeai

anabrsf.s wnciusmm, ( ih
substantially aliér the ex rxtmg cf?at acter af Iife ared; (2) aertam

project do conflict with the gonls, objectives and Feconinen
in wiiich it #s located, and (3) the praject will in -
b:aychmﬁﬁd pﬁdg.f;trzam due ra pog; Ségla». o

'r.t.s of the praposea’
fie conviily plan

: o nzrmmf iz aﬂfs A aﬂd ::wﬂrm W m tfze analysl s rec:ommwrdatw:fz, .
EWVIRI;M JEN- A --]MP.»TCTREPQRT {"EIR’ )aizayid f;'m}e bﬂen ;egu;‘waf

S’I’AFF RES*P'N SEf The City's Enwmmrientai Analysm Sectlﬁn (EA,S) staff, hased
upon City of Sah Dmge ngmﬁcaﬂca Deterntination Threshoids. (2007}, considers five
key-issues t6 evaliiate a project’s potential impact on Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character in order to deferrine il there is & poténtial for visual orfieighbothood character
impacts. Thiose five issues are Views (publie); Nek ghbﬂrhaaé Character/Azchitsctinie;

st



Land Form Altezmmu, Develbpmcnt Fe caimes ‘and Light! Gare, Bas«ad on revmw of thig
pB 0 ect and m aocmdance with ﬁm Cv:y 3 Sjgmﬁc'mce D&termw; i e, n

prapesed pxq;ect dees not. cmecd the zegulahans or emstmg devalopmen% pattem, the
architectival style is vt in stark-contrast to a area with a single 6r common architectural
thestie; o substantist land forms would be altered; the project doe§ not s1gmﬁcanﬂy
conflict with the height, bulk or coverage regulatmns of the €C zone or create either a
diserganized or menotencus appearame, nor wouid the pm}act cmst or raﬁesl a
sxgmﬁcant amount of light and glare. Tt

waonld riet result ina sigmﬁcamt'xmpasi an the Nelg, ﬁwlimcd Ciwractﬁr or Aesihencs of

th& mmmmuty

As noted in the Repni’t to the Piarm :‘:. -Camnussmn No PC 10-079 page 13 City siaﬂ‘

- ofthe praj ‘ 15,& i‘our—smry mi:htpfan _;.ﬁéevleapment. che;; smzcwrefs in: ﬂia afea
BE w:,dely nnwd in terms of'use; sxzc and_ architectural styles.

With rés’;éject to Land U'se impacts, again, EAS'staff relies:on the Cify’s Sﬂt@mﬁcmce

Df:tmmnah cm Tln esholds and focuses 911 a pragsct’s ﬂonsxatmcy \mth &ny m:!d Edl af fiiic

mv::%nded ﬁ“&& La 3 Blla Shm:es }?Iaimed _
Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LI Pla ¥'s Lamd Develgpmeni Cmde
and General Plas. The prgject site is mﬂnu the Co;mnﬁrmai Center (CCY.Zone of the
PDO and ﬂjﬁ LJ P‘lan "ﬂa;mfiad ihe q:ite fer conunermal m@imm&ﬁ el The m@pmsed

pr@;e wau d.g 3erate uaﬁin i exeess m” the cc}mmumfy plaﬁ allocaaans or an
ptherwise substantial 1mpaci o fhie &xxsung and propnsad,uanspmiafmm sysiains, The
Whitniey Mixed Use praject dossnoet generate traffic ii-excess of the La Jolla Community
Plan allocations and provides the raqmm& aniount of off-sireet parking. Therafora EAS
staff has deterniitred the preject not o Heve.any such impact to
Transpaﬂatmn{ﬂzwuiaiwn With respect io traffic hazards, City staff evaluated 1}1:3
project for an increase in trafffc hazards foi motor vehicles, bloyclists or pedestrians due
to proposed non-standard design features. With respect to the sight- distances at the

~5-



-ev1ﬂancer ﬂzat WES' pwsented befme iaiun 'zuay acimn on the em r@nme

driveways, a5 descnbed in the Report to the Planning: Comzmssmn Ne. PC—IO—0?9 page
18, Calle-Clara does ot mset the City’s Street Desxgn Manual for- enginesring
requirements reﬂaldmg width and improverhents along the public right-of-way. The
City’s Engmecrmg afd T ansportatmn taff have evaluated and determined the praject.
provides. appropriate ty-aress at flie Intersaction of Bl Paseo Grande and Avenida
de 1a Flaya and Bl Pasee Grande and-Calle Clara, Therefore, no significtiny 1n1papts wers
identified related to t1emspo:‘tatmn/clmuiatmn or tinffit hazards that wotild re:sul’c in the'

need to prepare au EIR:

The Pimmmg Copitnission failed to cmmder the cumzdﬂ!m effect the project would have
on the eaviromient, inclding bul riot Hinited fo the precedent setting effect of size and
scale that the project would have wpon fiiture development fn the same blockand
eventially on el of Avenida de I Playa andthe rest of La Jalla Shm*es

&TAFF R,ESPONSE "I‘,he Planmng Camnussmn actions included cemfymg the

pxq@ect, ‘with the Plannvn : Commwéim ctansléermg afl of the ev&dence fhat was presented
to.the body bath Vcrbaﬂy dnd try widtten formdt, Therefore the ”E’Ianmng Corhimissicis did

consider cumulatve effects on the anvnomnrzmi

The Planning Commission failed to recognizethiat the onlyr equirement the opponents 6f

the praject hird to meet was whether if can fairly be argued.on the basis of substariliaf

evidence thit the projest may have o stgrificant exvironmenta] impact, Sineé the.
oprpmm s inel thot Standard; the Ploy g Clommission abused His discretion by
approving the pr q;ea{ withaut first requiving an EIR

STAFE RESPONSE A tioted ahgve, the Planging Coﬁnﬁismbn'a@mslﬂerels‘i all of the
ﬁacumcnt and

10 sup mt a*fair aggu" g P
entvironment." Please note that sibstantial ewdenca s def ned by I‘C @A G’imdalmes ag

followsy

“Substantxal evidence isnot pubhc colitroversy (1 5‘064('" '(74)% argmnmt
spaculatmn tnstibstantiated opinion.or pamative, or evidence that is clearly
inaceutate of erfonedws, orgvidence thet is nof czed:ble does not constitite -

- substantial evidence (] 5064-( 5, Substantxai awﬁence shail includg faicts,
r&asmnabie AsgIny Fprei : ] 1} ‘,_n.suppm ed by
facts (15064(H(5). Emdf:nce of ecanemm-and social 1mpams fhat-do' not
contributs te of are noticaused: by physical changes in {he envirsmnent is not
sitbstantial evidence that the projéctiaiiay have a siptitficant effect on the:

environment (1506406(63),”

-6~
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City staff and ﬂm decision maker's have been presented with opinjonst tlmt the project
would resiilt in significant inipacts bir,, City staffdoes not believe the information
presanled to date uses io thf: Ievei of substantml evidenoe based on the-above definition

: Digg oy hus determined, and 1o date the

degi t’an m'akers have conc:m mt & Mmgated Negative Declax ation, is the appm;uatc
envirdtimental docum eft: fcnr ﬂus project. s

The profect would Femove one pub[m parking space. in.a very busy aren of La ]oﬂa
Shores, where parking space is at a premium, The loss of h’ﬁs space by ilselfwould muoke
a significant impuct on the envirarmeni; thereby v equmng an EIR..

STAFFE R.ESPONSE Pursuant to the Cxty’s S:gmﬁcance Detcrmmatmn Thrcshaldsa
significant impact to pmkmg may resuft [f 7 pm_;eci 1is deﬁmcnt by more ﬂaan 1en percent
of the required ;patkmg, and the parking shertf s Cendy

wguld 3 _steui 'aliy ;mpaﬁt the avaﬁabx

agih! smnirzﬂ lmpaot ol the par]

> note that this parkisg sp 4
vzszbﬂ ty althe intersection of' Calle Clara and Ei }’asco Grandc ’dmt i cwrenﬂy noi:

provided mﬂ&ﬂw emsi:mg devempmen‘t

The: Devrﬁiapmenr Services Depar‘!mem (“"DSD"), the Hearing ijj" Geer; i the Planning
Commission erromeoushy assuined that the City of San Diego'’s Land Dev&i’apmem Code
(“LDC™) floor area ratio maximwms didnot apply to La Jolla Sheres whenin faet suck
oo fdor areq ratio meaximums do apply fo La Jolla Shores.if not in cmy’[zci with the La
Jolla Shoves PDO. Hatl the Plasining Caimmission applied those floer area-ratio
TGS (D this pmjec[ ihe Playning Comniission coulid 1 t have approved the project
without granting a variance beciise the floor arearatio s profect vastly
maxinm permitied by the Lard Development Code, and po variance was granied (imd
ne veriance could have been granied because the. requiisile findings cauld not hmae been.

mnde.f

TAFF RESPONSE: Thls qppeal isgue is not selevant: i:o the project’s ﬂnwromnentai

‘ woted inthe Repott to the Planmng Cenintission No. PL-10-
079, page 10, spectﬁc to-vrily fhe La Jolla Shiores Plasmed Districy, the U€ Zone aliows
for 100 per cent lot mvarage, Zero setbacks.and no floor aren thfios. {TAR)"" Emmswnt
with reviews of all ;:rrojeais in the La Jolls Shores Planned Distfict area, thete is no FAR.

limitation on thiy project,




%

, ﬂom m aa mtm mczxmmms 1‘0 r}w pr ajeci m awh

Even wifliout applying the Land Deveiopmenf Code floor areq ratio muasimuns (o the
projeci, the 2.4 floor aredi ratio of the project vastly exceedls the muimii flool aree

- ratio of any building buil in La Jolla Shorés, which is. 1.7. The amount in éxtess is so

great riraf by itself sich excess constitutes o s:gmﬁcam xmpacr on the environment, thus
reqigring o EIR. The City, In adopting the La.Jolla Skores PDO; did noi require that
PDQO to comain floor area ratfe maxinmms, and i 50 doing, the City diseriminated
against the residents of La Jolla Shores. That invidious discrimination rendered the Ler
Jolla Shores PDO unconstitutignal and mapp}zmbie 1o this project, Thal being the cuie,
the Land Development Code floor arearaiio maximums apply, thereby making this

project illegal as ¢ matterof law.

STAFF RESPONSE: The La Jola Shores Planned District Otdinance, as adopted by
City Counneil; does niot liave floor area ratio reguirements.

The La Julla Skores PDO provides: “Iin the Commercial Center Zone, designated on that

cerluin map referenced in Seciion I510.0102, commercial strictures may eccugy 100%

@f the lot or parce! Tims om?y qu & ozmd ooy qf liw proféct could oceupy 1 00% of the
Aning y-assimied that the second and third floovs

wdl 10 applythe Land Development Code

i Fu hermore, allowing the second

and third flaors to oceupy 100% of the lot comhmtes a szgmf cant impact on Hhe

ehvironment, therelsy necessitating an EIR.

STAFF RESPONSE: Pussuant to the La Jola Shores Design Manual, buildings within
the Avenida de la Playa comriercial district should be allowed to cover 100 percent of
the 1ot area. The project proposes 94 peiceni lot eoverage. Mixed use devalepment 1%
allowed iii the CC Zong with ne restrictions on Iot coverage (La Shotes Design Manual,

pages 1 4-1 1‘3)

The applicart presentéd a rendering to the lemm,g Comuptission ihat contmined ftems
the Applicant vas sot required by code fo. maintain on fhe or q;ec:t ther eby not accurately

reflecting the aesihieries of the project. -

STAFF RESPQNSE’ Bolr. Segal does nol provide any specifits-on the item (rendering)
that was presented to the decision makers as referred to m thiz appeal issue and therefore
City staff is unable to specifically respond.

At the Hearing before the Heardh i Qfficer aiid the Plunning Commission the applicant
presepred a rendering of the proposed profect that depicted an gesthetic ;rem wfzrz:h i
deleted By the Applicant would canstitite a significant zmpaci @n the exnitrp,
Because the applicant can decide nof to fircinde this item in Fhe project, the prfyeci s
be evaluated as if this item would not be included in the. pmjec! el thevefore air EIR is

réquired.




0.

11

13

STAFF RESPONSE: City EAS staff made the demmnnamon that the project would
genetate ho significant inipdct to aesthetics and nelghbmrhood character, as aoted in the
City’s résponise'to Mr. Segal’s appeal issu¢ No. 1. The renderitigs présented at any publie
hearing had no impact on City stafl’s determination. Mz Segal dots not pmwde any
specifics on the item (rendering) that wag presenfed o the decision makers as referred to
in this appeal issue and therefore City staff s unab[e o specxf cally respond

Because the floor area ratio of this praject is gﬁeater thait the ﬂam are ratfo permiited
argwhere in Saw Dzega. it means that this project conld not be bulli anyiehere else in San
Diego other than in La Jolla Shores. Bythat fuct alowe its construction in La Jollz Shores
waotld fiave a &igﬂﬁficam' impact upon the environment; thus “reayu?rt}?g an EIR.

STAFF R.ESPGNSE This appeal igsue is- net relgvarit to the px gject’s emrn@nmenial
determination. However, as noted in the Report to the Planming Conrmission No, PC-10-
079, page 10, “speolﬁc to only the La Jolla Shores Planned District, the CC Zone allows
for 160 percent lot cov age zero setbacks, and ne Floor Area Ratios (FARY”. Consistent
with reviews of all project in the La Jolfa Shotes Plaimed District area, there IS ho FAR

limitation on this progeat

¥y mcorpamfe by reference all grounds set foril in my Clp_pt‘:‘ftf 16 the Plamnmg
Commission, and all giounds set forth in the appeal of La Jolla:Shores Tomoirow fo fhe

Plomning Commission and to the ery Ceumeil.

STAFF RESPONSE: Comment. imted

The Eftsfem vl of the pi Gj@l’.‘f world: significantly zmpaae‘ the lghr angd ve;mfa&mn of the
adiacent nr ~apﬂmy ard” rfaerefor ¢ ari EIR i5 tequired before the project car: be appmved

STAFF RESPONSE; The pm;emaas proposed is congistent, wxﬂ: all wgulaimns reia’md o)
seﬂ:acks and hemght Whﬂe there may be some 1mpant to. aprw,ate balcony, 10 subgiunﬁai

mgmﬁcamca when thew are crthar smurces of venﬂla‘tien antﬁ Itght {fm efmmpiej from the

south andnorth. szdcs cf the stmcf:ure)
The Hearing Offtcer aftera; cailaquy with the ESD dnr mg ﬂm Heax mg qﬁar Hw pubhc
comengri was ol off; zeized GI? ﬁw rfg”m mﬂtmﬂ gwen hmt by

decision withow! giving
DD information; -:.lqe fmlz: , f .cim H@aﬂng CEﬁm- f@'_qﬁm d z‘he appﬁ}?&'i?fb af ﬂze y
project mir opportumity to cormment onor rebut this information constiiuted a denial of”

due provess af leny cind uwalzdate.s tize Hears mg Offiger’s. d@cm@m

STAFF RESPONSE: Chiy staff noles thls 'p,cal mmment reiaiad to 5DMC Chapl&r i1,
Axtiele 2, Division 4, Public Hearings and Division 5, Decision Process.

-G
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From a statemeny migde by one of the members-of the Planming: Commission af the
Planning Commission Hearing; if is clear that AFTER that Commission héard comments
Jrowi fie gpporienis of the project, the app!’ ant presented information ro e Planning
Conmission that af Teast one rmeniber of the P diming Conmission stated ke was refving
oy, auid the opponents were not given an ophoriunity to rebut ihis information even
though this information had not been presented in the Hearing before the Hearing
Officer, and even though at the onsel of the Planning Commniisston Heqring the opfionents
of the project reguested rebuttal fime. Pecause all of the other members of the Planning
Commission alse may have d oni this imformation, the failure to allow the opporents
an apporiunity 1o rebut this information constituted a deial of due provess of law and
invalidates the Plamiing Coovimission decision; ,If the declsion ‘af the Plaming
Cominission s invalid, the M;z:gmfed Ntegaiwe Declar azmn canrof be deeepled, aiid an

EIR must be reguired.

STAFF RESPONSE: City staff notes this appeal comment related to SPMC Chapter 11,

© Artiele 2, Divisioh 4, Public Hearings and Division.5; Decision Process.

Appeltant La Jolla Shores Tomorrow, /o Julie Hamilton, Esq., deseription of gromds for

appeal:

L.

The. proposed mitigation of potenital signifl Seant impects to-archaeologieal and
paleoniological resources is nmjj?zctwe because the langiage allows modification of

reguired mmgarwm

STAFF RESPONSE: City staff believes this concem is-selated tv the strilkeout language

o1t -pages 6 and 7 of the project’s I nal MND. Asfioted ity the Repont to the Planning

mmission No. PC-10-079, page 13, the editsto the archaeslogical monitoring

;"ﬁc&es et changé the monrtmmg requuemen’fs for aither drchtieologival or
g‘ical TESOUILES, The: updated Iangmge a‘Llaws fm: EJEHA ‘m‘@dlﬁcahmn t:miy

The mxi‘mi sty aind MND failed to consider substantial evidence mdlca!mg szgffﬁ" ot
impecis on rzeﬂ?mzms and commumi_w%m{g}zbm fmod characier;

STARF RESPONSE: Please see Gity '»:taff résponse ta M. Segal’s: omnment Na 1 and
the Repart to the Plamning Gommission No, PC-10-079, pages 13 and 14, in respense to
this issue of impacts to aesthetms and neighborhood character: This issue was also
addressed in the Response to Commgnts in the project’s final MND (L Jolla Shores
Tomnrmwfjuhe Hamilton letier comment No.g 2, 3, and 4), Based on the review of all
wmfermation in accordanice wﬁh the City’s Sigs “ﬁcanct: Determination Thresholds, City
staff determined that the prajeci would not result in significant impacts to aesthetics

w 3 -
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and/or neighborhood character. As noted in the Report fo the Planning Conimission No,
PC-10-079 and in response fo Mr. Segal’s coniment No, 3, geither City staff fiorany of
the decision makers to date have determined thai; the eviderice pr0v1ded rises to the level
of a fair atgument thit the project would result in 4 significant impact that requites fhe

preparation of an EIR.

The initial ,s'md_y and MND failed 1o consider substantinl evidence indicating s:gmf cant
impacts on hydrology and water quality.

STAFF RESPONSE: As descr ibed previouslyi in Report to fhe Plemnmg Commzsszcm
Na; PC-10:079; pagesd, 12 and 13, and in Response fo Commiertts in the project’s fina]
MND {La Jolla Shores Tomorfow/Tulie H letter commait No 5, the project
proposes fight seal consttuction metliods that would avoid any j;\'ermdw Water p mpmg
during the life of the dcwaiopmeni and pursuant to. SDMC Section 1510.0403(a), any
temporary eanstruction o permanent dewatering activities shiall not be dischatged fo the
| storm water systent. Because the project would aveid lmpacts to hydr 0;{6 gy
quatity; no mgmﬁcant nnpacts Were Jdentlﬁed i ﬂle MND:

The initial sty amd MND fm[ed o ﬂm’mdfer szr?,ﬂ'mm‘mi iderice mdmm’mg .s.rgh'g)" ecind
impucts on land use, ang the inconsy. z;swm ¥ uf the prof ef(,{ W lthe apphmbie Icmd use
plans, policies, cmd regﬂia!rans

STAFF RESPON SE Please se¢: City staff response to Mr. Segal ‘s commentNa. 1
above, and Report to the Plansitag Conimission Na. PC-10-079, page 6 (City staff
response to La Jolta Community Planring . Associgtion’s comment No. 1); pages 7~ 8
(City staff v esponse fo La Tolla Cemmumiy Plamung Associzfion’s appeal isstes Ne. 2
and 3); page 11 (City staff response to Mr: Sagal appeal iséies No. 8 and 99; pages 1'?
and 13 (City staff's responfe fo La Jolla Shores Tofnorrow appeal issues No. ! and 5); and,
Respbuse to-Comments it the final MND (La Jml’ka Shores Tomorrow/Tulie }-Iamrlton

cmmmemt Nos 6, 7, 8, arsd 9.

The project is consistent with &t applma&ie land tise plans, policies, and regilations, and
ditring the review of the project and thmnghom the hearitigs, no substattial evidence has
been presented ﬂm‘t the- pm;.cct would result 1 g 5 gn_;f Ter-tri 1mp&c_t 10 ﬂmse 1ssue au:as _

The initial sfudy amd final MND. fatled ly conszder substantial evidence md:mfmg
sigrificant impots on public sz:gfeg:

ﬂus ;ssua was raxsad by tht appe:llanl& i wnhmg pmor o lhs Piannmg C{amimssmn

hearing. As noted in the Report to the Planning Commission Mo, PC-10-079. page 12, the
proposed project provides the approptiate visibility areas at the initetsections of EI Pafseo
Grande and Avenida de la Playa and E] Passo Grande and Calle (Zlaia R



6, Au EIR is feqzm red beconse there 1s subsiantial evidence in the record o support o fuir
argument the proposed projfect may result in significant envir anmenim’ zmpacrs mciudmg
aesthetics aind communitylmeighborhood eharacter, hydrology avid water guality, and

land use cmd public safety.

STAFF RESPONSE: Please seg City staff responses {o the individial issues: Also, as
noted above in City staff response to M. Segal’s comment No. 3 and as described in the
Report to the Planning Commission No. PC-10-079, pages 13 and. 14, “substantial
evidence shall iriclnde fagts, reasonable assuniptions pmdlcated on facts, and expert
opition sipported by facts” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15384). Alsc, piease see
Response-to Commentts in the final MND{La Jolla Simres Tomorrow/Julie Hamitton.

- fetter conyment No. [0, City staff believes that the appropi] faite enviforimental document
has been prepared for the project and that the cominents raised by tlie kppellants does not
miake the fair drgurient standard besause substantial evidence as defined by. CEQA has:
naot been pmvaded to ejther 5taff _B dacxmmn maker, orthe pubhc

Please nmta that CEQA reqmres the praparatmn Gf an Envxmumarﬂal Impam Rapart when

e:ffect of a }‘:rl'{)jf:ct. -ihe Lead Agency ‘shaﬂ c{mmdar :dx:reci phjfé1cal ohangﬁs i tlt:a
enmmnment Wkuah may be caust:d by fhe pfO_] cct ane! mascmab}y :Eareseeable mdlrest

(d)) I_“.cmmmif: dnﬁ s&mﬁl changes resuitm@ from 8 pra_;ecf shal: uetbe ueate& as
s1g111ﬁcant effects on.the- enwmnmant unless there 15 & pliysical change &t fie;
environment caused by the econmmc or smclal effects of the pmjﬁb’i (1 5064 (e}).

The dm:xsmn as 10 whether a px cgco*t may ham otie: ot m@re mgmrmam etfecis shail be

argLumen, spe cul: ,ffanJ unsztbstaniﬂatcd
naccma‘ée orer onﬂous or ewdcm& *thai

evx&em:ﬁ that the pm_}em may have amgnaﬁasm effeci on ‘ﬂhc ﬁnvimmmnt (15064(f)(6)}

FISCAL CONSJ(DERATIONS Nore associated with this action, All aosis a’ssunmibd wslh
processing of this ;pmjasi are patd by the apphcam ‘
' |

PREVIOUS COUNCIL andfor COMMITTER Acﬁm;: None | |
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS; | |

Community Plauning Group Recommendation:

_]jﬁ..




The La Jolla Community Planning Association veted to deny the project for two reasons. The
followitig reasons are provided beﬁaw eﬂong W1th the Czry staff’s ana[ysxs :

. Under the LISPDC Section .f 316.03 0] and w?d,ef Pf*ogﬁevs Guide drd Gener m’ Plan Jor the
City of San Diego, the La Jolla Commurity Plan, and the La Joila Shores Précise Plan® The
form and.relationship of the project would disrupt the character cmd wrchitechral unity of

the streetscape.

The project site is located at 2202 and 2206 Avenida de l4 Playa, and proposes a mixed use:
development in the Cnmmerma] Center (CC) Zone of the La Jolla Shores Pianned Disirict
(LISPD) inthe La Jolla-Cosiraunily Plan and Local Coastdl Land Use Plan (Plan) area. The
developient’s: -draft permit resolution containg the required findings related to conformity to
the City”s General Plan and the adopted commuuity plan and locdl coasta] program land use
pla, 8pecifically, the-project is consistent with recommendafions specific to the Avenida de.
la Playa Commiunity Comriercial arga which promote a focus on pedestrian-related anzenities
such as sidewalk siirface ireatients. and strest tiges, both of which will be cotisistent'with
existing patterns of development. The scale of the project is consistent with existing
da\ralopment which allows zero-foot yard setbacks and 100 pareent. building coverage, The.

- project: alse avoids abpupt transition in scale with adjacent residential areas. Resideritial

: pzejectﬁ adjamm to the La Jolla Shorss commercial district are multi-family structures, many
of which are taller and bolkier thar the prnpms«ad commercial deveélopment, This pm;ect is
located on the corner of" FI Paso Grandé and Avenida de la Playa which leads directly info-a
residential avea of existing large multi-unit projects, The proposed development 18 smaller in
scale than the multi-unit projects to the westand nerth. Therefore, asreviewad by City staff
and as detailed in the dewiopnwni & diaft permit ﬁﬁdmg«,s the pr@pascd nseg gnid design of
ilie devalopment a1€ congistent withihe adopted land use plans, zoniig regulations, and the
propesed developiment Wwill ot adversely affect theapplicable Tand use plai.

2. The plens and presertation do not show what devetering will be needed by the project
before.and afier completion.and how any dewaléring will be acconiplished without violating
LJSPDO Section 1514, 0403 which prokibifs dischaging ground water inio the stbrm drain
o secdunt ﬁf the need.to protect the heach from such sz USTOI..

 The project’s permit sondition No. 26 requites the appimmﬂ to compiy with SDMC sec.
15100403 for structares below thie watet table. The project will not be allowed fo conduct
dewatering rizscharges {0 {he pubilic streets ér municipal stori dralr systéin dumng

eomgtriction 61 thereaher

La Jolla Shores Advisory Board Recommendation:
On March 6, 2010, the project was presenied by the applicant to the’ L& Jolla Shores Advisery
.Board (Boasd) and aﬂer ‘public testinibny and discudsion; the Bodrd was tinable to dbiaina
majority vote.on any motion foi the developrent. However, the Board asked the applicart to
congidel some design changes on the project and thereafier, the Board continued this projeet’s




item to their next meeting. On April 20,2010, the Board again conducted public testimony,
discussed possible-design changes, and was still unable to obtain a majority vote on any motion
16 recomménd approval or denial for the project. Finally, the Board voted unamimously to not
make a récpmmendation on the project,

KEY STAKEHOLDERS: Playa Grande, L.L.C., Owner and Pefinittee

Kelly Brdughton 7

Director, Developmient Services Department

Afttachment: Report o the Planning Commission, No, PC-10-079




g Item 330

GEISSLER ENGINEERING
ATTA
Dr. Peter Geissler, Ph.D., P.E,
Conszgltz‘ng Civil Engineer
8 November 2010
. La Jolla Shores Tomorrow e
[t
¢/o The Law Offices of Julie M. Hamilton O ba%
2835 Camino Del Rio S., Suite 100 \ 13'59
San Diego, CA 92108 ' N--Sv«.\w_,
. @
Re:  Whitney Mixed-Use Project - ﬂ E{:;\Q E;;
2202 and 2206 Avenida de 1a Playa NG RS
La Jolla, California \f?;&?f-{ ggg\‘!ﬁ' @»
OFRE

Ref:  City of San Diego Project No. 182513
Ref:  GEI Soils Report Job. No. 08-9579

'Ref.  Preliminary Architectural Drawings
Timn Martin AIA, dated May 19, 2009

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Pursuant to a request by La Jolla Shores Tomorrow, Geissler Engmecnng y has reviewed technical
documents and performed engineering analysis of the geotechnical aspects of the project

referenced above.

At tssue 1s whether the project will have a significant adverse environmental fmpact. -

Geissler Engineering reviewed project architectural drawings on file with the City of San Diego
whilst under the supervision of Project Manager Tim Daly. Unfortunately, Geissier Engineering
was denied permission to copy said architectural drawings. Presumably, the drawings were the
Preliminary Architectural Drawings by Tim Martin, AlA, dated May 19, 2009.

Geissler Engineering reviewed the following soils reports.

GEOCON Soils Report dated November 28, 2000 for the Naegle property located at 2210
Avenida de la Playa, La Jolla

&

Southern California Testing Laboratory Pile Foundation Report dated May &, 1970 for
the AVCO Project located at 2209 Camino Dcl Reposa at the comner of E] Paseo Grande

and Camino Reposa, La Jolla

GEI Soils Report dated Marck 20, 2009 for the Whitney Project located at 2202 and 2206
Avenida de 1a Playa, La Jolla '

Page 10f 9
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e GEI Letter-Report dated August 12, 2009 for the Whitney Project located at 2202 and
2206 Avenida de la Playa, La Jolla

Geisster Engineering reviewed the following engineering drawings.

»  Dwg #26512-D Improvement Plan for Avenida de la Playa and Calle Clara
e Dwg #10389L - Street Improvements for Paseo Grande
» Dwg#1369-D - Trunk Sewer No.1 La Jolla Shores Pumping Station
¢ Dwg#1381-D, 1382-D, 1383-D Sanitary sewer construction
» Dwg #4596-D La Jolla Shores Drive grade of curb at Calle Clara and Avenida de la Playa
¢ Dwg #25160-D Construction of Vallecitos Seepage Line As-Built
¢ Dwg #12079-D El Paseo Grande 12" A.C. Main As-Built
¢« Dwg # 26331-D Construction of 30" Water Pipeline - La Jolla Shores Pipeline Phase 2
As-Built
Geissler Engineering reviewed the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration dated July 6, 2010.

This brief analysis of the facts is remarkably simple and the results are straightforward. Geissler
Engineering conchudes that the Mitigated Negative Declaration is made moot by the necessity of
drilling or pile driving at the project site. In addition, Geissler Engineering concludes that the
proposed project will cause soil subsidence and /or structural damage to surrounding
improvements, for the reasons set forth below.

SOIL CONDITIONS AT THE PROJECT SITE

Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. (GEI) prepared a Preliminary Geotechnical Report dated 20
March 2009 on the soil conditions they encountered at the Whitney Project.

GEI drilled two soil test borings, B-1 and B-2, to a depth of 20 ft each. Put simply, this is what\
GEI observed:

In both B-1 and B-2, GEI observed that the top 8 feet of soil is fill.

In: both B-1 and B-2, GEI observed alluvium/slopewash below the fill.

In boring B-2, at 2 depth of 18 feet, GEI encountered strong (N = 30 blows per foot} dense sand.
In boring B-2, at a depth of 20 feet, GEI stopped the drilling.

In boring B-1, at a depth of 20 feet, GEI stopped the drilling without ever having encountered
strong dense sand.

Page 2 of &
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Based upon their limited sotls investigation, GEI characterized the top 8 fec%t of fill soil as
unsatisfactory.

Based upon their soils investigation, GEI correctly characterized the alluvium/slopewash as “not
suitable for support of new loads from structures™ (Ref. page 11 of the GEI Report dated 20

March 2009).

Having encountered strong (N = 30 biows per feot) dense sand in one boring but not the other,
GEI assumed that such a strong sand layer would surely be encountered at some depth greater
than 20 feet. Indeed, their exact explanation is: “Although not encountered in our exploratory

- borings, the alluvium/slopewash soils are underlain at depths greater than 20 feet by good-
bearing, dense silty sand of the Bay Point Formation™ (Ref: page 11 of the GEI Report dated 20

March 2009).

Accordingly, GEI correctly recommends the installation of friction piers {caissons} bearing on
deeper, medium dense to dense sandy formational soils. No doubt, GEI recommended the
installation of friction piers (caissons) bearing on deeper, medium dense to dense sandy
formational soils 50 as to avoid the problem of soil subsidence. Specifically, GEI correctly
recommended that all drilled caissons be embedded into firm sandy soil to a depth of not less
than 18 feet into medium dense sands, and that the frictional resistance of said piers be
discounted (assumed zero) for the top 20 feet below the ground surface at each location (Ref:

page 24 of the GEI Report dated 20 March 2009},

At the location of boring B-2, where the medium dense sand was found at a depth of 18 feet, an
embedment depth of 18 feet into medium dense sands would result in a pier depth 36 feet below

grade (18 + 18 = 36).
At the location of boring B-1, where the medium dense sand was known to be deeper than 20

feet (never having been encountered during drilling), the pier depth would necessarily be deeper
than 38 feet. However, the exact pier depth was indeterminate, of course, since the depth at

which the medium dense sands are encountered is still unknown.

Unfortunately, GEI never investigated the soil conditions deeper than 20 feet. Apparently, GEI
was unaware of the fact that at neighboring properties poor soil conditions had been encountered

at even deeper depths.
SOIL CONDITIONS NEARBY

The property adjacent to the Whitney Project site 1s the Naggle property, located at 2210
Avenida de la Playa. In 1991, GEOCON prepared a soils report for the original development of
that property. In 2000, GEOCON prepared a follow-up soils report in relation to 2 proposed

addition.
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Both the original GEOCON Soils Report and the follow-up GEOCON Soils Report indicates that
the Naegle property is underiain by alluvial deposits to depth of 53 feet (Ref: Page 2 of the
GEOCON SOILS REPORT dated 28 November 2000).

Significantly, the GEOCON Soils Report identified 2 stratum 7 or § feet thick of weak (N = §
blows per foot) dark gray to black fine to medium Sandy Clay at a depth for 37 feet below grade
at the Naegle property (Ref: Boring B-1 logged 9/27/91 and included in the GEOCON SOILS
REPORT dated 28 November 2000). The existence of this weak clay layer at approximately 37
feet below grade suggests that foundation piers required for the Whitney Project (next door) may
need to be installed much deeper than the 38 ft (+/-) deep caissons envisioned by GEL

The AVCO Project located at 2209 Camino Del Reposa at the corner of El Paseo Grande and
Camino Reposa, was constructed in 1971, The Plie Foundation Report for the AVCO Project
indicates that satisfactory soils were ot encountered until a depth of 30 feet below grade was
reached. Ultimately, piles were driven to a maximum depth of 74 feet below grade (Ref: Page 1
of the Southern California Testing Laboratory Pile Foundation Report dated May 8, 1970).
Apparently, they got it right; there has been no reported structural distress or differential

foundation settlement in the thirty year history since construction.

The GEI Soil Report referenced neither: (i) the GEOCON Soils Report dated 28 November
2000; nor (11) the Southern California Testing Laboratory Pile Foundation Report dated May 8§,
1970. Therefore it can reasonably be inferred that GEI was unaware of the poor soil conditions

found at depth on these neighboring properties.

DEPTH OF PIERS

(E1 correctly recommended that the foundation piers be installed 18 feet into good-bearing,
dense silty sand of the Bay Point Formation, although that depth is indeterminate since GEI was
unable to reach good-bearing, dense silty sand in boring B-1.

Now that we have the benefit of the additional soils data from the Naegle property and the
AVCO property, it is a simple matter to determine the proper depth for the caissons at the
Whitney Project. Using a conservative design approach based upon all the soils data from the
Naegle property, Geissler Engineering estimates that the depth of the caissons for the Whitney
Project would be at most 53 feet deep, the depth at which Ardath Shale (bedrock) is actually
encountered. Using a less conservative design approach hased upon all the soils data from the
AVCO Project, Geissler Engineering estirmates that the depth of the caissons at the Whitney

Project would be approximately 48 feet (30 + 18 = 48).

Whether the pier depth is 36 feet or 3§ feet as recommended by GEI based on their less-than-
complete knowledge of the soil conditions, or 48 feet or 53 feet as suggested by the additional
soils data from neighboring properties, the real problem is not how deep to install the caissons,

but how?

In addition to being a civil engineering design firm, Geissler Engineering is a Class “A” General
Engineering Contractor and Dr. Geissler is experienced at all aspects of shoring, underpinning,
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drilling, pile driving and underground construction. When faced with the prospect of driliing
foundation piers to a depth of 36 or 38 feet or even 48 feet or 53 feet, Dr. Geissler holds the
opinion that the fundamental problems are two-fold: (i) temporary dewatering and (i) %hox’t—term

stability of the drilled hole.

If the soil conditions were as GEI assumied them to be, namely 18 to 20 feet (or more) of
alluvium/slopewash soils underlain by good-bearing, dense siity sand of the Bay Point
Formation, drilling 18 feet into such dense silty sands would indeed be possible, assuming a
solution could be found for the contro! of groundwater. However, if the soil conditions are like
those at the Naegle property where weak (N = 8 blows per foot) dark gray to black fine to
medium Sandy Clay are encountered at a depth of 35 feet, then drilling becomes impractical.

The clay will ooze into the drilled hole.

The solution that AVCO employed in 1971 was pile dﬁving. There is ample data to suggest that
driven piles car be used to support the building at the Whitney Project site. The expected depth
to which piles must be driven depends upon the:r size, but a reasonable estimate would be 48

feet,

By driving precast concrete piles instead of drilling and constructing poured-in-place concrete
caissons, there would be no need to de-water the site temporarily during instatlation of the piles,

However, the vibrations likely to be experienced during pile driving will likely cause extensive
structural damage to the Naegle building., An estimate of the extent of structural damage to other
nearby structures is beyond the scope of our current assignment. However, this issue would need

to be carefully addressed prior to construction.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

The City of San Diego apparently assigned Project Manager Tim Daly to review the Preliminary
Architectural Drawings, the GEI Soils Report and to evaluate the risks posed by the proposed
project. In turn, a memorandum dated July 14, 2009 was prepared by LDR-Geology,
Development Services Department requesting additiorial information.

Paragraph 1 of the review memorandum reads as follows:

“1, Submit an addendum gectechnical report that addresses the proposed deveiopment .
plans and the following:”

At issue is whether the Preliminary Architectural Drawings were in substantial compliance with
the recommendations set forth i n the GEI Soils Report That is the crux of the matter.

GEI responded by means of a short 3-page Ietter—rcpozt dated 12 August 2009.

GEI responded:
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“GEI Response: We have reviewed the referenced conceptual architectural pians
by Tim Martin ATA, dated May 19, 2009. It is our opinion that the preliminary
plans are in conformance with the recommendations included in our report, dated

March 20, 2069.”

Geissler FEnpineering Cominentary: This statement by GEI is clear but false. In fact, several
very significant discrepancies are readily apparent between the Preliminary Architectural Plans
submitted by Tim Martin, AIA, and the recommendations set forth in the GEI Soils Report dated

March 20, 2005, '

GEl recommends that “the structure be supported on friction piers {caissons) bearing on deeper,
medium dense to dense sandy formational soils” (Ref: Page 6 GEI Soils Report dated 20 March
2009), whereas the architect’s drawings show the use of an ordinary conventional perimeter

foundation (Ref: Section C).

GEI notes the existence of alluvium/slopewash soils (Qal/gsw) (Ref: Boring B-1 and Boring B-2
logged 5-23-08 and included in the GEI Soils Report dated 20 March 2009) below a depth 8 or 9
feet, that GEI described as “not suitable for support of new loads from structures™ (Ref: page 11
of the GEI Report dated 20 March 2009 ), whereas the architect’s plans labels the soils as
“formational” soils below a depth of @ or 10 feet in drawings of the northern most footing (Ref:

Section B).

GEl recommended that drilled caissons must be embedded 18 feet into firm sandy soil to be
encountered somewhere supposedly below 20 feet (Ref: although not encountered in GEI's
borings, whereas the architect shows the “Proposed Limit of Work™ at a depth of approximately
15 feet below grade (Ref: Section C).

GEI recommended that all drilled caissons be embedded into firm sandy soil to a depth of not
less than 18 feet into medinm dense sands, and that the frictional resistance of said piers be
discounted (assumed zero) for the top twenty feet below the ground surface at each location
{(Ref: page 24 of the GEI Report dated 20 March 2009}, whereas the architect shows the
“Proposed Limit of Work” at a depth of approximately 15 feet below grade and also shows the
use of conventional perimeter footings (Ref: Section C).

GEI recommended the use of shoring based on certain specified active soil pressure parameters
(Ref: page 23 of the GEI Soils Report dated 20 March 2009), whereas the architect’s drawing of
the shoring could not possibly conform to these lateral load requirements (Ref: Section B).

GEI notes that “the shoring system could consist of a soldier pile and lagging . . . (that} could be
designed as permanent and incorporated into the basement walls.” (Ref: page 23 of the GEI
Soils Report dated 20 March 2009), whereas the architect’s drawing of the shoring specifies the
use of only the “temporary steel beam shoring support” and is shown diagrammatically as being
very shallow in the North Footing Drawing (Ref: Section B). At a minimum, this discrepancy
should have alerted GEI that the architect was unaware of how to incorporate the essential
feature (i.e., the caissons) of the foundation system into the shoring system.

Page 6 of 9

.



ATTACHMENT 3
GEISSLER ENGINEERING

It is inconceivable that GEI simply overlooked the architect’s choice of conventional shaliow
footings seated on alluvium/slopewash soils which are “not suitable for support of new loads
Jrom siructures” when GEI specifically recommended otherwise.

Put simply, [ am at a complete loss to understand how the three principais of Geotechnical
Exploration, Inc., (GEI) were able to conclude the architectural drawings complied with the

geotechnical recommendations.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Geissler Engineering was asked to review the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Given the fact that this construction project necessarily involves cither drilling or pile-driving to
considerable depths, the provisions of the Mitigated Negative Declaration are made moot
because sinking caissons was not considered. Both drilling operations and pile-driving will
crash human remains, archeological artifacts and fossils alike.

COLLATERAL DAMAGE

In the event that drilled foundation piers with poured-in-place concrete caissons are constructed
below the water table (whether to 361t or 38ft or 48ft or 53ft deep) which is normally 8 feet
below grade, the problem of hydro-consolidation due to temporary dewatering must still be
addressed. Put simply, even temporary dewatering during drilling operations and during
construction of the poured-in-place concrete caissons will increase effective stresses acting on
loose soils which would normally be submerged below the water table. Permanent soil

subsidence is the usnal resuit,

Geissler Engineering has not yet been retained io estimate the lateral or vertical extent of soil
subsidence from temporary dewatering. However, there are methods that can be used to
calculate the extent io which groundwater depression is likely to occur and to estimate the
resulting soil subsidence. Suffice it to say, that the closer the neighbor, the more soil subsidence

can be expected.

In the particular case of Mr. & Mrs. Naegle, there is no possibility of avoiding soil subsidence
and differential foundation settlement owing to the proximity of their shallow foundations io the

deep driller piers.

If instead of using drilled foundation piers with poured-in-place concrete caissons, driven piles
are employed, a different set of problems are encountered. In that case, the primary issue is
structural damage due to vibration during the pile-driving operations. Geissler Engineering has
not been retained to evaluate the magnitude of vibrations due to pile-driving operations. '
However, methods have been developed which may be employed to estimate the magnitude of
vibrations at neighboring properties. Suffice it to say, that the closer the neighbor, the more

vibration damage can be expected.
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In the particular case of Mr. & Mrs. Naegle, therf: is no poss;blhty of avoiding vibration damage
from pile driving operations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Geissier Engineering recommends that the City of San Diego deny planning permission for the
Whitney Project for the following reasons:

First, if the preliminary plans are not in conformance with the recommendations set forth in the
GEI report, dated March 20, 2009 then the planning permission must be denied, ag there is no
assurance the building can safely be constructed in accordance to the plans.

Second, Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. failed to investigate the soil conditions to be encountered
at depth, whether drilled or driven foundation methods are employed. In this case, planning
permission must be postponed until the impacts can be fairly evaluated.

Third, Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. failed to evaluate the likelihood of soil liquefaction at
depth because they assumed the soils below a depth of 20 feet are dense formational soils,
whereas they may not be. In this case, planning permission must be postponed until the
likelihood of soil liquefaction and the effects of the liquefaction can be fairly evaluated.

Fourth, Geotechnical Expldration, Inc. failed to evaluate the likelihood of soil subsidence due to
hydro-consolidation as a result of temporary dewatering during construction. In this case,
plarning permission must be postponed until the Hkelihood of effects of hydro-consolidation can

be fairly evaluated.

Fifth, Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. failed to evaluate the structural implications of soil
subsidence due to hydro-consolidation as a result of temporary dewatering during construction
on neighboring buildings. In this case, planning permission must be postponed until the likely
structural damage can be assessed that may result from effects of hydro-consolidation on

neighboring buildings can be fairly evaluated.

Sixth, Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. failed to evalnaie the impact of the proposed construction
activities on adjacent paved surfaces and street improvements. In this case, planning permission
must be postponed until the impact on public improvements can be fairly evaluated.

In conclusion, construction of the necessary foundational support for the Whitney Building will
have a significant impact on the surrounding area; the extent of this impact cannot be known due
to the lack of information related to the depth of the required piers and the construction method
used to build the necessary piers. Depending on the particulars of the method selected for the
deep foundation piers, it is possible, even likely that neighboring buildings and public street
improvements shall be subject to soil subsidence, differential settlement and structural cracking.

in light of the fact that Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. issued written statements to the City of
San Diego that are clear but not supported by their own technical report, the City of San Diego
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should retain its own independent expert to evaluate any further representations of an
engineering nature made in connection with this project.

Respectfully submitted this 8" day of November 2010, ¢ WSS,

()M CQ/%%f

Dr, Peter Scott Geissler, Ph.D., P.E.
State of California Licensed Civil Engineer

ENGINEERING EDUCATION:

PhD Civil Engineering
Department of Civil Engineering
University of California, Irvine

MS {(Eng) Civil Engineering
Departinent of Civil Engineering
University of California, Irvine
MEng {Civil) Civil Engineering
Department of Civil Engineering
University of California, Davis
BSc (Eng) Civil Engineering
Department of Civil Engineering
Stanford University
AB Physics

Department of Physics
University of California, Berkeley

ENGINEERING LICENSES:
Professional Engineer — State of Tennessee
Civil Engineer — State of Washington
Mechanical Engineer — State of Washington
Chartered Engineer — Republic of freland
Civil Engineer — State of California
General Engineering Contractor — State of California

Chartered Engineer — European Economic Commumty (EC)
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2845 Nimitz Blvd. Itemn 330
Suite G
San Diegodéc.gs 92106 E C E: E‘Q‘.’F
(619) 226-062 o -
FAX (619) 226-0025 NOV 03 %010 TRAFFIC AND PARKING STUDIES
YL, «%&’}_L)
JF 2014

Octaber 29, 2010

A Traffic Safety Study For The Whitney Multi-Use Project in La Jolia Shores

- This study is intended to identify the shorfcomings in the ground floor site plan of the Whitney
Project access to the existing street system in the La Jolla Shores area, as fo traffic safety hazards.

Figure 1 locates the Whitney Multi-Use project. Note that though it fronts on the 40 foot wide
pavement at 2202 and 2206 Avenida De La Playa, it has side street frontage along El Paseo Grande (30
feet wide) and rear access along 30 feet wide, Calle Clara. All vehicle driveway access is toffrom Calle

Clara.

Figure 2 shows the proposed ground floor site plan of the Whitney building and shows the Calle
Clara street driveway access. Note that two of the driveways are for parking two vehicles while the
furthest east one is for the ramp toffrom five, underground, parking spaces (7 total off-street spaces).

During the review process for the Whitney project, there was general disagreement between local
opponents to the project, and the City, Development Services Department, {DSD) classification of Calle
Clara as an “alley” rather than a “street’. Recently , the DSD has changed its Calle Clara classification
from “alley” to “street” and thus the intersection of Calle Clara and El Paseo Grande has now officially

- become a street to street intersection as it has been since 1927. Nevertheless, a proponent for the
“project concludes that Calle Clara functions as an alley with trash pickup and private parking along the

alley. _

Forgetting the proponents comment that Calle Clara functions like an aliey since it bas trash pickup
and private parking, where parking is prohibited by City Fire Depariment regulations, the two pictures
shown on Figure 3 clearly show the differences beiween Calle Ciara (a 30 foot street} looking east from
the Whitney project from El Paseo Grande, and a 24 foot alley behind the next block west of the Whitney
project {the 2130 to 2200 block of Avenida De La Playa) looking towards the Whitney project and El
Paseo Grande, from near Camino Del Gro. We think these two pictures clearly show that Calle Clara
functions as a street, not an alley, since it has legal parking and a 30 foot pavement fike so many streets

in the vicinity.

City of San Diego LDC Sec. 113.0103, LDC Sec. 113.0246 (b), and LDC Sec. 113.0273 (d)
requires that the Whitney project provide a 15 ft x 15 i visibility triangle at the street io street intersection
of Ef Paseo Grande and Calle Clara to altow adequate sight distance for safe vehicle and pedestrian
movement at an intersection involving a public right of way. Figure 2 shows clearly that the planned
project will have two large support columns {A and B} within the 15 foot required visibility triangular area
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that must be replaced by cantilever beams at the second story floor level, or, the pillars may be moved
out of the 15 foot visibility triangle. With implementation of a clear 15 x 15 visibility triangle at the Calle
Clara/El Paseo Grande intersection, as well as clear and enforceable parking regulations along the east
side of &l Paseo Grande approaching Calle Clara, adeguate sight distance can be provided for safe

vehicle and pedestrian movements at the intersection.

Calle Clara has a 30 foot pavement in a 30 foot right of way and there is no room for a sidewalk or
a parkway like the more normal 10 foot curb to property line. Therefore the building can be up to the curb
fike they are east of the Whitney project. Since parking is allowed along the north side of Calle Clara
taking up 8 feet, the two way travel lanes must be in the remaining 22 feet (11t lanes each way), and the

eastbound travel lane is up against the south curb line.

Though no traffic counts are available in the warm, busy, vacation days to/from the Kellogg Park
beach parking lot, many people have found that in order to avoid the traffic problems along Avenida De
La Playa through the heart of the La Jolla Shores business district, 2 tum from La Jolla Shores Drive onto
Calle Clara is a good way to avoid the problems getiing to the beach via El Paseo Grande, or Avenida De
{a Ribiera {see Figure 1) or other streets to the west. Thus on those busy days, Calle Clara has more

thry traffic than simply a street serving its land uses on each side.

According to SDMC Sec. 113.0273 (c), driveways inftersecting a street must have 10 feet sight
visibility triangles on each side of the driveway. (Also see Figure 4 for driveway sight triangles entering a
street) Nofe on Figure 2 that because of iocation and the four support columns for the upper floors, none

of the driveways, or ramp, has the required sight visibility triangles.

As noted above, the eastbound fraffic lane of Calie Clara, is up against the south curb. Thus
vehicles leaving the parking spaces or ramp, without the sight visibility triangles, must be past the curb
into the frave! lane, before they can see oncoming vehicles, bikes, or pedestrians in the travel lane. This
is positively a real traffic safety issue with the driveways shown on Figure 2 and the four support columns

_ as shown.

Figure 2 shows that, a ramp vehicle would have a particulariy hard time exiting since the top of the
ramp will be very close to the curb line. Thus the driver will be near the curb line with the hood and
windshield in the travel lane, before the driver can see oncoming vehicles, etc. This is a serious traffic
safety issue and the prime reason the City of San Diego has adopted the LDC Sections 113.0103,
113.0273 and 113.0246. For traffic safety, the visibility triangles must be provided along Calle Clara so
drivers can see into the travel lane before their vehicle enters it.

The Whitney project can probably be used as the first, of more, redevelopment projects in the
existing La Jolla Shores business district. Particulardy along Cafle Clara, this precedent setting project
must conform to City regulations to guarantee the future traffic safety of the users of Calle Clara and the
future project driveways. Therefore, the proposed Calle Clara driveways of Figure 2 must be relocated,
and the four support columns efiminated, by either cantilevers from the 2nd floor level, or by maving them
10 feet south of the existing curb, so the 10 foot visibility triangles can be provided for traffic safety in the

current project.
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It is strongly recommended for existing and future traffic safety along Calle Clara, that the support
columns shown along Calle Clara on Figure 2 be efiminated some way, or relocated, so that the 15 x 15
foot sight triangle at the intersection can be implemented along with the 10 x 10 foot driveway and ramp
sight triangles along the Calle Clara sireet frontage. This means that within the 15 x 15 intersection sight
triangle and east of this along Calle Clara within 10 feet of the south curb, there should be no columns,
posts, walls, or doors for the Whitney Building, that will encroach on the 10 x 10 foot sight triangles.
Without the required visibility triangles the Whitney Building will have a significant negative impact on the
safety of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the area due o poor sight distance.

James W. Federhart
Federhart & Associates
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SOIL AND FOUNDATION ENGINEERING @ GROUNDWATER @ ENGINEERI&G GEOLOGY

06 December 2010

Mr. Robert Whitney Job No. 08-9579
PLAYA GRANDE, LLC

8100 Paseo del Ocaso

La Jolia, CA 92037

Subject: Response to Geissler Engineering Letter
Whitney Mixed Use Project

2202 and 2206 Avenida de |a Playa
La Jolla, California

City of San Diego Project No, 182513
Dear Mr. Whitney:

This letter is in response to the letter issued by Geissler Engineering dated
November 8, 2010, wherein many unfounded, misleading and incorrect claims were
made that the proposed Whitney mixed-use project cannot be constructed without
“extensive structural damage™ to the Naegle buildings and that there is “no
possibility” of avoiding soil subsidence and differential foundation settlement of the
Naegle building. Claims and responses are listed below, followed by back up
technical detail. : ' ' o -

1. “Geissler Engineering concludes that the proposed project will
cause soils subsidence and/or structural damage to surroundmg
fmprovemenfs :

The excavation of a basement immediately adjacént to an on-grade structure is not
unique or overly complicated. Methods of shoring, excavating, dewatering and new
construction are routine and proven on many other prOJects, including in La Jolia_
Shores.

It should be noted that with the exception of the proposed elevator pit (& very
focalized area), the shallowest portion of the excavation will occur along the
common property line. ~The portion of the Naegle building constructed to the
property line extends 54 feet south of the north property line. The Whitney
buiiding’s garage ramp paraliels this wall and excavation will never reach the water
table along this property line north of the elevator pit, which is 50 feat south of the

7420 TRADE STREET® SAN DIEGC, CA. 92121 @ {858} 549-7222 @ FAX: (B58) 548-1604 @ EMAIL: geotech@gei-sd.com
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north property line, leaving only a 4-foot overlap where full depth basement
excavation is immediately adjacent to the Naegle building.

Shoring for basement level construction is a very routine process. It is designed
like any other structural component and can be made stiffer when deflection cannot
be tolerated. Shoring is proposed and required not just along the common property
line, but on all four sides of the excavation. The design of the shoring will be done
by the project structural engineer and included with construction plans at a future
date. However, a preliminary shoring exhibit (see Appendix A) prepared by Flores
Lund is attached to graphically illustrate our recommendation.

2. "It can be reasonably inferred that GEI was unaware of the poor
soil conditions found at depth on these neighboring properties”.

GEI performed two 20-foot-deep borings with a limited access auger drill rig due to
the existing structures on-site. These two borings were sufficient to confirm what is
anticipated and what Is consistently found throughout the beach area of La lolla
Shores, “...existing soil conditions are not suitable for support of new loads from
structures”. The depth of the two borings at this preliminary stage is immaterial.
OQur recommendations require “additional borings or Cone Penetrometer Testing
(CPT) be performed after the existing building is removed to confirm depth to
formational soils in order to provide embedment depths for preposed friction piers
(caissons). : S

3. “The pile foundation for the AVCO Project indicates that satisfactory
soils were not encountered until a depth of 307 below grade was
reached. Ultimately piles were driven to a maximurn depth of 74’
below grade” (Ref. Southern Cal Report dated May 8, 1970).

The May 8, 1970, Southern California Testing report makes no mention of actual
pile driving depths. The report only presents as Figure No. I a chart of Pile Load vs.
Piie Depth for use by the project structural engineer for design of the foundation
system. The chart, attached here as Appendix B, provides information for four
different types of piles ranging from 8 to 12 inches across the pile tip. For an
individual pile capacity of 300 kips or 300,000 pounds, the depths of the four
different piles would range from 61 feet to 73 feet,

It appears that Mr. Geissler has elected to present design information as though it
is as-built information, deliberately misleading the reader. Based on the 300 kips
load, the 74-foot (73 on the chart) would far exceed the capacity needed per pile
on the Whitney project. Based on the design pile chart, the AVCO driven piles,
approximately one-half the diameter of the Whitney friction piles (approximately 24




Whitney Mixed Use Project Job No. 08-959 “
La Jolia, California Page 3

inches in diameter), wouid achieve the required bearing capability at between 10
and 20 feet below the bottom of the basement parking excavation if used on the
Whitney project.

4. “Dr. Geissfer holds the opinjon that the fundamental problems are
two-fold: (i} temporary dewatering and (ii) short term stability of
the drilled hole.”

Dewatering is a routine construction process very common to any project with a
basement in La Jolla Shores. It should be noted that the proposed basement slab
elevation is, at best, 1 foot below the water table. Shoring will be designed to
account for this. The only issue within the building footprint is the disposal of the
water, as the La Jolla Shores PDO prohibits it being discharged into the storm sewer
system. Dewatering within. the building footprmt will be iegaily dlscharged by
permit into the sanitary sewer system. - : .

Dewatering from outs'tde the buiiding f‘_ootprint could be an Issue as it could promote.
subsidence of adjacent structures and improvements if not prevented  or
appropriately addressed. Where foundation excavation along the common property
line reaches the water table, continuous secant piles will be installed as shoring.
This system is itself functionally waterproof. Consequently, excavation near and
adjacent to the Naegle building will not cause subsurface water under the Naegle
bullding to migrate into the Whitney foundation excavation. No migration of
subsurface water, no potential for subsidence.

Further, as borings are made for the piers with a continuous flight auger, concrete
is injected through the auger’s holiow central column as the auger is withdrawn,
displacing any water and eliminating the risk of any cave in. Even If soil conditions
are found so weak that clay could ocoze into an open drilled hole, steel casings
would not be required in the hole because concrete fills the void continuously as the
auger is withdrawn. This is a routine procedure for placing piers through soft soils
or below a water table. The steel H-beams to reinforce the piers will be pushed into
the fresh concrete, producing no vibrations, '

5. "There is ample data to suggest that driven piles can be used to
support the building at the Whitney site..By driving precast
concrete piles instead of driliing and constructing poured-in-place
concrete caissons, there would be no need to dewater the building
at the Whitney project site..However, the vibrations jikely to be
experienced during pile a‘r!v;ng will likely cause extensive structural
darnage to the Naegle building.”
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If there is ample data to suggest driven piles can be used to support the building,
there is ample data that drilled friction piers can be used. Further, we have made
ne recommendation that driven piles should be used, nor would we ever suggest
such a system in & developed area, Driven piles are absolutely inappropriate for
this project.

6. “"GEI recommends that ‘the structure be supported on friction
piers...” whereas the Architects drawings show the use of an
ordinary conventional perimeter foundation.”

Given the early stage of the project, the Architect prepared conceptual architectural
plans and GEI provided aiternatives and recommendations for accommodating this
design. Our recommendation was and continues to be drilled friction piers for
structural support, and we provided design parameters for caissons. However, in
the same report we provide design parameters for proposed foundations or grade
beams, including conventional, individual-spread and/or continuous footing
foundations {or mat foundations under the garage basement) bearing on well
compacted gravel fill material. It is not customary nor required that one of our
alternative recommendations be selected before the project enters the technical
phase. Given subsequent discussions including the Architect and project Structural
Engineer, the use of drilled friction piers has been confirmed as the preferred
method for the Whitney project. Further, since the piers will be used for building
support, the same piers wili be used for shoring.

7. "The provisions of the Mitigated Negative Declaration are made
moot because sinking cafssons was not considered. Both drilling
operations and pile driving will crush human remains,
archaeological artifacts, and fossils alike,” .

The Geotechnical Report was reviewed by not only Geology and Environmental
Staff, but by Affinis, the project archaeologist as well. GEI can only assume that
Geissler Engineering did not review the Archaeological Resources Assessment
prepared by Affinis or the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program prescribed by
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. However, a letter prepared by Affinis dated
December 2, 2010, and included as Appendix C, reiterates that monitors will be
present during all excavat:on ‘and that significant deposn:s and human remains are
nect anticipated. _

8. "There is no possibility of avoiding soil subsidence and differential
foundation settlement owing to the proximity of <the Naegle’s>
shallow foundations to the deep drilled piers.”
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This is an inflammatory and misieading statement. As described in item 1 above,
shoring can be designed and implemented to avoid soil subsidence and differential
foundation settlement. Further, the applicant has informed the Naegle’s in writing
their desire to inspect the Naegle structure before construction, to continuously
moniter its cendition during construction, and to repair any incidental damage
which may occur. A condition of the project also requires the applicant to repair
any damage to pubitc 1mprovements on the 3 other sides of the project s;te

9. “There is no assurance the building can be safely constructed in
accordance wzth the plans.” . :

The buiiding wiii not be constructed based on preliminary plans, nor would a
building permit ever be issued based on preliminary plans. Note the preliminary
plans do not show the structural support of the building above grade either, This
degree of detail and engineering is not included in prehmmary plans or they would
not be prehmmary plans. : : e

10' "GEI failed to :nvesttgate scu! condftions at depth ”

Again, as noted in item 2 above, GEI has gathered sufficient information to make

the alternative recommendations in our report. Further, deep Cone Penetration
Resistance tests {CPTs) borings will be performed after demolition of the existing
structures to confirm depth to formational soils and/or to confirm icose/soft soil

friction values in order to provide final embedment depths for the pmposed friction

piers, aiso requared in our repor‘t
11, ‘GEI falfed to eva!uate the hkellhood of soif hquefactmn at depth.”

Since Cone Penetrometer Testmg cannot be performed un‘ti{ the existing structure is

removed we have performed an evaluation of liquefaction assuming the worst case,

l.e., that the low-density soils in the upper 20 feet extend to 50 feet, and that the
soifs are granular and free draining. . (In actuality, the fines content, i.e., -200 grain
size content, ranged from 39 to 67 percent for most of the upper 20 faet and higher
density soils are expected to exist between 18 and 30 feet.}) Assuming the worst
case, the underlying scils are liquefiable, which is true for most of the La Jolla
Shores area. Use of a friction pile system significantly reduces the potential for

settlernent of the Whitney project, While structures such as the eastern neighbor’s

project would experience the full settlement of the assumed 50-feet liquefied

section (up to 11 inches), the Whitney project would only experience settlement of

the liquefied solls below the friction pile tips. Based on our analysis, the Whitney
project wouid experience approximately 2 inches of settlement and following a
design liguefaction event, could remain 9 inches higher than surrounding structures

e
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and city improvements which do not have deep foundation systemns. We have
verified with the project Structural Engineer that the Whitney project would perform
in this manner.

12."In conclusion, construction of the necessary foundational support
for the Whitney Building will have significant impact on the
surrounding area; the extent of this impact cannot be known due to
the fack of information related to the dept of the required piers and
the construction method used to build the necessary piers.
Depending on the particulars of the method selected for the deep
foundation piers, it is possible, even likely that neighboring and
public street improvements shall be subject to soil subSIdence
d;ﬁ‘erent;al sattiement and structural cracking. ” _

The appropriate depth of the piers will not increase or decrease the impact of
construction on the surrounding area. Further testing will be performed after
building demolition to confirm the proper depths of piers. A Construction
Excavation Groundwater Management section follows, describing by phase the
methods to be implemented for shoring, dewatering, and foundation construction.
A graphic exhibit prepared by Flores-Lund (see Appendtx A) is prowded to
supplement this written description _

Construction Excavation G‘roundwater Management

Exploratory drilling by GEI revealed groundwater to be located approximately 8 feet
below the existing ground suiface. The proposed basement parking surface is
planned for approximately 9 feet below the existing elevation. Therefore, most of
the construction excavation would have to extend approximately 2V2 feet below the
water table for the period of time required to prepare the subgrade and
waterproofing and pour the structural slab. The deepest point of excavation will be
the localized 8%10' elevator pit located near the base of the driveway ramp along
the east property line. In order to reduce the potential for hydroconsolidation from
dewatering the following construction procedures will be implemented: :

Phase I:  During shoring construction, a functionally watertight overlapping column
pile system will be utilized along the east property line and extend from the
southeast building corner of the project to the northeast corner of the elevator pit.
At that point, the column pile system will turn northwest across the lower end of
the garage access ramp {refer to Appendix A). - Shoring soldier pile placement will -
consist of drilling 18- to 24-inch-diameter holes with a continuous flight auger and
backfilling the borehole with concrete of a specified strength through the auger
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hollow central column as the auger is withdrawn. Following complete removal of
the auger, the specified steel reinforcement is inserted into the wet concrete,

The localized use of the continuous pile/column systern wili prevent dewatering and
hydroconsolidation along the east property line.. The interiocking system will not
have to extend to the north end of the east property line because the structurally
supported drive ramp soils will not be removed below the water table. The
excavation on the west side of the ramp will be 12 feet or more from the east
property line and hydroconsolidation due to the limited lowering of the water level
(approximately 2% feet) will be negligible at the property line.

Phase II: The elevator pit structure will be designed such that it is tied into the
permanent scldier pile wall system and interior structural basement slab. The
basement slab will also be provided with supporting friction plles. Due to the use of
a functionally watertight soidier pile/overlapping column shoring system between
the elevator pit and east property line, lowering of water table and
hydroconsotidation outside the shoring should be negiligible.

Phase [II: - Following ceoordination of excavation, waterproofing and concrete
placement crews, the basement excavation will be lowered to approximately 2%
feet below the water table to allow construction of the structural floor slab. The
foundation system will be installed as quickly as possible, and due to the limited
excavation depth below the water table and the relatively low permeability soils,
hydroconsolidation on the north, south and west sides of the project should be
minimal, .

Assuming worst-case that clean permeable sands exist at the dewatering elevation,
we have calculated that hydroconsolidation of no more than % inch would be
realized adjacent to the soidier beam and lagging shoring system on the north,
south and west sides of the project. This Is anticipated to be within the zone of
construction activity where any existing improvements are planned for
replacement.  As stated previously, by using an overlapping pile system,
hydroconsolidation beneath the eastern neighboring structure would be negligible,

Phase IV: Upeon pouring of the basement concrete to above the water table, water
leveis will be aliowed to rise back to natural levels. No continuous dewatering will

be required.

Note: All surrounding improvements should be survey documented and inspected
(prior to and subsequent to commencement of construction) to identify existing
conditions and any damage that might be associated with any aspect of
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construction. Prior to construction, agreements should be in place to repair any
damage associated with construction.

We hope that the above information and discussions have addressed the technical
concerns raised in the Geissler document. If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact our office. Reference to our Job No. 08-9579 will help
expedite a response {o your inguiry.

Respectfully submitted,

GEOTECHNICAL EXPLORATION, INC.

/%/Qﬁw/

LestTie D. Reed, President
C.E.G. 999[exp 3-31-11]/R.G. 3381

JEHTE A, Cerros, P.E.
R.C.E. 34422/G.E. 2007
Senior Geotechnical Engineer
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ATTACHW

San Diege, Cg
 FLORES LIIMRD inland Empire, B
CONSULTANTS Evanston, Wy

December g, 2010

Mr. Bob Whitney
B100 Paseo Del Ocaso, Suite
La joMa, CA 92037

Dear Mr Whitnay,

The purpase of this letter is to provide a general overview of the process of Shoring Installation and
Foundation Support. The shoring system wili provide temporary retention of the adjacent
improvements during excavation, but will uitimately be used a5 part of the permanent buiiding
foundation system.

The following procedures are the general steps taken during the installation of the shoring system.
1. Layout and mark the Iocation of the concrete caisson ipcations.
2. Driil the caisson hole with the width and depth as designated on the plans.

3. Fill the bottom of the holes with concrete {concrete strength must meat or exceed strength
specified on structural plans) from the bottom of the hole up to the bottom of the excavation.

4, Place the stee} beams in the concrete hole, adhering to the tolerances specified in the 2010
California Building Code.

5. Fill the remaining hole from the bottom of excavation to the top of the hole with lezn concrete
to allow for partial removal of the lean concrete as the excavation proceads downward.

6. Once the concrete has reachad the specified strength, proceed with excavetion in Iifts of no
more than 5-0" of un-lagged at one time. As the excavation progresses downward 3x12 wood
izgping boards will be placed between the steel beams and supported by the steel beams,

7 Backfill hehind the lagping with slurry so no soii movement can oceur.

& Before proceeding to next excavation lift, the instalier must insure that the lagging above has
sufficient bearing with the soil it Is refaining.

7220 Trade Street, Suite 120 + 3an Diego. California 92121 = (858} 566-0626 « FAX (E58) 566-0627

Chwit and Structural Enginesring wrvwnw Florestund. oo



wir. Bob Whitney
Process of Shoring Installation & Foundation Support
December &, 2010

Page 2

Once the shoring system has been fully lagged to the bottom of excavation, the permanent foundation
system may be installed in the following method. '

i. Apply waterproofing along the bottom of excavation ang up along the shoring walls,

2. lay the reinforcing steel as required by the structurai engineer.

3. Hang permanent wall steel as required from the shoring system.

4, Place cancrete forms as required per the concrete contractor,

5. Pour the first amount of concrete such that the top of the pour occurs just above the water
table level. This will effectively create a “bathtub” of concrete sealing out water from the
basement.

6. Pourthe remaining basement walls (and grade beams if required) assuring a water-stop is
placed at all coid joints.

7. Commaence building of above prade improvements,

Sincerely,

FLORES LUND CON ANTS, INC.

Raymond H. Flores, 5.E.
C.E.D.
Director of Structural Engineering

Y
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Affinis
environmental
SErvICESs

847 Jamacha Road, El Cajon, California §2019-3206
tel: (619) 441-0144 fax: (619) 441-6421

December 2, 2010

Mr. Robert Whitney
8100 Paseo dei Ocaso
La Jolla, California 92037

Reference: Whitney Mixed Use Project - Archaediugy Co.mments
Mr. Whithey,

This letter is to clarify the cultural resources conditions and the adequacy of the pmposed _
mitigation and monitoring measures for the Whitney Mixed Use project. : -

As addressed in the cultural resources report for the Whitney Mixed Use project (Robbins-
Wads 2009), Pigniclo et al. (2008) have recently conducted a comprehensive study of the
La Jolla Shores site (SDM-W-2} in conjunction with proposed utility undergrounding. The
study was designed to determine the original location of SDM-W-2, the locations of
redeposited cultural material associated with the site, and the significance of this resource.
in addition to the records search data and literature ssarch from the South Coastal
information Center, Pigniolo studied historic maps and aerial photographs, notes by
Malcolm Rogers, George Carter, and other researchers at the site; geological data and
geomorphological information; coliections at the San Diego Mussum of Man; and other
sources of information. “This data was used {o create a model for the original location,
content, and transformation processes that have occurred {o sites SDM-W-2 and SDM-W-
188" (Pigniolo et al. 2009:31). ‘

Robbins-Wade (2009) discussed in detail the Pigniclo study (Pignioclo et al. 2009) and
its applicability to the Whitney Mixed Use project. Two important points to note are that
no cultural material was noted in the logs of drilfing observed by George Carter at 2226
Avenida de la Playa, which is on the same block as the Whitney Mixed Use Project, and
the fact that archaeological monitoring in conjunction with Pump Station 27 at 2200
Avenida de la Playa, across the sireet from the Whitney Mixed Use Project, was
negative (Pigniolc et al. 2008:Figure 25). Based on their exdtensive research, Pignioio et
al. (2009) developed a figure showing the area they suggest as the maximum probable
extent of secondary deposits for SDM-W-2, as well as high potential redeposh arsas
and a possible intact deposit (Pigniolo et al. 2009:Figure 38). While the Whitney Mixed
Use Project is within the overall area of probable secondary deposits, the project is
outside the high potential areas as identified by Pigniolo et al. (2008: Figure 36}.
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The siudy by Geotechnical Exploration, inc. indicated that fill soijs are present on-site fora ™
depth of 8 ft. This fits with the findings of Pigniolo et al. (2009):regarding fill from the
original location of SDM-W-2 in the area; however, the precise origifi'ef the fills soils in the
project area is unknown, ) '

Archaeological and Native American monitors will be present {o observe all grading,
irenching, dniling, and other ground-disturbing activity in these fill soils and any native soiis
encountered above the water table. Given the results of previous'work in the vicinity and
the comprehensive study by Pigniolo et al. (2009), significant deposits and human remains
are not anticipated.

if you have any questions, please give me a call at (6'19) 441-0144 extension 18, or you
can reach me by e-mail at mary@affinis.net.

Mg Ao e

Mary 0bbins-Wade
iractor of Cultural Resources






