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THE C .ITY OF SAN DIEGO 

REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE iSSUED: March 18, 20ti REPORT NO. PC-ll- 034 

ATTENTION: Planning Commission, Agenda of March 24, 2011 

SUBJECT: MEHL RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 214566. PROCESS 3. 

OWNER! Bonnie and David MeW 

APPLICANT: Mark D. Lyon, Inc. 

SUMMARY 

Issue(s): Should the Planning Commission approve or deny an appeal of the Hearing 
Officer's approval to demolish an existing one-story single family residence and 
construct a new two-story, 4,569 square-foot single family residence with a roof deck and 
attached two-car garage at 5380 Calumet Avenue within the La Jolla Community Plan 
Area? 

Staff Recommendation: Deny the appeal and approve Coastal Development Permit 
No.765973 and Site Development Permit No. 765974. 

Community Planning Group Recommendation: On November 4,2010, the La 10lla 
Community Planning Association voted 14-0-1 to recommend approval of the project 
with no additional recommendations or conditions. 

Environmental Review: Negative Declaration No. 101888 was prepared for the MeW 
Residence project, which was before the City of San Diego Hearing Officer and adopted 
on October 10,2007, by Resolution No. HO 5863. The current project under evaluation 
was reviewed in accordance with CEQA Section 15162 and was determined that no 
additional impacts and/or mitigation measures are ·required beyond those that were 
analyzed in the original environmental document. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None with this action. The costs associated with processing 
the project are paid by a deposit acc01.mt maintained by the applicant. 

Code Enforcement Impact: None. 



Housing Impact Statement: The site is designated as Low-Density Residential. The 
project is consistent with the density identified in the La 10lla Community Plan. The 
proposed single family unit would replace the existing single family unit. Therefore, 
housing in the community would not be affected. 

BACKGROUND 

The project site is located at 5380 Calumet Avenue and is within the RS-I-7 Zone, the Coastal 
Overlay (appealable), Sensitive Coastal Overlay, First Public Roadway, Coastal Height Limit, 
Beach Impact, Transit Area and Residential Tandem Parking Overlay Zones, and within the La 
10lla Community Plan Area. The proposed demolition and construction of a single family 
residence requires a Coastal Development Permit in accordance with the San Diego Municipal 
Code (SDMC) Section 126.0702. A Site Development Permit is also required by SDMC Section 
126.0502 since the site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the form of sensitive coastal 
bluffs. 

On October 10,2007, the project was approved by the Hearing Officer, and on November 2, 
2007, Mr. Tim Barnett appealed the Hearing Officer decision to the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC). The CCC approved the project, but that entitlement has since expired. 
Therefore, the applicant has again applied for the discretionary permits. 

On February 9, 2011 the Hearing Officer approved Coastal Development Permit No. 765973 and 
Site Development Permit No. 765974. On February 22,2011, Mr. Tim Barnett appealed the 
Hearing Officer's decision. The current appeal issues are discussed below. 

DISCUSSION 

Project Description: 

The project proposes to demolish an existing residence and construct a two-story, 4,569 
square-foot single family residence with a roof deck and attached two-car garage on a 8,282 
square-foot lot in the La 10lla Community Plan Area. The project complies with all development 
Regulations. 

The proposal is consistent with the land use designation and the zoning for the area and would 
not interfere with any public access. 

Community Plan Analysis: 

The site is located in an area identified as Low Density Residential (5-9 du/acre), in the La 10lla 
Community Plan. The proposed residence would be consistent with the land use and would 
conform to all the requirements of the RS-I-7 zone, the La 10lla Community Plan and Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan. The proposed project would adhere to community goals as it 
has been designed in a manner so as not to intrude into any of the identified public view 
corridors. The home has also been designed to achieve a harmonious visual relationship between 
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the bulk and scale of the existing and the adjacent structures which consist of one and two story 
single family residences. 

Project-Related Issues: 

APPEAL ISSUES 

Issue 1: Factual Error: Erosion Rate/Project Lifetime error due to consultant error in 
estimating future sea level rise. 

Staff Response: The appellant has not provided an expert to refute a prior sea level analysis 
provided by the applicant (Attached). 

Issue 2: Coriflict: Propose to build pool in grant deed restricted, CCRs and La Jolla 
Community Plan. 

Staff Response: The City of San Diego does not regulate Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions (CCRs). The proposed new home would observe a grant deed restriction on the 
southern portion of the site. While the appeal does not indicate why the La lolla Community 
Plan is listed, the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program have identified San Colla 
Street, directly east of the project site, as a Scenic Overlook. This Overlook extends from the San 
Colla right of way over the southern portion of the project site. The proposed residence has been 
designed and conditioned to maintain and comply with an existing deed restriction on the south 
side of the property prohibiting the construction or maintenance of any structures or landscaping 
material exceeding three feet in height within the existing deed restricted area. In addition, 
permit conditions require that a view easement equal to the width of the north side yard be 
provided along the full depth of the site to preserve and enhance a designated public view. No 
landscaping, solid walls or fences in excess of three feet in height would be allowed. 

Issue 3: Finding not supported: Numerous building codes ignored 

Staff Response: The appeal listed no building code violations. Staff has reviewed the project and 
found no code violations. 

Issue 4: Design destroys (white?) water views and cost residents several million dollars. 

Staff Response: The Land Development Code does not protect private views. 

Conclusion: 

The project would meet or exceed all City land development code requirements and is requesting 
no deviations. The project would meet the 30-foot height limit and would not block any public 
views. The project would be similar in bulk and scale to other projects built in the area, and 
within the same block, and would meet the density requirements of the La Jolla Commullity 
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Plan. Therefore, staff is recommending the Planning Commission deny the appeal and approve 
the project. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Deny the appeal, with modifications. 

2. Uphold the appeal and deny Coastal Development Permit No. 765973 and Site 
Development Permit No. 765974, if the fmdings required to approve the project 
cannot be affirmed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

O£b-:6 
Mike Westlake 
Program Manager 

o-S-~ ~. ", ~{ ""'S'J /\tV' ~y ., 
1Y' -' Morris E. ye 

Developmb.t project:ana:~ 
Development Services Department Development Services Department 

BROUGHTONIMED 

Attachments: 
I . Hearing Officer Report with attachments 
2. Copy of Appeal 
3. Consultant Responses 

Rev OI.()4'()7/rh 

i:\a11\project files\project files 200000 - 299999\214566 - mehl residence\hearing documents\rnehlpcappealreport.docx 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Development Permit! City of San Diego 
Development Services 
1222 Arst Ave. 3rd Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 446-5210 

Environmental Determination OS-3031 

of Appeal: 
"-Plio","".; Two Decision - Appeal to Plannin~ Commission 
. Prooess Three Decision - Appeal to Planntng Commission 
Process Four Decision - Appaal to City Council 

cation MAY 2010 

on 

o Environmental Delerminatlon - Appeal to City Council o Appeal of a Hearing Officer Decision to revoKe a permit 

Dala of DecisionlDeterminalion: City Project Manager: 

1'rA t..:>q t-'I, t) e 

fZIt New Information (Process Three and Four decisions only) o Cily-wide Signnicance (Process Four daci.ions only) 

Date: 

Note; Faxed appeals are not accepted. Appeal fees are non-refundable. 

Printed on recycied paper. our web 

Upon request, this information Is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. 
OS-3031 (05-10) 



W ATIACHMENT 3 

CHRJSTIAN WHEELER. 
ENGINEERING 

February 7, 2011 

David Mehl CWE 2050787.11 

3567 East Sunrise Drive, Suite 219 

Tucson, Arizona 85718 

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, PROPOSED SINGLE-FAMILY 

RESIDENCE, 5380 CALUMET AVENUE, LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA 

REFERENCES: 1) Report of Geologic Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Single-Family Residence 
Remodel, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California i?Y Christian Wheeler Engineering, 
Report No. 2050787.2, dated April 21, 2006. 

2) Comments on Application for Coastal Development Perntit and Site Development 
Pertnit No. 101888, Mehl Residence, 5380 Calumet i?Y Dr. Tim Barnett, dated August 1, 
2006. 

3) Response to Comments, Proposed Single-Family Residence Remodel, 5380 Calumet 
Avenue, La Jolla, California i?Y Christian Wheeler Engineering, Report No. 2050787.6, 
dated August 21, 2006. 

4) Response to 1m Cycle Review of Documents, Proposed Single-Family Residence 
Remodel, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California i?Y Christian Wheeler Engineering, 
Report No. 2050787.3R, dated August 28, 2006. 

5) Response to 2nd Review/Cycle 5 and 3'" Review/Cycle 9 Cycle Review of Documents, 
Proposed Single-Family Residence Remodel, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California 
i?Y Christian Wheeler Engineering, Report No. 2050787.4, dated February 22, 2007. 

6) Response to Christian Wheeler Comments on Barnett 8/1/2006 memo Re- 5380 
Calumet i?Y Dr. Tim Barnett, dated June 9, 2007. 

7) Response to Comments, Proposed Single-Family Residence Remodel, 5380 Calumet 
Avenue, La Jolla, California i?Y Christian ~beeler Engineering, Report No. 2050787.7, 
dated July 11, 2007. 

8) Response to California Coastal Commission Comments, Proposed Single-Family 
Residence Remodel, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California i?Y Christian Wheeler 
Engineering, Report No. 2050787.8, dated February 20, 2008. 

9) Response to California Coastal Commission Comments, Proposed Single-Family 
Residence Remodel, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California i?Y Christian ~beeler 
Engineering, Report No. 2050787.9, dated April 7,2008. 

3980 Home Avenue '" San Diego . CA 92105 , 619-550- 1 700 .. F AX 619-550-1701 
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10) Update Letter for Report of Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed 
Single-Family Residence Remodel, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California I?J Christian 
Wheeler Engineering, Report No. 2050787.10, dated June 17, 2010. 

11) Ohjections to Proposed Development at 5380 Calumet I?J Dr. Tim Barnett, dated 
January 6, 2011 

12) Additional Problems and Questions on 5380 Calumet I?J Dr. Tim Barnett, dated 
January 8, 2011 

Dear Mr. Mehl: 

In accordance with the request of the project architect, we have prepared this letter to respond to the 

comments regarding the project from Dr. Tim Barnett, a property owner of a nearby lot (Reference 11, 

dated January 6, 2011 and Reference 12, dated January 8, 2011). We have only addressed the geologic and 

geotechnical related comments. 

Dr. Barnett Point 1 of January 6, 2011 Memo - Prior Restrictions Ignored 

Dr. Barnett states: 

This is the second go around on this project. 
It neglects most if not all of the conditions and 
restrictions imposed during prior reviews by 
the City and CCC. 

The earlier approval for this project came 
with serious conditions and restrictions from both 
the City and, especially, the California Coast 
Commission (CCC). The current plan appears to 
completely ignore those earlier conditions and 
restrictions. Since it likely the project will again go 
to the CCC it would seem prudent to include the 
earlier review issues into the new plan. 

CWE Response: 

This issue will be addressed by the project architect. 
We believe that all CCC conditions and restrictions 
have been complied with. 

Or. Barnett Point 2 of January 6, 2011 memo - Geological Overview 

Dr. Barnett states: 

The proposed project site sits in an active 
erosion zone. Ten of 13 bluff side, west facing 
properties surrounding the proposed site have 
and are experiencing damage due to bluff 
erosion. It is illogical to grant a setback 
exception to the normal setback values in such 
an unstable area. 

The project is sited in a region of coastal bluff 

CWE Response: 

The amount of possible bluff recession at the 
subject site proper has been addressed in our 
previous reports. The City of San Diego Seismic 
Safety Study classifies the western portion of the site 
as being located in Geologic Hazard Category 47, 
which is assigned to coastal areas that are considered 
to be generally stable with favorable geologic 
structure, minor to no erosion, and no landslides, 
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that is undergoing significant and active erosion; 
witness the recent erosion· caused collapse of the 
famous Bird Rock arch. In the Sun Gold 
development of which the proposed development 
is part, there are 13 homes on the west facing cliffs 
along the coastal bluff. Photographic and visual 
evidence shows that 10 of the 13 homes have some 
form of erosional damage and/or have 
implemented some form of shore line protection 
(gunite, tarps, concrete brick walls, etc), c.£. Figure 
1. Yet the proposed project demands a special 
allowance to build only 25' from the bluff edge. 
How such a minimal setback be granted in view of 
the serious erosion currently taking place at the 
site? It makes no sense and is, frankly, 
irresponsible to grant the 25' setback. 

and where the potential risks are classified as low. 

Considering the conditions at the site (a 30-foot­
high bluff underlain predominantly by competent 
material with a relatively thin layer of terrace 
deposits, neutral or favorable geologic structure, and 
the presence of the gently sloping bedrock shelf that 
tends to reduce wave energy and protect the clif£), 
bluff top recession is not expected to be significant 
enough to imperil structures located landward of the 
25-foot setback line. 

Our reports clearly indicate that there could possibly 
be up to approximately 25 feet of bluff top 
recession during the projected 75-year economic life 
of the proposed structure. The applicant is aware of 
this possibility and has accepted the risk associated 
with bluff top development. 

It can be noted that when the residences in the Sun 
Gold development were constructed in the late 
1950s and early 1960s, most were constructed at a 
disrance from the edge of the bluff that would not 
be allowed under current guidelines of the City of 
San Diego. A review of the 1963 topographic map 
indicates that of the 11 houses present at that time, 
ten of them appeared to be sited at a disrance of 
only approximately 10 feet, or less, from the edge of 
the bluff. Given that there has been 40 years since 
the construction of these houses, it is not 
unexpected that many of them would have 
experienced an amount of erosion that would have 
caused the loss of much of the yard and other 
improvements that might have been sited near the 
edge of the bluff. 

Dr. Barnett Point 3 of January 6, 2011 memo - Erosion Control vs. Setback 

Dr. Barnett states: 

Existing code does not allow the granting of a 
25' setback when subject property has been 
protected by some stabilization or erosion 
control. The coastal bluff that is part of Lot 8 
has been generously coated with gunite, an 
erosion controlling substance, that has been 
very effective in stopping cliff erosion (Figure 
2). Therefore, according to statotes noted 
below, the 25' exception cannot be granted. 

Section 143.0143(£)2 of the Land 
Development Code, Coastal Bluffs and Beaches 
Guidelines states explicitly" If a seawall (or other 

CWE Response: 

This issue was addressed in our previous reports 
(see References 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8). Our previous 
reports indicated that we had been unable to find 
permits from either the California Coastal 
Commission or the City of San Diego for the 
placement of the gunite on the face of the bluff to 
the west and north of the subject property 
(premises) and that we had been unable to 
determine who (if anyone) authorized the placement 
of the gunite. 

As noted in our previous reports, it is the oomion of 
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.tlbilizatio!l/eroSIOIl control measure) has been 
installed due to excessive erosion on a premises, 
that premises shall not qualify for a reduction of 
the required 40' distance to the coastal bluff edge". 
The San Diego Municipal Code specifically says 
that all development occurring on sensitive coastal 
bluffs (which this is) shall be in conformance with 
the above mentioned Coastal Bluffs and Beaches 
guidelines (sec. 143.0143(i)). 

Photos of the proposed building site show 
the extensive application of gunite to over V2 the 
entire bluff face on the western edge of the 
property Figure 2). Gunite is specifically called out 
as an erosion control (sec 143.0143(g)4. Applying 
the above statutes means the City violated its own 
codes, as well as sec 30253 of the California coastal 
act in approving the 25' setback. The 40' setback 
must be required if the various code secti01ls 
are to be obeyed. 

The gunite was applied in the early 1970s by 
Charles Shaw (owner of 5380 at that time) 
following a disastrous bluff collapse in the area 
between his property and the lot inunediately to 
the north. The neighbors to the northern lot also 
joined in the guniting. Neither action was 
permitted. It has been argued that the gunite is 
largely on City property. But erosion of the 
northern half of the bluff on Lot 8 has moved the 
bluff line into the subject property, i.e. the 
northern boundary of Lot 8 is now about 8 feet 
shorter than shown on the original plat maps. As a 
result most of the gunite is on Mehlland. 

The gunite has been an effective erosion 
control. Note in Figure 2 the protected part of the 
bluff has experienced no erosion while the 
southern half with no protection has experienced 
serious undercutting by the ocean waves. 

Finally, one only needs to stand at the 
bluff edge of 5380 during a high tide to witness 
the assault on the cliffs by the breaking waves ... 
they actually break on the cliff itself ... to realize 
that without some form of protection the bluff 
retreat is a certainty. Factoring in the how rising 
sea level will magnify the problem makes for a 
grim picture. Yet the project proposed, in the 
first go around, to completely remove 
the gunite from their section of cliff. This is 
the height offolly and irresponsibility. 

Christian Wheeler Engineering that the existing 
gunite does not qualify as shoreline protection under 
the customary interpretation of the definition used 
by City of Sao Diego staff in implementing the 
provisions aod policies of the certified LCP. The 
City of Sao Diego's certified Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) includes Chapters 11 through 14 (referred to 
as the Laod Development Code) of the municipal 
code and the City of Sao Diego Coastal Bluffs and 
Beaches Guidelines, which is considered to be part 
of the City Municipal Code. The Coastal Bluffs aod 
Beaches Guidelines discusses sites (or "premises") 
with existing coastal protection devices. Section 
143.0143(f) states "If a seawall (or other 
stabilization/erosion control measure) has been 
installed due to excessive erosion on a premises, that 
premises shall not qualify for a reduction in the 
required 4O-foot distance to the coastal bluff edge." 
The City of Sao Diego staff has typically interpreted 
this section to meao both that the coastal protection 
was installed due to excessive erosion (aod not 
merely as a precautionary or pre-emptive measure) 
aod that the proper permits (or authorization) had 
been obtained to install the coastal protection device 
on the property owned by the permittee. In this 
case, where the owner of the adjacent property to 
the north apparently installed the coastal protection 
device without a permit (as a precautionary or pre­
emptive measure aod not to protect the principal 
residential structure against imminent foundation 
failure), aod where the gunite was installed almost 
entirely off the subject property, the gunite should 
not considered to be a coastal protection device for 
the purposes of bluff edge setback requirements. 

An examination of the gunite on the face of the 
bluff indicates that the gunite does not extend into 
the bedtock material and portions of the gunite have 
separated from the face of the bluff, suggesting that 
the gunite might not have been properly designed or 
installed under the supervision of a qualified 
engineer. The placement of the gunite on City­
owned property would have customarily required 
approval from the City of Sao Diego aod the 
issuaoce of a permit from the City. 

Dr. Barnett had previously disputed our contention 
that the portion of the bluff face on which the 
gunite was placed is owned by the City of Sao 
Diego. A review of documents at the County 
Assessor's Office indicates that the there is a legal 
lot between the western property lines of the lots on 
Calumet Avenue aod the Pacific Oceao. This legal 
lot is a long, narrow strip of laod that has been 
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designated as Sea Rose Place (a "paper" street), and 
is identified as Assessor's Parcel Number 415-220-
14. Records at the County Assessor indicate that 
this parcel is 8.7 acres in size and is owned by the 
City of San Diego. 

Dr. Barnett also states that the apparent intent of 
the gunite placement was to protect the subject lot 
from erosion that had occurred at the northwest 
comer of the lot. A review of available aerial 
photographs indicates that some limited historic 
erosion had occurred on a portion of the lot and on 
adjacent property. However, it should be noted that 
portions of the existing residential structure were 
(and are) apparendy located less than 10 feet from 
the edge of the bluff. A review of the 1963 City of 
San Diego topographic map indicates that a portion 
of the principal residential structure, which was 
constructed in approximately 1961, was located as 
close as approximately 8 to 10 feet from the edge of 
the bluff in 1963. The previous owner of the 
subject site and/or the owner of the adjacent 
property to the north may have felt the need 
(whether real or perceived) to attempt to minimize 
future erosion and the possible loss of additional 
yard area. It should be noted that the existing, non­
conforming structure will be removed and the 
proposed structure will be located entirely landward 
(east) of the 25-foot bluff edge setback line, at a 
location where geotechnical analyses indicate that 
the foundations of the structure will not be 
imperiled by coastal erosion for a period of at least 
75 years. Further, pursuant to the conditions of 
approval, the gunite within the site will be removed. 

Dr. Barnett Point 4 of January 6, 2011 memo - 75-Year Design Lifetime 

Dr. Barnett states: 

The most recent, official USGS values of bluff 
retreat for the site show a retreat rate 3-5 times 
larger than being used by the project 
consultants. This means the 75 yr. project 
lifetime, required by code, will not be realized, 
and it is not even close. Therefore, approval of 
the requested 25' variance is not supported by 
the best science we have today. The 
City/State cannot ignore the code 
requirements and science and approve the 
variance. 

The engineering firm who did the 
geotechnical on the property (CWE) stated the cliff 

CWE Response: 

It should be noted that the USGS publication cited 
by Dr. Barnett, while a very informative and useful 
document, was prepared to provide general 
information on a regional basis. It appears that Dr. 
Barnett has attempted to apply the overall retreat 
rate for the region to the specific project site. As 
professionals dealing with the codes and 
requirements of the City of San Diego, we are 
required to perform a site-specific study, and analyze 
the conditions unique and particular to a specific site 
in order to evaluate possible hazards and provide an 
appropriate setback for development purposes. The 
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,,"asian I~t~.i. 1 f.', fo ot/year. The proposed house 
is to be located 25 feet from bluff edge. In 75 
years, the required structure design life, erosion at a 
constant 1/3 ft/yt would place the bluff edge 
coincident with the western edge of the house. Of 
course, the house/bluff would likely have collapsed 
before that time. The 25' setback is clearly a 
design condition to be avoided. As serious, is the . 
fact that the FOS line will also migrate eastward as 
the bluff erodes resulting in an increasing threat as 
time goes on. 

There are two key issues regarding bluff life 
time. The first has to do with the rising sea level 
(SLR) due to global warming. This is entirely 
neglected in evaluating the project! State of 
California Interim guide lines for expected SLR by 
2070 range from 23-27 inches (roughly 2 feet) and 
by 2100 to 40-55 inches (roughly 4 feet); source: 
State of California Sea-Level Rise interim Guidance 
Document, from Governor's Exerutive Order S-
13-08, October, 2010. This is essentially the 
'semi-official' SLR to be used by the various 
State agencies, including CCC. SLRs of these 
magnitudes will place the mean Sea level at 
essentially the base of the bluffs or above and 
dramatically change the erosion rates to much 
Illgher values then they have been .... or are 
estimated above. Remember that even with 
constant sea level. .. no anthropogenic rise .... the 
house will be at the bluffs edge in 75 years 
according to the project's consultants. Clearly, 
SLR will accelerate the occurrence of this 
design condition and a project life of 75 years 
will NOT be realized. 

One must account also for the facts that 
el Ninos and storm surge will ride on top of the 
anthropogenic increase in sea level. This means 
larger waves can attack the bluff since the water at 
its base is deeper. Finally, calculations show the 
Illgher water levels will allow more 'face time' for 
the ocean to attack the bluff directly, as the ocean 
and bluff will be in direct contact nearly 10 times 
longer in the future than they are today (the 
comments of Consultant Seymour are irrelevant to 
this conclusion, cf. Flick, 2001)). Accountingfor aJl 
thm factors suggests the house would be gone decades before 
the 75 year design time ifp/acedjust 25'jrom the bluff edge. 
Clearly, if approved this would be a violation of the 
land Development Code (sec 143.0143(f) and 
Coastal Act (30253) requiring a 75 year design 
lifetime. The 40' setback must be required jf 
the various cQde .ecti01ls are tQ be obeyed. 

setback for bluff top properties is commonly 
determined by three methods. These methods 
include a determination of the 1.5-factor of safety 
line by a slope stability analysis, an assessment of 
possible bluff retreat in a 75-year period, and the 
code-mandated minimum 25-foot setback. 
Whichever method results in the greatest setback is 
the one used for development purposes. In this 
particular case, both the 1.5-factor of safety line and 
the projected 75-year bluff recession line were 
determined to be seaward of the 25-foot bluff 
setback; therefore the 25-foot setback applies to this 
project. 

We have not said that coastal bluff retreat will be 
0.33 foot per year, or 25 feet in 75 years. What we 
have said is that a rate of 0.33 foot per year can be 
used as the "design" rate of retreat, and that bluff 
top recession is not expected to be more than 25 
feet in 75 years, thus providing a safe condition for 
the foundation of the principal residential structure 
for its projected economic life of 75 years. 

The issues of rising sea levels and El Ninos were 
addressed in our previous reports (see Reference 3, 
4, and 5), and was addressed by Dr. Richard 
Seymour (see attached). Our previous analyses had 
indicated that even considering the rise in sea level 
and the effect of El Ninos, bluff top recession was 
not expected to be more than 25 feet in 75 years. 
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The second factor is the actual observed 
and projected rate of bluff retreat. CWE, the 
project consultants, estimated a 0.33 ft/yr retreat 
rate from observations without considering SLR. 
This estimate, while fatal to the project, is a guess 
since CWE specifically state they have no 
experience in this area. 

The most authoritative study to date, by 
the US Geological Survey, suggests extreme 
erosion rates in San Diego of 5.2 feet/yr (Hapke 
and Reid, 2007, National Assessment of Shorline 
Change, Part 4, USGS Open file 2007-1133). 
Inspection of Hapke and Reid (2007) figure 39 
show the actual retreat rates are high!y variable 
from location to location. Regional values, at the 
proposed site, range from 0.75 to 1.5 feet/yr. 
These numbers are in agreement with earlier 
estimates by Flick (2005), Young and Ashford 
(2006),Jaffee (2003) and Benumof and Griggs 
(1999). But they are 3-5 times bigger than the 
estimates of CWE. Taking the lower rate, 0.75 
ft/yr, suggest project life times of order only 20· 
years. Code requires the design life time be 75 
years. The strongest and most recent 
estimates from USGS and others shows 
allowing the 25' setback is irresponsible and is 
not justified by the science. 

Dr. Barnett Point 5 of January 6, 2011 memo- Setback Calculation a la CCC 

The 40' setback (or more) must be 
uquiLed ifCCC fOllows its own guidelines fOr 
setback calcuhtions. 

Using the CCC suggested method of 
computing setbacks for new construction 
a ohnsson, 2003), together with the numbers for 
USGS bluff erosion rate (75'/100 years) and 
1.5FOS line (25' from bluff edge) supplied by the 
engineering firm hired by Meh!, demands a setback 
of between 50-60 feet. How can the CCC ignore 
its own mandated methods and approve the 25' set 
back? 

CWE Response: 

This issue was addressed in our previous reports 
(see References 8 and 9). 

In the 2003 memorandum from Dr. Mark J ohnsson, 
the staff geologist for the Coastal Commission, to 
the commissioners of the Coastal Commission, Dr. 
Johnsson suggested that the slope stability analysis 
of coastal sites be performed assuming that the 75-
year period of projected bluff top recession had 
already occurred. This approach is quite 
conservative and would amount to a "double 
setback" for most bluff top properties. \X'e 
understand that this "double setback" has been 
enforced in some locations in California. However, 
most geotechnical consultants and most 
municipalities in southern California (including the 
Citv of San Diego) think that this approach is overly 
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con,cr>".tiw and should not be u,ed for mil,t 
single-family residential projects. The City of San 
Diego has typically required that the computed 
factor of safety for slopes that might affect 
improvements be at least 1.5 for new 
improvements; however, as the improvements age 
and approach the estimated economic "end of use", 
the factor of safety is also allowed to decrease, 
provided that the factor of safety still meets some 
reasonable standard (such as 1.1 or 1.2). The City of 
San Diego typically requires that both a 75-year 
bluff recession analysis and a slope stability analysis 
of the existing conditions be performed. Whichever 
method results in a greater setback is used for the 
recommended structural setback 

However, in order to determine the approximate 
location of the 75-year factor of safety line, we have 
analyzed the slope stability conditions, assuming 
that the configuration of the bluff will be affected 
by erosion for the next 75 years, resulting in a slope 
with a steep lower bluff and a flatter upper bluff. 
As discussed in our previous reports, the bluff at the 
site is relatively low (approximately 25 to 30 feet) 
and the bluff is characterized largely by competent 
bedrock with a relatively thin ~ess than 10 feet) cap 
of Quaternary-age sediments. These topographic 
and geologic conditions result in a relatively small 
setback from the top of the bluff when the slope 
stability analysis is performed. The results of our 
preliminary slope stability analysis indicate that the 
projected 75-year factor of safety line is still within 
the previously recommended 25-foot setback from 
the edge of the bluff. 

\11/ e have received additional information from the 
Coastal Commission, indicating that the 
recommended setback for new improvements at the 
subject site was determined by the Coastal 
Commission staff geologist by combining the 
present 1.5 factor of safety line with an additional 25 
feet of setback. The information was transmitted in 
a transcribed voice mail message and included a 
drawing that shows the approximate location of the 
setback recommended by the Coastal Commission. 
The setback was apparently based on the 
assumption that the average bluff recession at the 
site would average approximately 0.33 foot per year 
(resulting in approximately 25 feet in 75 years). 

While we do not necessarily agree with the CCC 
recommended setbacks the applicant/owner 
decided to accept the CCC recommended setback 
and designed the project accordingly. 



C\lI;'E 2050787.11 February 7, 2011 Page No. 9 

As discussed in our previous reports, the bluff at the 
site is relatively low (approximately 25 to 30 feet) 
and the bluff is characterized largely by competent 
bedrock with a relatively thin (less than 10 feet) cap 
of Quaternary-age sediments. The 0.33-foot average 
annual bluff recession rate presented in our previous 
reports would be for overall blstff top recession and 
would include both approximately 10 to 15 feet of 
basal recession combined with an additional ten feet 
of recession in the terrace deposits (only on the 
southern portion of the lot). The upper portion of 
the bluff is currendy "oversteepened" on the 
southern portion of the lot. If approximately 1 0 
feet of basal recession, combined with a flattening 
of the Quaternary-age sediments to a more stable 
angle of approximately 40 degrees, were to occur on 
this portion of the lot, the configuration of the bluff 
would be such that all portions of the lot landward 
of the top of the bluff would have a factor of safety 
of at least 1.5, (and the top of the bluff would be 
located seaward of the current 1.5 factor of safety 
on the southern portion of the lot). If deemed 
necessary to add the 10-foot buffer, the setback line 
would be ten feet landward of either the anticipated 
top of the bluff at the end of the 75-year period or 
ten feet landward on the anticipated location 1.5 
factor of safety line at the end of the 75-year period. 
By adding the 10-foot buffer to whichever line is 
farther landward, the bluff setback line is seaward of 
the 25-foot setback from the edge of the current top 
of bluff on the northern and central portions of the 
site, and at approximately the same location (or only 
a few feet landward) as the 25-foot setback from the 
current top of bluff on the southern portion of the 
lot. 

It is our opinion, based on the current and 
anticipated conditions at the site, that a 25-foot 
setback from the current edge of the bluff (not a 25-
foot setback from the current 1.5 factor of safety 
line) is adequately conservative and appropriate for 
this project. 

In addition, we have analyzed the effects of 
postulated sea level rise on the slope stability 
analysis. Our analysis indicates that a postulated rise 
in sea level of approximately 0.6 meter would have 
only a minor effect on the slope stability analysis. 
This is due to the geometric and geologic conditions 
at the site (a low coastal bluff underlain 
predominandy by competent bedrock material). 
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Dr. Barnett Point 6 of January 6, 2011 memo- Swimming Pool 

Dr. Barn.clt slAtes: 

The applicant proposes to build a 
swimming pool at the edge of a 
coastal bluff undergoing active erosion, in the 
middle of a protected coastal view corridor, 
ignoring setbacks mandated by the California 
Coastal Commission. Failure of the pool, due 
to nearby seismic faults or other mechauisms, 
would wash out a substantial area of the lot on 
which it was placed, likely impacring the 
neighboring lots as well. Further, construction 
of such a pool breaches Grant need and C&R 
restrictions on the subject property and would 
require violating exisring City Code. 
Permission to build the proposed pool must be 
denied. 

The view easements for tills property (Lot 
8 of Sun Gold Point) were defined in the original 
grant deed (April 14,1955). Those easements and 
restrictions were carried over in a set of C&Rs and 
subsequently into the LJ Community Plan and the 
area is now listed as the San Colla Overview. The 
proposed new pool is to be built within the view 
easement. Were tills to happen it would be a 
breach of contract and a code violation and said 
"premises would revert to the grantor or its 
successors or assigns": 

The original Corporation Grant Deed for 
the property states ''"That no house, building or 
other structure shall be erected or maintained on 
that portion of said Lot 8" (the easement section 
described in the Deed). A swimming pool is 
clearly 'a structure', so its placement in the 
easement would constitute a breach. As I 
understand it, these Deed restrictions 'run with the 
land' and have no expiration date. These need 
Restrictions do not allow a pool to be built in 
the easement as currendy proposed. 

The Conditions and Restrictions (CRs) for 
Sun Gold, established 15 April, 1955 by the 
original owner of the Sun Gold Point Subdivision, 
state in Item 12 that " .. on Lot 8 .. no fence, rail, 
wall or hedge shall exceed 42 inches in height." 
Tbis height restriction is in direct conflict with the 
code requirements for a higher fence surrounding a 
swimming pool. These original CC&Rs run with 
the land and 'continue automatically' in ten year 
sequences unless revoked or amended by 50% of 
the home owners in Sun Gold Point within six 
mon th, of me end of each decadal slice. Said 

CWE Response: 

Most of the issues relating to the swimming pool 
will be addressed by the project architect. However, 
we will readdress the issue of groundshaking at the 
site due to fault movement along faults in the area. 
Seismic design parameters for the proposed project 
were provided in our previous reports (Reference 1 
and reference 10). These reports indicate that 
moderate to strong groundshaking might be 
expected at the site. The structural engineer has 
used the appropriate seismic values in the design of 
the proposed structures. 

Please note that the relocated swimming pool is 
landward of, and respects the CCC recommended 
setback from the coastal bluff. 
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changes have to be made a part of the public 
record via San Diego County Recorder. A series of 
title searches through the material in the 
Recorder's office failed to find any evidence that 
the original C&Rs were ever revoked and so are 
still in force today, even with no sitting 
Architectural Jury. The fence height 
incompatibility issue dictates no swimming 
pool can be built on the sight. 

The proposed location of the swimming 
pool places its western third seaward of the set 
back line specified by the CCC for construction on 
this property. So the proposed pool site is not in 
conformation with the pronouncements of the 
CCe. The cce set back has been ignored and 
so the pool is non conforming and cannot be 
allowed. 

Finally, we note that fault lines exist both 
northward and southward from the proposed pool 
(ref SDSSS maps). In the former case the fault is 
approximatdy 0.3 miles from the proposed pool 
site, The pool site is approximately 0.5 miles from 
the larger Tourmaline fault. The large Rose 
Canyon, Pt. Lorna and La Jolla faults are on the 
order of 1-3 miles from the proposed pool site. In 
short, the risk of seismic damage to said pool is 
reaL Failure of the pool would result in a wash out 
of the western portion of Lot 8, as well as cause 
similar problem for neighbor side of the site. 
Something along these lines happened this Spriog 
when a section of the lot at 5322 Calumet gave 
away. Although due to natural seepage, this type 
of failure is common along Calumet Ave. 
Attempts to 'double line' or otherwise make the 
pool earthquake safe are going to be useless if even 
a moderate quake strikes any of the faults noted 
above. The expected erosion alone would render 
the life time of the pool at around 20 years. 

Dr. Barnett Points 7 through 10 of January 8, 2011 memo 

Dr. Bamett states: 

7. The consultants have provided NO 
analysis of the impacts of el Nino or sea 
level rise on the bluffs and their retreat 
rate. This information is specifically 
required by Code. 

8. The consultants need to provide an 
explicit opinion as to whether the erosion 
rate at the site will remain the same 

CWE Response: 

These items were addressed in our previous reports 
(see References 3,4, 5, 6, and 8) The effects on EI 
Nino events and rising sea level were addressed by 
Dr. Richard Seymour. 
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without the gtmite protection currendy in 
place. 

9. The consultants need to provide an 
explicit opinion as to whether the erosion 
rate they use to calculate bluff retreat rate 
will stay the same as sea level rises over the 
commg years. 

10. The consultants state they do not practice 
coastal engineering with respect to 9. and 
10. above. Instead they refer to work 
done at a different site, assuming it will 
apply to this project. If that infonnation 
was prepared by another consultant, the 
current geotechnicals must state that they 
agree with the data and conclusions of 
those consultants and that they are 
applicable to the present site. 

Page No. 12 

If Dr. Barnett has a geotechnical report from a licensed geotechnical consultant, we would be happy to 

review the report and address the issues therein. If no such report is available, it is our opinion that the 

setbacks previously recommended by our firm remain valid and appropriate for the subject project. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to contact this office. Christian 

\1I;'heeler Engineering appreciates this opportunity of providing professional services for you for the subject 

project. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CHRISTIAN WHEELER ENGINEERING 

C~ 
CRRcrb 
cc: (1) Submitted 

(5) ,\rrhitect Mark D. Lyon & Associates, 410 Bird Rock Avenue, La Jolla. CA 92037 



RICHARD J SEYMOUR, PH.D. 
CONSULTANT IN COASTAL OCEANOGRAPHY 

6530 MANANA PLACE, LA JOLLA, CA 92037 
858-459-0097 

Matthew A. Peterson 
Peterson & Price 
655 West Broadway, Suite 1600 
San Diego, CA 92101-3301 

Subject: Analysis of Effects of Sea Level Changes I\t 5380 Calumet Ave., La Jolla, CA 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

As you requested, I have made an investigation of the subject property and have prepared 
a report on the impact of changes to sea level. In part, my analysis addresses concerns 
contained in a document identified as "A-6-US-07-114, Page 7", which I understand is 
from a Coastal Commission staff report. 

As you may or may not be aware, I earned a Ph.D. in Oceanography in 1974 from 
the Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SID) of the University of California, San Diego. 

From 1974 until 1984, I was Staff Oceanographer for the California Department 
of Boating and Waterways, resident at SID and directed research programs in coastal 
sediment transport as well as providing scientific support on questions of beach 
nourishment, coastal erosion and harbor design to the department. I served as the 
Program Director for the Nearshore Sediment Transport Study, which involved nine 
investigators from six institutions, from 1977 to 1983. I was editor of the monograph, 
''Nearshore Sediment Transport", which served as the finaI report for this project. 

In 1984, I was appointed as head of the Ocean Engineering Research Group at 
Scripps and have continued until the present time in that position and as the principal 
investigator on a wave measurement project that I initiated in 1976. This wave network, 
the Coastal Data Information Program (CDIP), includes stations along the California, 
Oregon and Washington coastlines and in several eastern states and Hawaii. 

I have been retained as a consultant in coastal processes by the Corps of 
Engineers, by the State of California for coastal erosion and boundary determination 
questions, by the Coast Guard investigating a tanker grounding, as well as a number of 
municipalities and engineering firms. I chaired a panel of the National Academy of 
Engineering's Marine Board that investigated the state of the technology in beach 
protection and nourishment. The report of that panel, ''B.each Nourishment and 
Protection" became the best-selling volume ever produced by the National Academy 
Press. I have also served as Vice-Chair and Chair of the Marine Board. 

I recently completed a three year membership on the Ocean Research and 
Resource Advisory Panel created by Congress to advise federal agencies at the cabinet 
secretary level on Ocean Policy. I am presently a member of the Coastal Engineering 
Research Board, which provides advice on coastal research directly to the Chief of the 



Corps of Engineers. I am the recipient of the Johnson Medal of the California Shore and 
Beach Preservation Association and the Moffatt & Nichol Harbor and Coastal 
Engineering Medal from the American Society of Civil Engineering .. 

I am a Fellow of the American Society of Civil Engineers, the American Society 
of Mechanical Engineers and the Marine Technology Society. I have published over 150 
books, journal articles and reports on ocean engineering. 

If you require any further information please advise me. 

Sincerely yours, 

FUchardJ. Seymour 

Attachment: 
Analysis of Effects of Sea Level Changes at 5380 Calumet Ave., La Jolla, CA 



Analysis of Effects of Sea Level Changes at 5380 Calumet Ave., 
La Jolla, CA 

December 1, 2007 

Prepared for 

Matthew A. Peterson 
Peterson & Price 

655 West Broadway, Suite 1600 
San Diego, CA 92101-3301 

Richard J . Seymour, Ph.D. 
Consuitant in C08gtal Oceanography 

6530 IVlanana Place 
La Jolla, CA 92037 



Analysis of Effects of Sea Level Changes at 5380 Calumet Ave., La Jolla, CA 

Reference: Document identified as "A-6-LJS-07-114, Page 7", understood to be from a 
Coastal Conunission staff report, referred herein as "Page 7." 

Assumptions: 
I. The Christian Wheeler Engineering (CWE) estimate of a third of a foot per year 
erosion at this site is based on a long term view and most certainly would not be meant to 
imply a uniform rate, as opposed to the view indicated in Page 7. 

2. Based upon my observations and the tide tables, the appellants' assertion that the foot 
of the bluff is "about mean high water" appears to be essentially correct. On 1 December, 
2007, at 9AM the tide tables show a level of almost exactly mean sea level. At that time 
the foot of the bluff was observed to be about a meter above sealevel. 

3. Erosion of the cliff has been, and will continue to be, highly episodic and will be 
dominated by a very small number of exceptional storms or series of storms. 

Analysis: 
We have been measuring sea level for more thanl00 years. Until about 1990 the rate of 
rise, averaged over the span of years, was about 15 em (6 inches) per century. Therefore, 
any erosion rate observations (such as CWE) based upon historical data include effects, if 
any, of rising sea level. 

Using the very current analysis of Stefan Rahmstorf (2007) there has been a rate change 
to 35 em (14 inches) per century, which is consistent with the highest of the three 
scenarios in the IPCC report of 1991. Attributing all of the increase in rate to climate 
-change, this means that, over the projected 75 year lifetime span of the proj ect, sea level 
could be expected to rise 15 em ( 6 inches) due to the assumed effects of climate change 
and 26 em (10 inches) including all causes. 

This change can be compared with other causes of sea level rise. During the EI Nino 
events of 1982-83 and 1997-98 sea level was elevated above mean sea level by more than 
27 em (10 inches) and remained elevated for a period approaching a year in each 
instance. Therefore, in these two modem events, a rise in sea level equal to that projected 
from all causes over the 75 year project lifetime occurred within a few months. Although 
it is well documented that the 1982-83 winter produced significant coastal erosion in 
many locations, it also produced a large number of the most energetic wave events in the 
recorded history of this coast. The differences between maximum annual tide ranges 
varies by about 15 em (6 inches) over a 17 year period, and this will occur at least 4 times 
during the 75 year project lifetime (Flick et al, 2003.) Shoaling waves produce a 
combination of set-up and run-up that increase sea level at the beach episodically to a 
level about 30% of the wave height outside the surf zone. Thus an increase of wave 



height by 50 em (20 inches) results in higher water elevation on the shoreline of about 15 
em (6 inches.) It is obvious from these comparisons that any potential effects on the 
shoreline by a gradual increase over 75 years of 15 cm (6 inches) caused by climate 
change must be a trivial factor relative to other level change causes. 

Page 7 aaserts that "the attack time will lengthen" and "the higher sea level will allow 
large waves to attack the bluffbefore they break." Both of these assumptions are 
incorrect. They both are based on the erroneous assumption that the beach will remain 
where it is when sea level increases. The beach at the site in question, and extending for 
considerable distances in either direction, is well armored with large cobbles and very 
large slabs of rock washed ashore from wave attack on the offshore reefs. These reefs are 
important to the erosion resistance of the cliffs both because of removing energy from the 
waves and as a source of rock to form the beach. [The author is intimately acquainted 
with these reefs at this very location, having more than 100 hours of bottom time with 
scuba in the Calumet Park area.] Rather than being inundated by sea level rise, the beach 
and the nearshore will readjust to the new level over time such that waves and tides will 
see the same profile that exists today. This is the principle of beach equilibrium and is the 
reason why we have beaches today even though sea level has risen over 200 feet in the 
last 10,000 years. Note that this process takes time. It does not occur during the relatively 
brief periods when El Ninos or extreme tides erist, but the adjustment will have no 
problems with staying in step with changes ofless than an inch in a year. 

The net effect is that the erosion rate on the cUff toe will be the same as it would have 
been with no increase in sea level due to climate change, although it will occur several 
inches higher. 

References: 
Rahmstorf, S. , 2007, A Semi-Empirical Approach to Projecting Future Sea-Level Rise. 
Science Vol. 315. no. 5810, pp. 368 -370 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2001. Climate Change 2001: Synthesis 
Report !PCC, Geneva, Switzerland. pp.184. 

Flick,R., Murray, J. and Ewing, L., 2003, "Trends in United States Tidal Datum Statistics 
and Tide Range," Jour. Waterway, Port, Coastal and Ocean Eng., 129(4), 155-164) 



THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

REPORT TO THE HEARING OFFICER 

HEARING DATE: February 9, 2011 REPORT NO. HO 11-017 

ATTENTION: Hearing Officer 

SUBJECT: MEHL RESIDENCE 
PTS PROJECT NUMBER: 214566 

LOCATION: 5380 Calumet Avenue 

APPLICANT: Mark D. Lyon, Inc. 

SUMMARY 

Requested Action - Should the Hearing Officer approve Coastal Development Permit No. 
765973 and Site Development Permit No. 765974 to demolish an existing one-story single 
family residence and construct a two-story, 4,569 square-foot single family residence with 
a roof deck and attached two-car garage on a 8,282 square-foot lot? 

Staff Recommendation -

APPROVE an application for Coastal Development Permit No. 765973 and Site 
Development Permit No. 765974. 

Community Planning Group Recommendation - On November 4, 2010, the La Jolla 
Community Planning Association voted 14-0-1 to recommend approve the project with 
no additional recommendations or conditions. 

Environmental Review - Previously Certified Negative Declaration No. 101888 was 
relied upon for this project. 

BACKGROUND 

The project site is located at 5380 Calumet Avenue and is within the RS-I-7 Zone, the Coastal 
Overlay (appealable), Sensitive Coastal Overlay, First Public Roadway, Coastal Height Limit, 
Beach Impact, Transit Area and Residential Tandem Parking Overlay Zones, and within the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The proposed demolition and construction of a single family 
residence requires a Coastal Development Permit in accordance with the San Diego Municipal 
Code (SDMC) Section 126.0702. A Site Development Permit is also required by SDMC Section 



126.0502 since the site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the fonn of sensitive coastal 
bluffs. 

On October 10,2007, the project was approved by Hearing Officer, and on November 2,2007 
Mr. Tim Barnett appealed the Hearing Officer decision to the California Coastal Commission 
(CCC). The CCC approved the project, but that entitlement has since expired. Therefore, the 
applicant has again applied for the discretionary pennits. 

The project relies upon Negative Declaration No. 101888 prepared for the project in the prior 
approval process and finaled on September 10,2007. 

DISCUSSION 

The subject property is an interior lot located on the bluff top above the Pacific Ocean between 
Colima Court and San Colla Street. The site has a grade differential of approximately 25 feet at 
the western cliff edge and the beach below. The existing residence is currently 10 feet from the 
coastal bluff edge. The proposed residence has been designed to have a 25 foot setback from the 
bluff edge. This is predicated on a geologic investigation report conclusion that the new 
construction will not be affected by bluff instability for at least 75 years. It is anticipated that the 
structure should have a similar economic life span. 

Dedicated public access points to the Pacific Ocean are located north of the site via a stairway 
from Bird Rock and south via a pathway and stairs from Linda Way. The public can access the 
base of the bluff in front of the project site (Attachment I). 

The La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program have identified San Colla Street, 
directly east of the project site, as a Scenic Overlook. This Overlook extends from the San Colla 
right of way over a portion of the project site. The proposed residence has been designed and 
would be conditioned to maintain and comply with an existing deed restriction on the south side 
of the property prohibiting the construction or maintenance of any structures or landscaping 
material exceeding three feet in height within the existing deed restricted area. In addition, the 
project has also been designed and would be conditioned to provide a view easement the width 
of the north side yard along the full depth of the site to preserve and enhance a designated public 
view. No landscaping, solid walls or fences in excess of three feet in height would be allowed. 

Due to permit conditions and deed restrictions, the proposed residence would not obstruct coastal 
or scenic views from any public vantage point. The proposed project would not increase the 
existing building footprint and no public views to and along the ocean would be blocked. In 
addition, the proposed home would be consistent with the height of any existing structures within 
this particular neighborhood and would not obstruct public views to, or along the ocean. 

Currently, a portion of the base of the bluff contains air-placed concrete (gunite). Most of the 
gunite is on City Property. A small portion of the guntie is located within the subject property. 
The specific date of construction of the gunite is not known, however, aerial photographs 
document the placement of the gunite sometime in the 19605 to early 1970s. This was prior to 
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City of San Diego and the State of California permit requirements for such devices. Proj ect 
design and permit conditions would maintain all areas west from the coastal bluff edge in a 
building restricted easement to preserve the coastal bluff. Proposed permit conditions would 
require all existing improvements west of the coastal bluff edge that can be removed without 
damage to the coastal bluffbe removed prior to the final inspection by the City. Improvements 
west of the five-foot coastal bluff edge setback that cannot be removed as a part of this project 
due to the potential for bluff damage must be allowed to naturally erode. The property owners 
must remove and properly dispense of any and all debris resulting from the natural erosion of 
such improvements. No future bluff stabilization measures are allowed. In addition, the owners 
must waive all rights to new protective devices associated with the subject property. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Approve Coastal Development Permit No. 765973 and Site Development Permit No. 
765974, with modifications. 

2. Deny Coastal Development Permit No. 765973 and Site Development Permit No. 
765974, if the findings required to approve the"project cannot be affirmed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial Photograph 
2. Community Plan Land Use Map 
3. Project Location Map 
4. Project Data Sheet 
5. Draft Permit Resolution with Findings 
6. Draft Permit with Conditions 
7. Negative Declaration No. 101888 
8. Project Plans 
9. Community Planning Group Recommendation 
10. Ownership Disclosure Statement 

Rev I 0/08 hnul 
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A TIACHMENT 4 

PROJECT DATA SHEET 
PROJECT NAME: 5380 Calumet Avenue 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolition of an existing single family residence and 
construction of a 4,569 square foot, two-story single family 
residence. 

COMMUNITY PLAN La lolla 
AREA: 

DISCRETIONARY Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit 
ACTIONS: 

COMMUNITY PLAN LAND Low Density Residential (5-9 duJacre) 
USE DESIGNATION: 

ZONING INFORMATION: 

ZONE: RS-I-7 

HEIGHT LIMIT: 3D-foot maximum height limit! Proposed 29 feet 4 inches 

LOT SIZE: 5,000 square-foot minimum lot sizel Existing 8,282 square feet 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: Maximum .561 Proposed .55 

FRONT SETBACK: 15 feet minimum 1 Proposed 15 feet 

SIDE SETBACK: Minimum 4 feet 4 inches - 12 feet 6 inches 1 Proposed 4 feet 4 
inches - 20 feet 

STREET SIDE SETBACK: N/A 

REAR SETBACK: Minimum 25 feet 1 Proposed 25 feet 

PARKING: 2 spaces required! Proposed 2 spaces 

LAND USE EXISTING LAND USE 
DESIGNATION & 

ADJACENT PROPERTIES: ZONE 

NORTH: 
RS-I-7 Residential 

SOUTH : 
RS-I-7 Residential 

EAST: RS-I-7 Residential 

WEST: Pacific Ocean Pacific Ocean 

DEVIATIONS OR None 
V ARIA.L~CES }lEQ'UESTED: 

COMiVIUNITY PLANNING On November 4, 20 I 0, the La lolla Community Planning 
GROUP Association voted unanimously (14-0-1) to approve this 
RECOMIVIENDA TION: project, with no conditions. 



HEARING OFFICER 
RESOLUTION NO. HO-

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 765973 
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 765974 

MEHL RESIDENCE 

ATTACHMENT 5 

WHEREAS, David and Bonnie Mehl, OwnerslPennittees, filed an application with the City of San Diego 
for a Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit to demolish an existing one-story single 
family residence, relocate a swimming pool landward and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story, single 
family residence with a roof deck and attached, two-car garage (as described in and by reference to the 
approved Exhibits "A" and corresponding conditions of approval for the associated Coastal Development 
Permit No. 765973 and Site Development Permit No. 765974), on portions ofa O.l9-acre site; 

WHEREAS, the project site is located at 5380 Calumet Avenue, in the RS-I-7 Zone in the Coastal 
Overlay Zone (appealable), the Sensitive Coastal Overlay Zone, the First Public Roadway, the Coastal 
Height Limitation Overlay Zone, the Beach Impact Overlay Zone, the Transit Area Overlay Zone, and the 
Residential Tandem Parking Overlay Zone, in the La Jolla Community Plan Area and Local Coastal 
Program Area; 

WHEREAS, the project site is legally described as Lot 8, Sun Gold Point, in the City of San Diego, 
County of San Diego, State ofCalifomia, according to Map thereof No. 3216, filed in the Office of the 
County Recorder of San Diego County, April 14, 1955; 

WHEREAS, on February 9, 2011, the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego considered Coastal 
Developinent Permit No. 765973, Site Development Permit No. 765974 pursuant to the Land 
Development Code of the City of San Diego; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego as follows: 

That the Hearing Officer adopts the following written Findings, dated February 9, 201 1. 

FINDINGS: 

A. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

1. THE PROPOSED COASTAL DEVELOPM:'<;NT WILL NOT ENCROACH UPON ANY 
EXISTING PHYSICAL ACCESS WAY THAT IS LEGALLY USED BY THE PUBL:::C 
OR ANY PROPOSED PUBLIC ACCESSWAY IDENTIFIED IN A LOCAL COASTAL 
PROGRAM LAND VSE PLAN; AND THE PROPOSED COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
WILL ENHANCE AND PRCTECT PUBLIC VIEWS TO AND ALONG THE OCEAN 
AND OTIi"'ER SCENIC COAST.AL AfI.EAS AS SPECIFIED IN THE LOCAL COASTAL 
PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN; AND 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
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ATTACHMENT 5 

Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
lolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The nearby Calumet Avenue neighborhood, adjacent to, and across from, the proposed project, is 
fully developed. The subject property is not identified in the City' s adopted Local Coastal 
Program ("LCP") Land Use Plan as a public access way. There is no physical access way legally 
used by the public on this property or any proposed public access way as identified in the LCP 
Land Use Plan. There are two vertical public access ways down to the rocky shoreline within the 
immediate area. The first is located north of the site at Bird Rock Avenue. The second public 
access way is south of the subject site at Linda Way. There is also a public park (overlook) about 
150 feet to the north, called Calumet. From this park there are unobstructed expansive views to, 
and along, the shoreline. The site is privately owned and improved with a single family residence, 
and therefore would not encroach upon any existing physical access way legally utilized by the 
general public. The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical access 
way that is legally used by the public or any proposed public access way identified in the La lolla 
Local Coastal Program land use plan. The proposed development conforms to all the 
requirements of the RS-I-7 Zone and the Environmentally Sensitive Coastal Bluff Regulations. 
The La Jolla Community Plan has identified San Collas Street, the cul-de-sac directly in front of 
this residence, as a Scenic Overlook where a view down a public right of way through a portion of 
private property can be seen. The residence was designed and conditioned to comply with an 
existing deed restriction on the south side yard which contains language prohibiting any structures 
and maintenance of landscape material to a maximum height of three feet, zero inches within this 
visual corridor (10 feet on the south and four feet, four inches on the north). The development as 
proposed with the conditions of the permit will enhance and protect this identified public view. 

The proposed home will not obstruct coastal or scenic views from any public vantage point. There 
will not be any increase in building footprint of the existing structure that Would, from a public 
vantage point, result in public views blockage to, and along the ocean. The proposed home would 
be consistent with the height of many existing structures within this particular neighborhood. It 
has been concluded that implementation of the various improvement features will not adversely 
obstruct public views to, or along the ocean or other scenic resources. 

The proposed coastal development will not encroach upon any existing physical access way that is 
legally used by the public or any proposed public access way identified in a Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan; and the proposed coastal development will enhance and protect public 
views to and along the ocean and other scenic coastal areas as specified in the Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan (also see Findings 2-4 below). 

As there is no physical access way near the project and the project would not obstruct any public 
views, the proposed coastal development will not encroach upon any existing physical access way 
that is legally used by the public or any proposed public accessway identified in a Local Coastal 
Program land use plan; and the proposed coastal development will enhance and protect public 
views to and along the ocean and other scenic coastal areas as specified in the Local Coastal 
Program land use plan. 
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ATTACHMENT 5 

2. THE PROPOSED COASTAL DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT 
ENVIRONMENT ALL Y SENSITIVE LANDS; AND 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-I-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The project site, located within an urbanized area of La Jolla, contains environmentally sensitive 
lands in the form of sensitive coastal bluffs. Currently, the base of the bluff contains air-placed 
concrete (gunite). Most of the gunite is on City property. A small portion of the gunite is located 
within the subject property. The specific date of construction of the gunite is not know, however, 
aerial photographs document the placement in the 1960s and early 1970s. This was prior to 
permit requirements for such devices by both the City of San Diego and the State of California. 
However a project Permit Condition No. 40 requires that the owners/permittees remove the non­
conforming gunite located within the subject property on the bluff. 

The entire project site is graded and padded as a result of construction of the existing home and 
associated improvements on the property. No further grading of the site would be required to 
implement the various improvement features proposed on the subject property. No natural slopes, 
sensitive coastal or marine resources or other environmentally sensitive areas would be adversely 
affected. 

The proposed home and pool are not located on the portion of the property containing the coastal 
beach or special flood hazard areas. The project site is located in an urbanized area of the La Jolla 
Community Plan. The developed site does not contain sensitive biological resources. The site is 
not within or adjacent to the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). A Negative 
Declaration was prepared for the project examining Geologic Conditions and Visual Quality. It 
was determined that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 
Therefore, the proposed development will not adversely affect environmentally sensitive lands. 

The existing residence (to be demolished) is approximately 10 feet from the bluff edge and, as 
such, does not conform with the requirements of the Certified LCP. The proposed residence has 
been designed to have a 25-foot setback from the bluff edge. This is predicated on a geologic 
investigation report conclusion that the new construction will not be affected by bluff instability 
for at least 75 years. It is anticipated that the structure should have a similar economic life span. 
Pursuant to the previously issued City CDP NO. 335185 and the California Coastal Commission 
Permit A-6-LJS-07-1l4, a small portion of the home was authorized to be cantilevered into the 
CCC recommended Geologic Setback. Further, no grading is proposed for the residence. The 
project as designed and conditioned will ensure the sensitive coastal bluff will not be adversely 
impacted by the proposed development. The new residence will conform with all applicable 
provisions of the Municipal Code and Certified LCP. No deviations or variances are requested. 
The proposed development will not adversely affect environmentally sensitive lands (also see 
Finding 1 above and Findings 3 and 4 below). 
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3. THE PROPOSED COASTAL DEVELOPMENT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE 
CERTIFIED LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN AND COMPLIES WITH 
ALL REGUI..ATIGNS OF THE CERTIFIED IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM; AND 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-I-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The project would be located in an area identified as Low Density Residential (5-9 dulacre), in the 
La Jolla Community Plan. The proposed residence would be consistent with the land use and 
would conform to all the requirements of the RS·-1-7 zone, the La Jolla Community Plan and 
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. The proposed project would adhere to community goals 
as it has been designed in a manner so as not to intrude into any of the identified public view 
corridor. The home has also been designed to achieve a harmonious visual relationship between 
the bulk and scale of the existing and the adjacent structures. 

The proposed project would be consistent with the recommended land use, design guidelines, and 
development standards in effect for the subject property per the adopted La Jolla Community 
Plan, the Environmentally Sensitive Lands ("ESL") Ordinance, the City's Certified LCP, and the 
City of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan, which recommend that the subject property 
be developed with single-family residential development in accordance with development 
regulations of the existing RS-1-7 zone. The proposed project will comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Municipal Code and Certified LCP. No deviations or variances are requested. 

Therefore, the proposed development is in conformity with the Certified LCP Land Use Plan and 
any other applicable adopted plans and programs in effect for this site (also see Findings 1 and 2 
above and Finding 4 below). 

4. FOR EVERY COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERlVilT ISSUED FOR ANY COASTAT~ 
DEVELOPMENT BETWEEN THE NEAREST PUBLIC ROAD AND THE SEA OR THE 
SHORELINE OF ANY BODY OF WATER LOCATED WITHIN THE COASTAL 
OVERLAY ZONE THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE 
PUBLIC ACCESS AND PUBLIC RECREATION POLICIES OF CHAPTER 3 OF THE 
CALIFORNIA COASTft..L ACT. 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 
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ATTACHMENT 5 

The project site would be located between the First Public Roadway and the Pacific Ocean. The 
subject property is an interior bluff front lot located west of San Colla Street on Calumet Avenue. 
Dedicated public access points to the Pacific Ocean are located north of the site via a stairway 
from Bird Rock and south via a pathway and stairs from Linda Way. There would be no impact 
to public beach parking since the proposed residence would have two off-street parking spaces 
and all existing street parking would be maintained. The proposed site improvement would not 
encroach beyond the legal area of the subject property and would not encroach on any of the 
adjacent residential lots. The project would conform to the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. 

Therefore, the coastal development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act (also see Findings 1 - 3 above). 

B. SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

1. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT THE 
APPLICABLE LAND USE PLAN; 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-I-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The La Jolla Community Plan designates this lot for single family residential development. The 
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, La Jolla Community Plan and LCP all apply 
to the land use designation for this site as low density residential with regulations for minimum 
lot size and dimensional criteria. The project entails the construction of a new single-family 
residence on a previously developed ocean front lot. The design of the home will be compatible 
with the appearance of the existing neighborhood and incorporate fayade, articulation, and 
architectural details that will improve the aesthetic appeal when viewed from the street and along 
the coast. The proposed home will not adversely affect any visitor-serving or recreational facility. 
No coastal scenic resources, recreational or visitor-serving facilities were identified on the project 
site. Therefore, no adverse impacts to such resources would occur as a result of project 
implementation. The project has been evaluated for compliance with the adopted and applicable 
land use plans and has been recommended for approval by the officially recognized community 
planning group for the community. The proposed development plans will not conflict with these 
land use plans. Through the review of the proposed project, it was determined to be consistent 
with the plan's land use designation and the development regulations of the RS-I-7 Zone. 
Therefore, the proposed development will not adversely affect identified recreational or 
visitor-serving facilities or coastal scenic resources and will not adversely affect the applicable 
Land Use Plan. (Also see CDP Findings, SDP Findings b & c below and Supplemental Findings 
1-6.) 
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The La Jolla Community Plan recommends the area be developed at a density of 5-9 dwelling 
units per acre. The project would result in one unit on the 0.12-acre site and would, therefore, 
develop at 8.3 units per acre. The La Jolla Shores Coastal Program requires offsetting planes and 
structures must step back up to the 30-foot height limit and the project would provide this 
stepping back. The La Jolla Shores Planned District Ordinance does not contain quantifiable 
development standards for building setbacks, lot size, and floor area ratio. However, it contains 
language in the General Design regulations which references the "character of the area and design 
principles." The project's setbacks, Floor Area Ratio, and design are consistent with the 
surrounding structures and are compatible with the development character of the neighborhood. 
Therefore, the proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable land use plan. 

2. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE DETRIMENTAL TO THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH, SAFETY, AND WELFARE; AND 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

This project has been designed to comply with all of the applicable development regulations. The 
subject site is developed and zoned for, and surrounded by, single family residential use. The 
permit controlling the development and continued use of the development proposed for this site 
contains conditions addressing project compliance with the City's regulations and other regional, 
state and federal regulations to prevent detrimental impacts to the health, safety, and general 
welfare of persons residing and/or working in the area. Conditions of approval require 
compliance with several operational constraints and development controls intended to assure the 
continued health, safety, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the area All 
Building, Fire, Plumbing, Electrical, Mechanical Code and the City regulations governing the 
construction and continued operation of the development apply to this site to prevent adverse 
affects to those persons or other properties in the vicinity. All aspects of the development comply 
with the land use regulations so that the proposed development with the conditions of the permit 
which include compliance with all applicable building codes, regulations, and standards, will not 
be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare. 

3. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT -WILL COMPLY WITH THE APPLICABLE 
REGULATIONS OF THE LMID DEVELOPMENT CODE. 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 
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This project complies with the development regulations of the RS-I-7 Zone, Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands Regulations, and the Local Coastal Program in the La Jolla. The scale, design 
and character incorporated into the proposed home are consistent with the scale, design and 
character of the existing single-family development in the surrounding area. The proposed home 
will incorporate building materials and colors consistent with existing homes in the vicinity. The 
proposed project will be visually compatible with the architectural materials and varied design 
themes of existing one- and two-story residential developments along this coastal zone. The 
proposed home will enhance the visual quality of the site and surrounding area. With the 
adoption of the permit conditions, the proposed single family residence will be in conformance 
with all relevant regulations including floor area ratio, setbacks, height, parking and all other 
relevant regulations. Therefore, the proposed development will comply with the applicable 
regulations of the Land Development Code. The development of the project has been designed to 
comply with the land use regulations of the City of San Diego and the adopted LCP and La Jolla 
Community Plan. 

Therefore, the proposed development complies with the applicable regulations of the San Diego 
Municipal Code/Land Development Code. (Also see CDP Findings, SDP Findings a & b above 
and Supplemental Findings 1-6.) 

C. Supplemental Findings-Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

1. The site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the proposed development 
and the development will resillt in minimum disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands; 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-I-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The project site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the form of sensitive coastal bluffs. 
Currently, the base of the bluff contains air-placed concrete (gunite). Most of the gunite is on 
City property. A small portion of the gunite is located within the subject property. The specific 
date of construction of the gunite is not known, however, aerial photographs document their 
existence between the 1960s and early 1970s which is prior to permit requirements for such 
devices by both the City of San Diego and the State of California. Project Permit Condition No. 
40 requires removal of the non-conforming gunite located within the subject site. The subject 
property is not identified in the City's adopted Local Coastal Program ("LCP'') Land Use Plan as 
a public access way. There is no physical access way legally used by the public on this property 
or any proposed public access way as identified in the LCP Land Use Plan. There are two vertical 
public access ways down to the rocky shoreline within the immediate area The first is located 
north of the site at Bird Rock Avenue. The second public access way is south of the subject 
property at Linda Way. There is also a public park (scenic overlook) about 150 feet to the north 
called Calumet. From this park there are unobstructed expansive views to, and along the 
shoreline. The subject property is privately owned and improved with a single family residence, 
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and therefore would not encroach upon any existing physical access way legally utilized by the 
general public. 

The existing residence (to be demolished) is nonconforming as it is approximately 10 feet from 
the bluff edge. The proposed residence has been designed to observe the required 25-foot bluff 
edge setback, as recommended by the Certified LCP and the geologic investigation report, based 
on the conclusion that the new construction will not be affected by bluff instability for at least 75 
years, taken to be the life of the residence. The entire project site is graded and padded as a result 
of construction of the existing home and associated improvements on the subject property. The 
proposed development is designed to observe all required setbacks of the zone. 

No grading of the site is required to accommodate the proposed development. No sensitive 
coastal resources or environmentally sensitive areas will be affected by the proposed project. 

No adjacent public parks or public recreational areas adjacent to and immediately surrounding the 
subject site would be adversely affected. No impacts to these resources would occur as a result of 
the development. 

Therefore, the site is physically suitable for the design and siting of this proposed residence and 
the development proposal. The project as designed and conditioned will ensure the sensitive 
coastal bluff will not be adversely impacted by the demolition of the existing residence nor the 
proposed home. 

2. The proposed development will minimize the alteration of natural land forms and will 
not result in undue risk from geologic and erosional forces, flood hazards, or lIre hazards; 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-I-7 zone of the 
La lolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
lolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The site is located on a relatively flat building pad with a steep bluff on the western part of the 
property that leads to the beach below. The majority of the coastal bluff is outside of the subject 
premises on City of San Diego land. The site is located partially in Geologic Hazard Category 53 
(level or sloping terrain with unfavorable geologic structure, low to moderate risk) and partially in 
Geologic Hazard Category 47 (coastal bluffs, generally stable with favorable geologic structure 
with minor or no erosion) according to the City of San Diego Seismic. 

The project site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the form of sensitive coastal bluffs. 
Currently, the base of the bluff contains air-placed concrete (gunite). Most of the gunite is on 
City property. A small portion of the gunite is located within the subject property. The specific 
date of construction of the gunite is not known, however, aerial photographs document its 
existence between the 1960s and early 1970s. This is prior to permits being required for such 
devices by both the City of San Diego and the State of California. Project Permit Condition No. 
40 requires the removal of the non-conforming gunite. The subject property is not identified in 
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the City's adopted Local Coastal Program ("LCP") Land Use Plan as a public access way. There 
is no physical access way legally used by the public on this property or any proposed public 
access way as identified in the LCP Land Use Plan. There are two vertical public access ways 
down to the rocky shoreline within the immediate area. The first is located north of the site at 
Bird Rock Avenue. The second public access way is south of the subject ·site at Linda Way. 
There is also a public park (scenic overlook) about 150 feet to the north called Calumet. From 
this park there are unobstructed expansive views to, and along the shoreline. The subject property 
is privately owned and improved with a single family residence, and therefore would not encroach 
upon any existing physical access way legally utilized by the general public. 

The existing residence (to be demolished) is approximately 10 feet from the bluff edge. The 
proposed residence has been designed to observe a 25-foot bluff edge setback, as recommended 
by the Certified LCP and the geologic investigation report, based on the conclusion that the new 
construction will not be affected by bluff instability for at least 75 years, taken to be the life of the 
residence. Further, no grading is proposed for the residence. The project as designed and 
conditioned will ensure the sensitive coastal bluff will not be adversely impacted by the 
demolition of the existing residence nor the proposed development. In addition, a permit 
condition requires that all drainage be directed away from the coastal bluff in order to reduce, 
control or mitigate erosion of the coastal bluff. 

Based on the geologic investigation report prepared by a certified engineering geologist and the 
above infonnation, the City's Geology staff has concluded that the bluff is stable enough to 
support the 25-foot coastal bluff edge setback for the proposed residence and that the proper 
engineering design for the new structure would ensure that the potential for geologic and 
erosional hazards would not be significant. The proposed development would not result in undtie 
risk to floor and fire hazards. 

The project site has been graded and padded as a result of construction of the existing structure 
and associated improvements on the property. No further grading of the site is necessary to 
implement the proposed remodel. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be necessary to 
reduce impacts associated with geologic and erosional forces. 

With the exception of possible seismic shaking and a risk of hazards due to tsunami, significant 
geologic hazards were not observed and are not known to exist on the site that would adversely 
affect the proposed project. The site is not adjacent to any highly flammable area of native or 
naturalized vegetation and does not require brush management. 

The project site is not located within the FW (Floodway) or FPF (Floodplain Fringe) zones. The 
existing drainage system designed for the project is consistent with relevant requirements of the 
City Engineer and would minimize risks associated with runoff and erosion. 

Therefore, the proposed development will minimize the alterations of natural land fonns and will 
not result in undue risks from geologic, erosional forces and/or flood and fire hazards. (Also see 
CDP Findings, SDP Findings a, b, & c above, and Supplemental Findings 1-6.) _ 
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3. The proposed development will be sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts on 
any adjacent environmentally sensitive lands; 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-I-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a O.l9-acre lot. 

The project site contains environmentally sensitive lands in the form of sensitive coastal bluffs. 
Currently, the base of the bluff contains air-placed concrete (gunite). The specific date of 
construction of the gunite is not known, however, aerial photographs document its existence 
between the 1960s and early 1970s. This is prior to p=its being required· for such devices by 
both the City of San Diego and the State of California. Project Pennit Condition No. 40 requires 
removal of the non-confonning gunite. 

The existing residence (to be demolished) is approximately 10 feet from the bluff edge setback. 
The proposed residence has been designed to observe a 25-foot bluff edge setback, as 
recommended by the geologic investigation report, based on the conclusion that the new 
construction will not be affected by bluff instability for at least 75 years, taken to be the life of the 
residence. Further, no grading is proposed for the residence. The project as designed and 
conditioned will ensure the sensitive coastal bluff will not be adversely impacted by the 
demolition of the existing residence nor the proposed development. 

The existing and proposed home is sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts on any adjacent 
environmentally lands. (Also see CDP Findings, SDP Findings a, b, & c, and Supplemental 
Findings 1-6.) 

4. The proposed development will be consistent.with the City of San Diego's Multiple 
Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan; 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
JoJla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The proposed residence is not located within or adjacent to the City's Multiple Species 
Conversation Program (MSCP) area and therefore, not subject to those regulations. The site is not 
identified as being within the City of San Diego's Multiple Species Conservation Program 
[MSCP] Subarea Plan and the proposed development of a single family residence is not subject 
with requirements of the MSCP Plan. The environmental review for the project determined the 
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment or Environmentally 
Sensitive Lands and a Negative Declaration Project No. 1 0 1888 was prepared. 
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5. The proposed development will not contribute to the erosion of public beaches or 
adversely impact local shoreline sand supply; and 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

The project site is approximately 30 feet above the beach below. The proposed development was 
designed and conditioned to include drainage control measures to direct drainage to the public 
street to ensure that the proposed structure would not contribute to the erosion of coastal bluffs or 
public beaches and will not adversely impact local shoreline sand supply. Therefore, the 
proposed development will not contribute to the erosion of public beaches or adversely impact 
local shoreline sand supply. 

6. The nature and extent of mitigation required as a condition of the permit is reasonably 
related to, and calculated to alleviate, negative impacts created by the proposed 
development. 

The 8,282 square foot site located at 5380 Calumet Avenue is on the west side of Calumet 
Avenue and east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is located within the RS-1-7 zone of the 
La Jolla Community Plan Area within the Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), the Coastal 
Height Limit and First Public Roadway Overlay Zones, and is within the boundaries of the La 
Jolla Community Plan Area. The project proposes to demolish an existing, one-story, single­
family residence and construct a 4,569 square-foot, two-story single-family residence and relocate 
a swimming pool on a 0.19-acre lot. 

This property is located at the top of a sensitive coastal bluff facing the Pacific Ocean. This 
project has been designed and conditioned to meet all ESL regulations and the Coastal Bluffs and 
Beaches Guidelines. A Negative Declaration has been prepared which determined that the 
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment and no mitigation measures 
are required or necessary. Therefore, the nature and extent of the mitigation required as a 
condition of the permit is reasonably related to, and calculated to alleviate, negative impacts 
created by the proposed development. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, based on the fmdings hereinbefore adopted by the Hearing Officer, 
Coastal Development Permit No. 765973, Site Development Permit No. 765974 is hereby GRANTED by 
the Hearing Officer to the referenced Owners/Permittees, in the form, exhibits, terms and conditions as 
set forth in Coastal Development Permit No. 765973 and Site Development Permit No. 765974, a copy of 
which is 'attached hereto and made a part hereof. 
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Morris E. Dye 
Development Project Manager 
Development Services 

Adopted on: February 9, 2011 

Internal Order No. 24000999 

ATTACHMENT 5 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501 

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

PERMIT CLERK 
MAIL STATION 501 

ATTACHMENT 6 

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE 
INTERNAL ORDER NUMBER: 24000999 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 765973 
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 765974 

MEHL RESIDENCE - PTS 214566 
HEARING OFFICER 

Thi~ Coastal Development Permit No, 765973 and Site Development Pennit No. 765974 are 
granted by the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego to DAVID AND BONNIE MEHL, 
OwnerslPermittees, pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] section 126.0701 and 
126.0501. The 0.190 acre site is located at 5380 Calumet Avenue in the RS-1-7 Zone, the Coastal 
Overlay (appealable), the Sensitive Coastal Overlay, the First Public Roadway, the Coastal 
Height Limit Overlay, the Beach Impact Overlay, the Transit Area Overlay and the Residential 
Tandem Parking Overlay Zones, in the La Jolla Community Plan Area and Local Coastal 
Program Area, The project site is legally described as Lot 8, Sun Gold Point, in the City of San 
Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 3216, filed in the 
Office of the County Recorder of San Diego County, April 14, 1955. 

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Pennit, permission is granted to 
OwnerslPermittees to demolish an existing one-story residence and construct a two-story single 
family residence, described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, type, and location on the 
approved exhibits [Exhibit "A"] dated February 9, 2011 on file in the Development Services 
Department. 

The project shall include: 

a. Demolition of an existing one-story single family residence and removal of a swimming 
pool; 

b. Construction of a 4,569 square foot, two-story single family residence with a roof deck 
and attached two-car garage on a 8,282 square foot lot; 

c. Landscaping (planting, irrigation and landscape related improvements); 
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d. Off-street parking; 

e. Accessory improvements determined by the Development Services Department to be 
consistent with the land use and development standards in effect for this site per the 
adopted community plan, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, public and 
private improvement requirements of the City Engineer, the underlying zone(s), 
conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the San Diego 
Municipal Code (SDMC) in effect for this site. 

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS: 

1. This permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights of 
appeal have expired. Failure to utilize and maintain utilization of this permit as described in the 
SDMC will automatically void the permit unless an Extension of Time has been granted. Any such 
Extension of Time must meet all SDMC requirements and applicable guidelines in affect at the time 
the extension is considered by the appropriate decision maker. 

2. This Coastal Development Permit shall become effective on the eleventh working day following 
receipt by the California Coastal Commission of the Notice of Final Action, or following all appeals. 

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

a. The OwnerlPermittee signs and returns the Permit to the Development Services 
Department; and 

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

4. Unless this Permit has been revoked by the City of San Diego the property included by reference 
within this Permit shall be used only for the purposes and under the terms and conditions set forth in 
this P=it unless otherwise authorized by the Development Services Department. 

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

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

7. Issuance of this Permit by the City of San Diego does not authorize the OwnerlP.ermittee for this 
permit to violate any Federal, State. or City laws, ordinances, regulations or policies including, but not 
limited to, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 [ESA] and any amendments thereto (16 U.S.C. § 
1531 et seq.). 
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8. The OwnerslPermittees shall secure all necessary building permits. The OwnerlPennittee is 
informed that to secure these permits, substantial modifications to the building and site improvements 
to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical and plumbing codes and State law requiring 
access for disabled people may be required. 

9. Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit "A." No changes, modifications 
or alterations shall be made unless appropriate application(s) or amendment(s) to this Permit have 
been granted. 

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

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

11. The OwnerslPermittees shall defend, indemnifY, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, 
and employees from any and all claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs, including 
attorney's fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, including, but not limited to, any 
to any action to attack, set aside, void, challenge, or annul this development approval and any 
environmental document or decision. The City will promptly notifY OwnerslPermittees of any claim, 
action, or proceeding and, if the City should fail to cooperate fully in the defense, the 
OwnerslPermittees shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnifY, and hold harmless the 
City or its agents, officers, and employees. The City may elect to conduct its own defense, participate 
in its own defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in defense of any claim related to this 
indemnification. In the event of such election, OwnerslPermittees shall pay all of the costs related 
thereto, including without limitation reasonable attorney's fees and costs. In the event of a 
disagreement between the City and OwnerslPermittees regarding litigation issues, the City shall have 
the authority to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions, including, but not limited 
to, settlement or other disposition of the matter. However,'the OwnerslPermittees shall not be 
required to payor perform any settlement unless such settlement is approved by OwnersIPennittees. 

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS: 

12. The project proposes to export 82 cubic yards of material from the project site. All excavated 
material listed to be exported, shall be exported to a legal disposal site in accordance with the 
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (the "Green Book"), 2003 edition and 
Regional Supplement Amendments adopted by Regional Standards Committee. 
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13. The drainage system proposed for this development, as shown on the site plan, is private and 
subject to approval by the City Engineer. 

14. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the OwnerslPermittees shall obtain a bonded 
grading permit for the grading proposed for this project. 

15. All grading shall conform to the requirements of the City of San Diego Municipal Code in a 
manner satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the OWnerslPermittees shall assure, by permit and 
bond, the construction of a current City Standards G-14 D 12-foot wide driveway, adjacent to the site 
on Calumet Avenue. 

17. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the OwnerslPermittees shall dedicate a 3-foot 
General Utility Easement, adjacent to the site on Calumet Avenue, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

18. Whenever easements are required to be dedicated, it is the responsibility of the 
OwnerslPermittees to provide the easement area free and clear of all encumbrances and prior 
easements. 

19. The OwnerslPermittees must secure "subordination agreements" for minor distribution facilities 
and/or "joint-use agreements" for major transmission facilities. 

20. Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the OwnerslPermittees shall enter into a 
Maintenance Agreement for the ongoing permanent BMP maintenance~ satisfactory to the City 
Engineer. 

21 . Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the OwnerslPermittees shall incorporate any 
construction Best Management Practices necessary to comply with Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1 
(Grading Regulations) of the San Diego Municipal Code, into the construction plans or specifications. 

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

23 . Any party, on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed as 
conditions of approval of this development permit, may protest the imposition within 90 days of the 
approval of this development permit by filing a written protest with the City Clerk pursuant to 
California Government Code 66020. 

PLANNINGIDESIGN REQUIREMENTS: 

24. No fewer than two off-street parking spaces shall be maintained on the property at all times in the 
approximate locations shown on the approved Exhibit "A." Parking spaces shall comply at all times 
with the SDMC and shall not be converted for any other use unless otherwise authorized by the 
Development Services Department. 
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25. A topographical survey confonning to the provisions of the SDMC may be required if it is 
determined, during construction, that there may be a conflict between the building(s) under 
construction and a condition of this Permit or a regulation of the underlying zone. The cost of any 
such survey shall be borne by the OwnerslPennittees. 

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

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

28. The height(s) of the buildings(s) or structures shall not exceed those heights set forth in the 
conditions and the exhibits (including, but not limited to, elevations and cross sections) or. the 
maximum permitted building height of the underlying zone, whichever is lower, unless a deviation or 
variance to the height limit has been granted as a specific condition of this Permit. 

29. All fences and retaining walls shall comply with the San Diego Municipal Code Section 
142.0301. 

30. Accessory structures and landscape features customary and incidental to residential uses shall not 
be closer than five feet to the coastal bluff edge provided, however, that these shall be located at 
grade. Accessory structures and features may be landscaping, walkways unenclosed patios, open 
shade structures, decks that are less than three feet above grade, lighting standards, fences and walls, 
seating benches, signs, or similar structures and features, excluding garages, carports, buildings, pools 
spas, and upper floor deck with load bearing support structures. 

31. Prior to the commencement of any work or activity authorized by this permit, the 
OwnerslPermittees shall execute a Notice of Hazardous Condition-Indemnification and Hold 
Harmless Agreement, in a form and content acceptable to the Development Services Department 
Director, or designated representative which shall provide: 

a) that the OwnerslPermittees understands that no new accessory structures and landscape 
features customary and incidental to residential uses shall be developed within five feet of the 
Bluff Top (as illustrated on approved plan Exhibit "A," dated February 9, 2011, on file in the 
Office of the Development Services Department or on the face of the Bluff; and 

b) that the OwnerslPermittees understand that the site may be subject to extraordinary hazard 
from coastal bluff erosion and the OwnerslPermittees assumes the liability from such hazards; 
and 
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c) the OwnerS/Permittees unconditionally waive any claim of liability against the City of San 
Diego and agrees to defend, indemnifY and hold harmless the City of San Diego and its advisors 
relative to the City of San Diego's approval of the project and for any damage due to natural 
hazards. This Notice of Hazardous Conditions-Indemnification and Hold Harmless Agreement 
shall be recorded against title to the property and shall run with the land, binding upon all 
successor and assigns. 

32. No development shall be permitted on the coastal bluff face. 

33. All development, including buildings and accessory structures, shall be set back at least 25 feet 
from the coastal bluff edge. 

34. At grade accessory structures and landscape features customary and incidental to residential uses 
shall not be closer than five feet to the coastal bluff edge, in accordance with the requirements of the 
Land Development Code. 

35. Prior to the issuance of construction permits, the OwnerslPermittees shall record a Deed 
Restriction preserving a visual corridor 10-feet wide (South side) and 4-ft-4-in (North side) running 
full length of property in accordance with the requirements of the San Diego Municipal Code section 
132.0403(b) and as described in exhibit "A" dated February 9, 2011. 

36. All drainage from the improvements on the premises shall be directed away from any coastal 
bluff and either into an existing or improved public storm drain system or onto a street developed 
with a gutter system or public right-of-way designated to carry surface drainage run-off. All drainage 
from unimproved areas shall be appropriately collected and discharge in order to reduce, control, or 
mitigate erosion of the coastal bluff. 

37. All private outdoor lighting shall be shaded and adjusted to fallon the same premises where such 
lights are located. 

38. Open fencing and landscaping may be permitted within this visual corridor, provided such 
improvements do not significantly obstruct public views of the ocean. Landscape within this visual 
corridor shall be planted and maintained not exceed 3 feet, zero inches in height in order to preserve 
public views. 

39. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, the OwnerslPermittees shall record a 
Covenant of Easement for the Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Lands, as shown on Sheet 
ALl of the approved Exhibit "A" drawings dated February 9,2011 on file in the office of the 
Development Services Department. The easement shall be drafted in accordance with SDMC 
Sections. 143.0140(a) and 143.0152. 

40. The OwnerslPermittees acknowledge that the existing bluff top improvements, including the 
gunite wall, are not permitted as part of this project. All portions of these improvements which can be 
removed without damage to the coastal bluff shall be removed prior to final inspection by the City. 
Any existing unpermitted bluff top improvements which cannot be removed due to the potential for 
bluff damage shall not be maintained by the OwnerslPermittees and shall be allowed to deteriorate in 
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order for the bluff area to be naturally restored over a period of time. It shall be the responsibility of 
the OwnerslPermittees to properly remove and dispose of any and all debris resulting from the natural 
erosion of any existing bluff top improvements that cannot be removed as a part of this project. 

41. The improvements, including the brick pavers that extend to the west and south of the site 
towards the bluff edge that can be removed without damage to the bluff, shall be removed. 

GEOLOGY REOUIREMENTS: 

42. The OwnerslPermittees shall submit a geotechnical investigation report or update letter that 
specifically addresses the proposed construction plans. The geotechnical investigation report or 
update letter shall be reviewed for adequacy by the Geology Section of the Development Services 
Department prior to issuance of any construction permits. 

43. The OwnerslP=ittees shall submit an as-graded geotechnical report prepared in accordance 
with the City's "Guidelines for Geotechnical Reports" following completion of the grading. The as­
graded geotechnical report shall be reviewed for adequacy by the Geology Section of the 
Development Services Department prior to exoneration of the bond and grading permit close-out. 

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS: 

44. Prior to issuance of any engineering permits for grading, construction documents for the 
revegetation and hydroseeding of all disturbed land shall be submitted in accordance with the 
Landscape Standards and to the satisfaction of the Development Services Department. All plans shall 
be in substantial conformance to this p=it (including Environmental conditions) and Exhibit "A," 
on file in the Office of the Development Services Department. 

45. Prior to issuance of Grading Permits; the OwnerslPermittees shall ensure that all existing, 
invasive plant species, including vegetative parts and root systems, shall be completely removed from 
the top of the Coastal Bluff and the five-foot bluff edge setback when the combination of species 
type, location, and surrounding environmental conditions provides a means for the species to invade 
other areas of native plant material that are on or off of the premises [LDC 142.0403(b )(2)]. 

46. Prior to issuance of any construction permits for structures, complete landscape and irrigation 
construction documents consistent with the Landscape Standards shall be submitted to the 
Development Services Department for approval. The construction documents shall be in substantial 
conformance with Exhibit "A," Landscape Development Plan, on file in the Office of the 
Development Services Department. Construction plans shall take into account a 40 square-foot area 
around each tree which is unencumbered by hardscape and utilities as set forth under LDC 
142.0403(b )5. 

47. The OwnerslP=ittees or Subsequent Owner shall ensure that all proposed landscaping, 
especially landscaping on and within the five-foot setback of the Sensitive Coastal Bluff, shall not 
include non-native, exotic plant species that may be invasive to native habitats. Plant species found 
within the California Invasive Plant Council's (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant Inventory and the City of San 
Diego's Land Development Manual, Landscape Standards are prohibited. 
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48. All landscape proposed within the Public View Corridors shall be maintained by pruning and 
thinning to a maximum height of three feet. Any trees proposed within these view corridors shall be 
maintained by pruning and thinning of the tree canopy to a height of eight feet or greater. 

49. The OwnerslPermittees or subsequent owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of all 
landscape improvements in the right-of-way consistent with the Landscape Standards. Plans shall take 
into account a 40 square-foot area around each tree which is unencumbered by utilities. Driveways, 
utilities, drains, water and sewer laterals shall be designed so as not to prohibit the placement of street 
trees. 

so. If any required landscape (including existing or new plantings, hardscape, landscape features, 
etc.) indicated on the approved construction document plans is damaged or removed during 
demolition or construction, it shall be repaired and/or replaced in kind and equivalent size per the 
approved documents to the satisfaction of the City manager within 30 days of damage or Final 
Inspection. 

51. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, it shall be the responsibility of the 
OwnerslPermittees or subsequent Owner to install all required landscape and obtain all required 
landscape inspections. A "No Fee" Street Tree Permit shall be obtained for the installation, 
establishment, and on-going maintenance of all street trees. 

52. All required landscape shall be maintained in a disease, weed and litter free condition at all 
times. Severe pruning or "topping" of trees is not permitted unless specifically noted in this Permit. 

INFORMATION ONLY: 

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

APPROVED by the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego on February 9,2011, HO-017. 
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Coastal Development Pennit No. 765973 and 
Site Development Pennit No. 765974 
Date of Approval: February 9, 2011 

AUTHENTICATED BY THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Morris E. Dye 
Development Project Manager 

NOTE: Notary acknowledgment 
must be attached per Civil Code 
section 1180 et seq. 

The undersigned OwnerlPermittee, by execution hereof, agrees to each and every condition of 
this Pennit and promises to perform each and every obligation of OwnerlPermittee hereunder. 

NOTE: Notary acknowledgments 
must be attached pill" Civil Code 
section 1180 et seq. 

DAVIDMEHL 
OwnerlPermittee 

By 
~D~A~VID~~ME~HL~--------------

BONNIEMEHL 
OwnerlPermittee 

By ________________________ _ 

BONNlEMEHL 
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ATTACHMENT 7 

Negative Declaration 

Project No. 101888 

SCHNo.N/A 

SUBJECT: MEHL RESIDENCE: COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish an existing single-story, single­
family residence, removal of a swimming pool and construct an 
approximately 3,935-square-foot, two-story, single-family residence, 
with roof deck and an attached 634-square-foot, two-car garage. The 
8,282-square-foot lot at is located at 5380 Calumet Avenue site and is in 
the RS-1-7 zone within the La Jolla Community Plan area. (Legal 
Description: Lot 8 of Sun Gold Point, Map No. 3216). Applicant: Mark 
D. Lyon, Architect. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

See attached Initial Study 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

See attached Initial Study 

m. DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the 
propos~ project will not have a significant environmental effect and the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not be required. 

IV. DOCUMENTATION: 

The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above 
Determination. 
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V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM: 

None required. 

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION 

Draft copies or notice of the Negative Declaration were distributed to: 

City of San Diego 
Counci1member Peters, District 1 
Development Services Department 

Environmental Analysis Section 
LDR Permit Planning Section 
Landscape Section 
Geology Section 
Development Project Management Division 

Planning Department 
Long-Range 

Library Department (81) 
City Attorney Office, Civil Division 

Other Organizations and Interested Individuals 
La Jolla Shores Association (272) 
La Jolla Town Council (273) 
La Jolla Historic Association (274) 
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275) 
UCSD(277) 
La Jolla Light (280) 
La Jollans Responsible for Planning (282) 
Patricia K. Miller (283) 
Mark D. Lyon and Associates, Applicant 
David Mehl, Owner 
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VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW 

() No comments were received during the public input period. 

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Negative 
Declaration finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. 
No response is necessary. The letters are attached. 

(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Negative Declaration 
and/or accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received 
during the public input period. The letters and responses follow. 

Copies of the draft Negative Declaration and any Initial Study material are 
available in the office of the Land Development Review Division for review, or 
for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 

Martha Blake 
Senior Planner 

Analyst: SHEARER - NGUYEN 

May23,2007 
Date of Draft Report 

September 10, 2007 
Date of Final Report 
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Objection to and Po .. !bk EnviroruuonbU impactJ .. 3380 CalUDU>l (iiij. 101888)' ".' 
EmaiIed to Edith GutieaeL 6I8l2007 . 

Tim B ..... (858-4888584) 6f711!XJ7 

1 would like to briDlacvml issues to light that seem to me mutt be I 
settledlanswcrod prior 10 final decision on development at above subjcet project. In 
.hort.l mI nDsina enviroItntenIaI obJactionI to Jaid projfICl. 
1. You indicated to me Wednesday that the City apparently required DO demolition plan 
for,...,va1 of!he .. iatins bouoo and founda_ from the subject _. ret the 
ui.rtlng Itou.re and/minilation., which an roo lie removet( COIrU riM" o'n/y lew fur allhe 
coastal bhd{ edgf •.••. they are in the aensitive ooutal bluft'zonc (see Figure 9 ofmy 1 A_ ...... to you on problems with thio _). 

It ...... hiibly likely that ..... va1 of the .. ;,oq bouoo ODd f_.,.,.}d I. 

remember my meDtion and/or aoalYlis to tldl issue. 

cause collapse or dltllBgc of the coot bluff. Thill possibility and other implications In 

IppaRDUy NOT dUcllOOCd in tho _al ... - to the prQj .... 811_ that bave been 1 
made avei1able to me. 1 ned the CIlginta"'S)eport (WeE) 1_ IIOOlDlet and do DOt 

In ohoit, !he City 10 olIowiq....-lclod. unddinod bod _ of the 

cooslal bloIf.".... with abooIutdy no....,;gbt. no 00IIIr0l and no "'""""'" tho 
propolCd bouse/foundation ranoval will DDt harm the COBItal bluff. 1 do not understand 
bow the project OlD go ahead with this level of pot.utial problom. 
2. The podlng pi .. you 01>0_ ... in_ dirt.-oval oi I 1.7 yda ON! no "~UOIlt 
imporl to make up for thilloss. Thc City cycJe report indicates no IlUparvisioa of the 
excavation iI necessary. 1hc gmding pillu. pve no iDcliaQoo.l could find. as. to wheR 
the c:xcavmoo would occur, nor bvw deep it II1ight. JO. 1bcre was no iDdication that. ~ 
excavadon would be safely away from the ooutal blu.f[. that the excavation would not 
fmporilproporty to the north .. that tho .... vatiou would DOt bonn !he _ blolf. 
Sh>oe tho NW ....- of tho propeI1y 10-.. the .............. has........t, tho 
neighbon ought to have ·.legitimate COllClIIJL over what .mi&ht hIlppcu to their property 
with unsupocvllod heavy equipment diggiq 80 near their ,"operty line. 

In sholl, ... _. __ ex ...... .., with boaYy ~ will JDIke ... jot 2. 
delctiona to the BOill in m lIIII'Vironuu:ay ICID!dtive «rea.. ~s ill to be done without 
pi." and without City IKIpcrvisioD. It ICCDlI to me the J¥Ojact cannot ~ with this 
degn::e of tulOCItain1y and poteatial for destruction of M~ ICOIitivo cout 
bluffs. 

The..,.;-mg report 1_ In luIy. 1OO6 indicatod that tho ~ soils obouid 
be replaced with 'good' fill and them. compacted. They iqdiDlllcd. they would not endana 
project development ifthil was not done. The piau I ...... 1ut Wrdnceday made DO 

ma>lim ofpollboa till_ .... tho_. Maybe It ..... _ by occi<Ioa(I 

The above represent environmentally lenaitive isst1e8 IUId pOtoDtial problems that. 
in ..,.·view. Deed to be oddtooood bef ... _ City approvals con be gwt1Od. 

I 

I 
I, 
" 

CUr staff rnpDl&M(.) III Tim BameU eommanllll!Uu •• ted June 8, 200'1 fOJ' 
M,k1.Re"oh-. ProJlI!ct No. 101MB 

1. A demolition plan ill not required as put 01 B dl.acretionary permit application. A 
demoUUon pllll1 and pennlt will be requiml as part of the m.in1s~dallipplication prior 
to the iYuance 01 bunding permibl. At that time, the applicant is required to submit a 
demolition plan and a CUl'M\t Geotechnkallnvntis-Uon. &tgineerwg-Geology would 

review the demolUion, lnduding: ~ removal of the existing slab foundation, ~ 
addition of fill 011 sUe, and the proposed ool;lltrudiol1. and make appropriate comment. 

on the submlttal.t sw:h time. 

Building loIpection will monitot the demolUion and propoaed COllItTuCUon. If there are 
manse- to the bluff. indudinlj·tht 10000Uon of the bluff tdgc. the Coutal tkftlopment 

Permit IUld Site Development Permit would be required to be amended. 

2. Aa:onUng to tM gr.dJng plan, implmll!Ot.Uon ol the project reqUIres approxtmateJy 
81.7 rublc yards oEgrading which equare. to appro:xlmalely s.bt inches of depth. over half 
of the she Of a Iva r thou.end square (oot area. Minof grading is requhed in order to 
eatilbUsh the elevations for the foutings and rmoo floor in Older to maintain a 3O-foot 
height JJ.mlt. Heavy equipment would not be required in order to complete thi. work:. 



Email to e. euitencz City SAN 6110107 ~ l.l~"'" 
Ni edith .... in doing some new reading i find naw avidence that aeems to 
inv.lidata the raqua.t for 'yarianee' in setback for this propertylS180 
Calumet). You will r~amber that the requa.ted exception is to allow a 
25' setback inat.ad of the atann.rd 40'. frevioualy, J offarad still 
unrefuted raaaens why the 25' axception should not be allowed. Now a 
••• 
i.sue has cropped up that adds waight to NOT allowing the 25' setback. 

Tbe staff geologist for the California Coa.tal ConmissionlCOC) has 
offered 
guide lines for determining setbacka for new development in the coast 
~luff reqionaCH. John •• on, Proe., California and the World Ocean, '02. ,. 
prasa, Eatablishing .•. Coaatal Bluffs'). Bince the current residence 

" propoaed to ba removed, whatever replacaa it will be defined as 'new' .n. 
aubjact. to the guiddine laid down by the CCC. .3 
The engineering firm ICWE) Working for tho owner of above property 
atat • • 
tha eroaion will cause ~ bluff retreat of 25' over 75 yaare: I will 
.h~ 

in another mail that thia •• ti.ate is low, but let's u~e it here for 
eake 
of ~rgua.nt. The .a.. fira .howa that aft.r taking slope atability 
into 
account,the 1.5 F09 contours just happens to tollow the 25' setbsck 
lina . 
r aqueated for thia property o.ar the northarn section of the property. 

~ow the OOC 9uidalinaa for determining the allowable aetb.ck india.te 
the 
total &llC*abla setback ebollld be tM SUM of . then tNO 
~.re •. • • etibIIlty •• tback iKa _toslon •• tback .•• or~tsee 
o eaon, 

in pr ••• , Figure 6). Allowing the 25' setback, tharefore violates the 
Cex: 
9uidelin •• for new oonstruction within the aeneltl.a coa.tal bluff area 
and, there!ore~ section 30253 of the Co.et Act . Specifically, the 
aboYe 
additive approach to .etbac~ a.ttmatatibn ia "the currant analytical 
analyets proce.. carrl~ out by the eoast ~ •• ion .taff in 
evaluating 
propo.ala for naw de.e1opaent on tbe californis coast, and in 
recolllll'lending 
action upon those propos~l. to the co..ieslon·IJonheaon~ 2003, ~ to 
Commi •• ioners and Interested parti •• ). 

The abcye make. Iota of aena.. Aa now plannad. at laast part of the 
house 
"111 be built on or ... exy naar the 1.5 FOS line, i.e. 25' tr~ the 
exiating 

T 
It 

1 
T 
5 

City .tafE Klpon.tl.' to "rim Bam.1t c:ownent Jet~r d"l.d Jlll1t 10, 2001 Cor 
M.IdRnlduu:a, '"led No.l01.1111 

3. Comment nalS. 

4. 

5. 

The Oty of S&n Diego typically requiml that both. 75-ynr bluff rttUSlon analysis lind 
a slope stabWty aoalYllis of lhe exJstit18 conditions. Whichever tftelhod reluUS In a 
grsl:er eetback is then uWized for n the rerommendw structural setbiKk. 

Commad noted. 

2 



bluff. If a Z5' setback la allowed, &s now auggeated, even a a.all 
ho~t 

of cliff .rosion Hill push the 1.5 FOS lin. eaatward and within the 
perimeter of the proposed new buildin;. As ti ... progres ••• , .or. and 
More 
of the ho~e will be located in the danqer zone aeaward of the 1.5 FOS 
line (which will oot be et.tic but move eaatward a8 the bluff erodes). 
that constitut •• ~ hazard to not only the bluff, but also the bou8e and 
its inhabitanta. 

It may be that the City currently hal its own 9uidel1nes for 
determininq 
bluff setbacks, jU8tified in this case solely b~ ewE analysis. 
However, 
it i. my underatandinq th.t CCC regulation. on coaatal bluff isaue. 
have 
priority over those of tha City. So why aake a deci.ion now \25' 
setback) 
that i. in conflict with quideliDBa 8stablished by • hi9~r authority 
ond 
when it will be ovexturned on appeal latar? 

Baaed on the above eaosidaratioo alone, 
juetitie~ and ,0 ehould not be qranted. 
eroaion/res 

the 25' 8ethaok oan not b. 
Note 'the analysis and 

number8 oo~e from the propo~er'e own hired team. The othe~ rea.ona for 
not ~lowinq the 25' setback. tbat I have .ubmitted to you earlier, 
only 
atren9then thi. arg~nt. Ple •• e ask the Staff qeoloqiat to reconsider 
geoloqlcal approvals in view of the CCC quidelines. If the City .till 
insiat. on 9ranting the 25' setbeck than I would like to have tba 
reasons 
for that Qecl. ion -.de a paxt of the public xecord and a copy of a814 
argument aent to me and above addreS •• 8a. 

&5 al_y. thanu for your; help and oonaidttration . beat reljlardlt, ti. 

5. 
(.011\. 

Ci'1 1taI1 ... .--w 'eTun Barnett to~t l!\~,tbtle4lJtlD! lD.1OO7 Iw 
Ml!hJ Rl!aidl!Jl~ P(ojl!d No.lOl!I!IB 

Thia Page lntentionaUy Len Blank. 
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TO: Edith Outierrez., City Oev Dept 
FROM: Dr. T. Bamett 
SUBJ: Rcspc:tnse to Cbz:iatian Wheeler· Eng oom.mcntB 011 Barnett 81112006 mrmo 

Re- 5380 Calumet development 

9 June, 2007 

In I!l memo dated 21 August, 2006, tnmmittcd. to me 2 May, 2007, tbc Christian 
WheoI" Engineering (eWE) COIII(>8III' ._pIod to ",lII!e poinIs of objection I raioed to 
develop"-' at 5380 Calumet S~ La JoU •. Their """"""'" "'" laraeJy without mori~ 
flat wroug aodIor mi!llead1n& II! I will abow below, 

In abort. "the propoaed project viol" oonditiOOB aDd sa.feguerda to the seositivc 
IXIUtai bluff areas or Sun Gold Point, .wardinK lID wYUltified aetbeck. on the subject 
property. The propoJed _.-the _ gel<les of the Celifomi. C-.I 
Commis!lion. City approval of this project, in the fllOC of its mllll)' flaws aad breeches of 
1awlguidclinos ...... indofonoibl. to me ODd coold _liable the City. 

Prior to gettinl into details it should be notad that in the above ~ CWE 
letteo!bey _(pg4) "/I ,""wid be ..,ed,/oot a..utIan _..-En&fne<rlng_not 
practiCf CfJan f!ngin~erlng and tlrat we' rdy on the opif1h»r8 0/ othtIT comultants . .. " This 
....... ___ !bey -doina adviling uyvne 00 _ .. 5310 Calum<t 

whioh isloClded on the edge of. coastal blWfiu an envi.rmmeatBlly scmdtlve fIlM. I will 
aeod )'QU my vita in aoother mall. but fOl" now i.t aufIicea to .y 1 am an iutenationally 
moognlzed oc.iantist with specialties includingocalevel cbao.., ENSO,climotc cbaoge 
and oocan wave d)'llllmice. I am author of OVCll" 200 peer reriawechrtic1C1 on the above 
lubjectJ, elected Fellow of two dlffeRIDC: scientific eocieties end have ttIOelved. tho 
Sverdrup Gold medal.want. " 

Lot SizelbuUdiJallize error (pobdll .ad 2) 
eWE cites no refQ'CllOC to IUppOtt their oontentiOO8 in R8pOll8C to PoiDu 1 and 2. 

They limply wake u ....... wlJich ore aobJect to l"""JXOIa1ioa. It __ tly has been 
tho CUllom .. San Diogo to ..... tho origiJIaIlot a.., bofure""'oo, .. the _ for 
CItimatibg the FAR. Ho~er. the matteo i& apparcntJy DOt codifiod. The City code 
(Chap II, _.3, iii. I) _ FAR" .. the..."..;.,,) ...... 0_ by dividing the 
gross floor area of all buildings on thc 'premises' by the total area of the 'pramilU' OIl 

wbici> the bulldiDp ... 1-..1". The oodo.yo{' '~' ....... "'.,.. oflaocl wilh 
III alructUres that, because of its unity of usc. is regarded II the lowett coo.vcyablc unit", 

'Pr.ad.ta' is vague and defioi:tcly does not.,. 'use tbeentire lot _originally 
pJatt6d'. Indeed, the 'wity ofuse' phtue amos to rule out uaiog the orlgiDal pmee] size 
in this cae bccauIe acarI)' 1000 lei ft (my RJlI8h CItimato) ofebe lot iI thin air due to 
coutaJ. erosion. ru. scction of the 'phantom land' obviously does not allow wity Druse 
with the...wndor of!be 1""""1. 

T 
6 

1 
T 
7 

+ 
8 
1. 

1 
'i 

6. 

7. 

8. 

•• 

City ateU ruPD.".W 10 Tun Bamen f .. abroU. COlII.II\ent 1.II~r d.toodJlI~ '. 7DfI11or 
MeN Rnltlenee. r.ajed No. 101_ 

Comment noted. 

.\Uhwg,h Ou-lstian Wheder Ehgineerlng ~iomly stilted that they are. not mastaI. 
consultants, it h'lI!a.tIt that Christian Wheeler Hnglneering does not ueually deal wlth apeclfic 
ite.ms rntdt u wave hei&ht- run-up etudie.a. the effecm of m Nino on dimate. amditions. etc. 
Spedfk infotmation regarding those imns is usually provided to Ou-istian Wheder 
\lng_mg by ~ """"I....,. fo< the;, ... in g..wg\c and ~<BI invatlgatigm. 
Geotechnical proksslonaJ, are licensed by the Slate of CA and are legaUy qualifie.d (i.e. 
registen:d professional engineets and geologist) and I!k~iieaKed with ~caI conditions 
(including bluff setback requirements and anticipated el"Q5iOl1 tares) that mlght affect 
development on coutal bluJls. 

Comment noted. 

lhe boundary line ~ tiddands and. uplands property. iI8 deum by California Law and 
used by Callfomla Coa!ltal Agencies, is the"Mean High Water Une. This location Is filled by an 
elevation and not. horiulntallocation. it hi also importlnt to note that the WC8Ledy boundnry 
of Sun Gold Point. Map No. 3216. did rnot extmd to the Mean High Tide Une at the time the 
5Ubdlvlsion wu created. 

-4-



Pd the bluff eroded into the originally platted area. the HW mark. moved with it 
Thus. the land tbat eroded may now be at or below HW tmd ao ill owoenhip has reverted 
10 the S ..... lbua. the propoood projeot...- claim it i. tbott....,... of the FAR. The 
owner does not own that phantom land, the State dOC •... Of may. A good survey of the 
Bluff and lands immediately above fUld below it ill oaoded. W .. that done for this 
JXOjocl1 

Develop.-Diy oeedo 10 got .lepI opini .. o. _ u.u.s. perhaps !!om the City 
Attorney'll Offioe. I contcot the proper ~finition of FAR would not include the phantom 
land and the FAR values estimated by tbeir projcot are lnconect. 

c .. .,,,,,lty Staadanlo (polot 3) 
The .ize Ind bulk of t:he proposed ItruCturc is out of character with the: swrou.nding 

hotnca, something the La JoUa CollllD1lDity Plan wanta to avoid ..• the proposed hDWIe ia 
enontially a 30 foot high 'box'. 'lbtft bas been no rebult.l OIl Ibis point by the project 
_ .. promi>ed by CWIl in thoir __ of21 August, 2006. 

Bluff llet hack (point II) 
The impact of the demolition debris u 1bcy oalllt, DO matter bow it JOt there i8 aD 

dfeetive wave dampening ayatcin. Tbi. fact ill in coatradictiOB to the CWB aacrtion to 
the ODD...,.. W .... panlog DV" the debrio wiU _ tboir orbital moti_ ofuruptod, 
dissipating wave energy to turbulence before they hit the cliffs. The fact tbIIt it was not 
plaoed under pcnDit, even If IUCh permita wem available in the IIIler 1940lfearly 19508, I, 
i ........ iaI .. the impact it boa 011 the _ slIwtln. The ponoillina iooue used -. aud 
below, i, a red baring. 

CWE II5.geI1. tbll1 the gunite was placed on the bluffs which beloog to the City. 
Opinions 1it>m City omployoos .. d legal experts, dlsplde this claim. In fact, linoo tbe 
bluff..". oillIwdI inside tIu> J"OI"'lY IIno of tIu> potCCl o£laud, DUUl}' argue the bluff 
beIoaga 10 aud I. the reapooaibility of lite......" laud owuer. Apin._the 
guniting was permitted or not isimmaterla1 to the fact that. it is an erosion control device 
as explicitly described in the bnd Developmem Code. Their daimI that 1hc guniling 
wu dooe and City property md. not relevaot: to the Illbjcot property is incorrect. 

In 1m)' eveu.t, what maUc:rs hero b that tim lataat of the guaitinallh<Me protcc::tion 
was to protect the IUbjDCt lot from erosion. Why el.e wouJd IID)'D!D': apply an I:XpenliVI: 
prooMUl'C to the cliff lIIl:Ia? They would not do it to be trendy and/or lIS an io.atmmce 
policy. 11 clearly was done after BeVen: erosion had atarhd at the NW comec of the lot 
Thotroaybe why they oaly gunitodbolfafthoirclift Natc_ph_obowfuUyooe 
half of the bluff faced wa JUIliled at DOe time; this it not the 'v1ClY minor portion' 
disoualcd in CWE. If it were placed as en 'insunmce policy' against mWon they would 
have treated the entire cliff. 

The eppUcuioo. of an CWlIion ootltrol to the bluff, appareotly owned by the 
proposer, tcquiree a!JCtbM::lc of 40' no Ql.IIUz:I' who placed the mlSklO CODtroI device. 
l'he.rC arc no exceptiona ltated to this rule in the move rafcreoced Icction of code. 
laoorance of thi. rule is no excuse. especially since the current O'WDer iI a developer 
himaclf. Further. the prior owners' actiOllJ indicate • clear problem. 110 the intent of that 
action as obvious. 

\ 
'I. 
(.onL 10 . 

1 
T 

.L 

11. 

II. 

CitJ' IWf rapllJfttlJ • Tn. 8antett hnl..u. mctUI'Il!J'It t.nu cWed. rI't!I11 for 
MMl ~ rro;td ND. l0llle 

Per the City oCSIIn Diego's Signitic:mce Dtotermlnation Thresholds. • project ·that exceeds th.! 
allowed heizhl and/or bulk rq;ulalions and severely contrasts with the surrounding 
neighborhood c::haracter lUld/or have development leal:ule that would contrast could 
potentially cause ft neighborhood character Impac::f. The pl·ojed was reviewed by both Long­

Ranse Planning and LOR Planning Review aWf, lind it was detennined that the profed is m 
confunnarKoe with hcighllimils. setbacb and Ploor An!& Ratio. As sum it is considered 
rompaUble with the exlaUng development pattern in the neighborhood. In addition. the 
applicant would be locating the new .tructure on the north .ide of the property in order to 

pretlUVe an identilH!d view rorrldcc, pa' the rommunity plan,. aJons the 80utMm .ide of the 
lot ThereIore.. a nets,hborhood characterfdevelopment leahus impact WM not klenttfied. 

Christian Whl!eler Engineering has not clllimed that that the existinS pieces of conCl1!h! debris 
(as well as the natural <:obbIea and boulders) do not have the pohmtw effect of dbaipating 
wa-vemergy. Oumtlln Wheeler 8ngtneering has previously stated Utat lhe conoete debris 
WllS probably placed al the base of the bluff in Iront of the Sungold Point developmEnt by the 
U.s. GDYemment when the military improvements that olXUpied the area durlnS·Worid War 

II wert! demotished and that the demolition of the previous improvementa and pl.cement 01 
the concrete slabs apparently ocnIrrM. in the t950s or the early 1960s. In addition. the 
placement of the concrete slabs apparently oc:c::uned in the 19508 or early 1960s. 

The demo1ifioa debris is off-.eite. is not engineered. and is not romIdered ·to be a c:outaJ. 
protective device (as defined by the Coastal Commission and the City of San Diego). The 
amount of debris is a relatively minor portion of the littoral material (leas than len percent) 01\ 

the beadt and is genem.Uy similar in alze to some of the natural cobble and boulders on the 

beach. 

Christian Wheeler Engineering opined that when rompued 10 other facton that eUect 
~eologic: atllbility (such as height md angle of slope p~lIence of the offshore abrasion 
platform. the praence of natural cobbles and boulders, the strength p.tllmeh!cs of the native. 
.materials in the slope). the concnte debris does not have II AigniflCant effect oa geologic 
Atability. Th@off-site debria may have a smail positive effed on bluff slability; however. the 
effect is minor when compared to other factors. If th@concretedebriswerenotpresent. th@ 

..... U died OIl bluff ... bilily would be minlmoI; Iherekne Ouistian Wheel ... ~'. 
analysjl and reromm.endations would remain the IHIme. 

With rnpect to the ownership of that porUon of the bluU f.c:e on which gunih! Willi plac::ed, a 
~view of cIocumenta.t Ihe County AJilBI1iJOf'. offke i.ndicates that there is a legai10t bebften 
the weatem property boundaries of the lots on Calumet and the Pacific Ocean. 'Ihb legal lot is 
a long, narrow strip of Imd that hu been dwsnated as Sea ROBe Platt (A "'paper street"). and 
Is klentUled as Aslll!SSOr'. Pattd Number 415·220-14. Record. at the County AIISt!lIIIOClil 
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11. 

This Page IntenUonalJy Left Blank. 

Citr .taf( ,.pom~'-) to Tbn lIunRtt n.t'Slmll~ commenllet~f daled 6Nf.T1 far 
M.hI Rftldeace. Ptojtd No. 101888 

Indicate lhat this parcel is 8.7 acres In size and is owned by the Cily of San Diego. ChristUtn 
Wheeler Engineeringhas bem unable to derermine who (if anyone) authorized the placement 
of the gwme. However, Quistlan Wheeler Bngineering believes the majorUy oflhe gluute 
Will p~d in an IltWi that is not part at\d wu not part of the subject .ite. Christian Wheeler 
Enginarlng's previoull ttporta IIlated:th .. t a "minor portion of gunite Is on the subject site", 
the in~t wu to d.rlfy lhat even though a portion of the gunire WfUI p~t at the subjeclslre 
proper, most of the gunih!: Willi placed on the adjacent lot to the north and the parcel to the 
wat, which u Ita~ earlier, is owned by the aty of San Diego. 

Regarding the SuNte placement in relation to protection of the subject lot from eI'Ollion.. 
Ouiatian Wheeler Bn&lnttring reviewed available aerial photographs, which indkated that 
some etOBion ~ indeed occurNd. nev the IOUthwestern portioll of the lot. However it 
should be nolEd that portions of Ule existing tesidmtiaistTUdure are apparently located less 
than ten feet from ~ edge bluff. The uisting l'IOh--conformU:"s tingle-family tesiden<:e would 
be removed and the propoaed structure would be located enU.rely landward (east) of the 25-

foot bluff selbaclc ~ at Ii mtion where: ~ analyses indkatr that the foundations 
o£ the structure would not be imperiled by coastal erosion for. period of 75 years. 
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Erosio. Rol. (5) 
The face of the: bluff clitIa at the site is VCJY nearly VMtlcal, indicating III active 

erosion aitwWon. There is abo a wave undetout acction of bluff. which WCE U3trl does 
not exist. I have pictures of it and would advise tbGy have. walk '011 the bca:h to verify 
this themselves. By the way. they need to tBb acoouu.t oftbe undercut in their estimates 
of bluff ectal!: location, a fact they do not mention. Their estimaIe ofbluff edge positioD. 
_lite ooulhem edge Df lite lot is mD . .. libly incomol, UDIess they have done this. 

Using GEl data, WeE RUlI:gest an erosion rate 0[0.33 foot/yr. This IlJ!Pvently 
comes from avcnaing the retreat mtes quoted on pages 3 Bbd -4 of thdr 21 August Jetter. 
This g;:VeII a totaJ. erosion of about 2S feet in 7S :rem. IF the erosion is constuJt and sea 
level doetl not chaDga. They say "it b our opinion that the actual reocuion rate oftbe top 
Df!he blufl"will probably be much leu", B .. as notod earlier, they _lodge nol 
pn.ctic.ing coast mgineering. 10 wbe.t weight can we attach 10 their ...non7 

In fact, the issue ofbluif erosion rate is complex, not constant in time aod a strong 
function of sea levd chan&e. Under current conditi0IJ8 the foot oftbe bluffiJ at about 
mean high water. In high tide lituMions the bluff expric:oces direct wave ~ III 
water levels then are 2-3 feet above the bluff base. Tbis only bappens for limited periods 
or time. AI Ie8 level ri.aeI (ICC below) the.naok time will Jcmetben. Moreimportantly. 
higher ICIl level will allow large WIlVCI to attack the bluff beforo or 118 they teak. One 
c:an USC a mathematical model for the ratc of erosion (US Army Corps of Engincectl. 
'EncinilBs and .. . Feasibillly Sludy, Appendix 0 , Jan 2003; Morine Boerd, 1987) and 
gravity wave dynlOlics Iu roughly estimate these impIct&. The i.ocRae in eroaian rate of 
200-260% can be expected with a sealevel rise of2-4 feet over the next 7S·ycan (see 
below) ud there is DO cbanifl in weve climate. The home aud property under diacusBion 
would,..,.t .. .-oondillom, be long gone be[.". 1S Y""'.ifDOt prol-.L 

1M erosion. rate aslocia1ed "With this aeolion of clift indeed, the entire coasbd 
region, wil1 acCelerate dUIe to a variety ofreuon dbcusaed below. Thia r.ct m.kea the 
CWE caloulll1ioo that the amouot of erosion to expect in the nmct 75 yoan is about 2S feet 
elemy in mor III1d .eriously underestimated. Note that by yeer 75. rr¢D. if we lUed their 
estimate of 0.33 feetiyr, the west cdF of the proposed home 11 located coincidmt with 
the bluJItop, clr:ady a design CODdition to be avoided.. 

III aummezy, the current and expected eroDon rates on the !IIIbject property do not 
justify the 25 sctb .. ck ~umted of the City. Indeed. the eWE analyail itself sbows the 
25' _ 10 be """"""J>Ile. . 

SC* Level aad el Nlao (point 6) 
CWE diacussion ill tbeec IIftI&8 was either naive (1CIlIevel) Of hopdesaly confUsl:d 

and irrelevllllt (ENSO). It provides PO usoful infonoalion, but then they are not coutal 
engineml. Dr. Seymour'. quotes., ta.keo. DOt from him. but appermdy from lODle report. he 
wrote, have nothina to do with the problcmlproject at hand. The 4 incb me DIMd. oyer 
the last SO yeam. has little to do with .ea len-el chana:et we can expect in the future. 

At noted above, 'lea level il rUing. The rate ofincrease is aa:c1cratiog IJId will 
DODUnue Co do 10, as Che great ice tbects OIl ~d (eapeciaUy) BUd AnCarctlca 
oontinue to aoceJ.eratc their mc1ti.na; me. (due to anthropogtmic cUmate change). Thee 
arc observed facti, not oonjectures. No good mathematical models once sheet bteaIc up 
OllmlDti Y e.xiJt and that is why the IPCC icft that.factor out. of tbeit projected aca.level 

11. 

1 
12> , 

City Itlff N,pol!.le(.) 10 1·1m Bwtltt faalmllt collUl;ll nllaHerj.led 6191f11 foz 
MtkI. Rt!lldtnc~ r,ojld No. 101888 

12. PR!vloUl Quillian Wheeler Bngineerln8 repor ts did di8CU!5 the wa.ve \U\dercut portion of !he 
bluff ("~ng'") .00 did not stale there were no overhangs. The reports indkatm that 
"[tJhere are no signUicant overhanging (wtdereut) portions of the bluff at the subject site", 
which meant that the undercut portion of thrr blut( did not have a .Iignificant adverse effect Oil 
the slope stability analysis. It should be noted that !he undercut portion of the bluH extend8 
only a lew fRet into the bluff U\d is only approximately ten feet in length. The presence of this 
\U\<Walt portion ttea,( the bue of the bluff does not affect the locGUoo. of the '"edge of ~ 
bluU" at the lOp of the slope. As noted in previous reports by Christian Wheeler Engineering. 
where overhanging sections of the slopes lire presmt in Ilope stability ana1ys~, the portioCl of 
the elope.boW! the overhal\g la considered to have hem removed. lbus resulting in q 
res1sUng force.oo a lower calculded factor-of-Iafety. 

1J.aed en protected erosion ra~ disaaseed in pttv;ow. Qmstian Wheel~ Engineering reports, 
there could possibly be as much al25 feet of eroaion al the lIile (usurning the gunltt! i8 
removed) during the next 7S yearll. As pointed out by Dr. 8I1rn!!!tt., this ftlJ'lOUnt of erosion 
could poslbJy be IlUfftdent to reach tlc: ed.~ ollhe propoeed stNcture: in 7S ynrs. resultlng in 
very little and/or no rear yard.trea. 1he applicant Is aware of this condition and the potential 
for the lois of part of the Iftr yard. The geotedutical consultants' responsibility is not to 
dictate to the homeowner what should be an acceptable level of risk. bul rather to present the 
infonnation accurately to the City of San DIego, the property owner in order to a581.t in 
drterminlns an appropriare bluff edge setback. 1he property owner would need to detamlne 
whether the level oJ: risk assoelated with the approved aelbadc is acceptable. 

13. With respect to cont.Un8 r_iaed. regaItl1ng sea level, Dr a_metra ronunentB and predJctiona 
regarding pob!ntial sea level rise over the next century are flawed and do not apply to this 
pertkulsr aite. Or. Barnettstalea that ehort tl!!:l:m see. level inaeue above normal tides "under 
the right conditions" can total 3 to 4, feel. This would be in addition to a " Iuggested rise" of 
between 1.3 to 3.7 feet in the next 75 years due to anthropogenic lea level riM!. So at_ 
ndnbnum Or. Barnett ia8U88t!'tting thateea levet win to 4..3 (~higher.in75 years and as 
much. as 7.7 feet ldgher in the ltext 7S years. A!J pointed out by Jim Titus,. the EnvIronmental 
Protection Almcy'l pro;ect manager on sea level rise,. thiA type of cakulation ('WMlation) 
makes no senae bealu.se it amounts tv adding an I!'8timate oj fulufe rise to a range of hl5tork: 
rise, adding in an additio;ud rise due to a severe el Nina," wave I!l'd wind eet up, and stann 
~. Titu. &tates that predictions art!! Heven Ieee certain" than historic data. 

A doaer look at Dr. Barnett'8 predictioN does give cause for seriOUI conc:em. When Dr. 
Barnett'l ~ktec:l extremn are added to the IIInnuai kipat tide at eRvation IIIpproximately 
+5 Jeet MSL this would put tea levellU\yw~ lrom eI~vallon+9.3 feet MSL 10 + 121 feet MSL. 
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Thill r.ge mtea.tionaltylAlt Blank. 

Citr .taft naro-bl III Tha B .. neU f.otbnUe _I leUa' Uted 6/9If11 far 
Me"l J\ald,tnft,. J'Jo}ed: N.,. ~ 

13. This elevation of the ocean, not including the increued elevation of water due to wave runup, 
would flood much of Oce.n Beach, all of Mbsion Beach, Mission Bay fringes, IIOD'H! of Paclfk 
Beach. and tum Point Loma into an island. It would Hood every IlIg00n in aouthem California 
and severely impact every Port. If large waves occur then any coRstal property or structure 
lower than about elevation +15 MSL would be subject to flooding under th'" acmario. 'rhe 
subject property at about elevation +25 feet MSL IUld would be Brue from flooding. A recent 
San Diego Union-Tribune article.. in the June 2.4. 2006 Home section (not the news section), 
illustrates the coastal San Diego ~as in potential J~pardy of this extreme estimate of sea 
level rise. It i. deN' llhat Ihltllite is not in jeopardy due to its heif;ht abo\tC aea level. 

~ cunent standard 01 prlldice, with regards to !lea level rise for coastal engineers is the US 
Anny Co<I'" oIl!nginorn CoostaIEngineoring Manual (GRM~ Chap'" 5 of the OHM p .... id .. 
an extmalve discuaslan of water lenis U8cd for design. A !lwnImuy of the GEM concluslon!l 
with regards to ~ level rise and climate change a(l:' reproduced below. 

Nthe primary conclusion is that, with some regioou exceptions, eea level it not citing at 
a tale to caulf! unchae ooncem. Ret\tits of the report indimlll!. an avenge __ kveI rUe: 
over the past century of approximately 30 an/century on the east coast. and. 11 
an,Icentury on the west cout. and. range alons the Gulf of Mexico coaBt of less than 
20 an/centwy along the west coast of Florida to more t:Iwll00 cm/ce:ntury in pam of 
the Mlui88lppi dell. plain. The above sumntllry R!marb Jead to the conclusi.on tha.I 
normoI ""-I&n _ ..... 101 be foHowed In whidI the doolgn tile 01. project ohoaId 
co.nslder the possible local relative lea level rise [ate, shown above." 

For the tubjed site, a lII!alevel rise of 11 an over the next century on the: weat co.,1 of the US is 
the rottent.tandard of coulal engineerbtg practice. 11te 200t Intemaliooal Panel on Climate 
Ow>g. (11'CGl mid range _",Is 49 an. about 19 md1es. Thlo Is a gIoba1 rutmber and not 
nec.clSarUy apedfic 10 the west cout of the US. It mould be noted that luture sea level rise will 
have the moel: ·dIect on low lying ~ wi.th amall ticbl r.nga. That is, .horelinea ncar 
mean Ie8.levei (MSL) with. tide range of I to 2 fed. The .u.bJect ,Ue ill at about ~Uon +25 
feet MSL and the maximum tidal nnge ill .bout 10 feet. A ,ealevel rUle of 49 em o ver the next 
century, bued upon the rise mative to the tidal range and the aite elevation. should not 
BignUicandy impact the proposed development over the next 15 ye.rs. During lbe Sea Level 
Rilie and Coastal Di8a8ler Forum on October 25, 2001 Dr. Reinhard Flick ol Scripps Institution 
remarked that"sea level rise carinot move one grain of sand.w 1he important dwr.cteristlc of 
this ,Ite ts that the shorellne: ill relatively erosion mJistant becaWJl! It i8 made up of cobbles 
which are not easily eroded. 
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iDcreases over the next 75·100 years. But the melting oftho3cice shceta wiU dominate 
thcnnal"""",,"on of the """'" and moiling of land bound gI>ci ... in 1he ... 1e'Id 
budgot. R .... t wolk (lWunotorf, Science • .0119. lID 2007) he fuund. good emplrioal 
way to pmlict future acalevel based on the elolle relation betwee.o.tcmparature and lea 
level. His estimateI'J suuest. rise of between 1.J..3.7 feet in tbeoe:xt 75. years; Ihc large 
uncertainty coming from the usumptioo Oft the IIIDOWII. of additional COl Man will put 
in the atmosphere over the next 7S yem. 

Sea level at the bluffat Calumet will.bo have i~ 8880Ciatcd with ENSO (1 
foot). """'" _ (1·2 b<) and eva-yru.y IO<tiallOlU."''' ... _ ..... setup.,....the 
reef in front of the pzoparty(pcdlap J foot). Under the right DOlIClitions. tbc!Ic total 
perbaps 3-4 feet of aea level rile. in addition to fhat QI.tociQtld with antlrropo~nic UQ 
l.".z _ The ~ eroaio. UDder _ episodic oonditloaa will he huge ......... r. 
larger than ditcUSaCd above. While WD CIIDDOt predict the exact tim" tbetD evenb will 
occur, we can lay with near 100% certainty that they will occur within the life time of the 
proposed structure. 

ENSO cYelrts will contribute to Itetl level rise all .ated ebovc. The quota CWE 
lifted from Seymour's report discuss cl Nifto prediction. They arc inoonect. but have 
nothing to do with thIS problem. st band. In fact, duriDa large e1 Ninos, BOa level along the 
ooast are about a fOot above DOJ1DIl and stay that way for IIOIDC months; a fact 
documeokd at west oout tide aaaes (the bigbcst _levels ever mcaaw:ed III La Jolla 
7.71 ODd 7.81 MlLW ~ in 1983 during a WgeENSO ...... During WOIID 
events, the storm treck.1bitbI ~ IOUIh 110 we see also lBrget waftll at the ooast.. Thcoe, in ____ -. _ havoc _ tho..-.l b1ulD(ODd 

beaches). 
In the future, climate models suggest tIlc:e will be little change iu the nahue of 

ENSO ........ So we can""P"" the typo ofllUlllbon gi ..... bo .. ta maintain. The 
. 011-. models olIO ,_Ihe ftcq...,.,y ofENSO will...,. about the IIII>C. 

Along related linc!I. as the OCtanl wann we om cxpeot tropical depn:ssions and 
hwtic:anes to pc:ndrIIte further oorthward than they do today. At thiI time: we ClUIDOt 
"'iabIy __ thio .... but .... ru-bit OIl Sao Dieto> would mou\t in huge .......... 
driv ... -... tau.. blulD (ond • lot of _ thinp aIao). 

1.3. 
(",d. 

FOS (poIII' 7) -\ I will leave tJ:da to a further,' "i Jo .1 eugineeri,. 1bII)'Bis, but W111 point out 
there is m owrbabg in ItClcUOOI of ~e c~ wbicb eWE deny exist.. Their stability model 
docs not operate concctly under those circumalance., • point they ignore. 

1b:::re is a aedoua ~ of 'WIda' out of the bluff fiIce of tho lUbjoct property. 
CWE jgnOIo tID, &ctor. In IOOpDGae to ,City rm..w.. CWE Bay thai adding in !he , It 
impact of water flow between the two sediment 119''' they modeled had little impact on • 
'h",,,.ult.. What _the _col ... in pooilio.n oflhe l.SFOS line? I. i. this 1· 
'ormion fivm wilbin' tho! i ... i_port oflhe bluff_problem, ydlugo1y 
Jan=dh .... 

1 "OURly queation bow the FOS liM can be c10lCSt to 1hc bluffinjUBt the area 
the bluffha shown -mum ....... (NW DOmO<~ It is aiao -.sting that the FOS 
line in thil region just happcm to coincide with tho 25 foot ~ tiDe. 1M developer is 
tequc:ating. An explanation of this fortuitous event would be belpful. 

at, .U lapoDI4lW \0 11m BluM" laaimik ann ..... \etm dMft 6I'fItn Ivr 
Meld Re.I*'-,. rroJed NO.1DUII!IB 

14. Please refer to Comment Number 7 above with respect to the ef(ect of undercut on the subject 
property. 

Previous Qu1st\an Wheeler Hnginee:ring reports d1sc:tused. the e[fect oj watv on the 510pe 
stability. As stated, no groundwater or seepage conditiuN exists beneath the subject site to 

• depth! cmtrolUng the stability of the existing bluff edge face along the western portion o£ the 
si~ no piemmetric surtllCeB ~ included wi.thin Qnutian ~ Enginer.r~·s gross 
lIt.biUty lU1Iilyees. It is Otristian Wheeiel: Engineering's opinion, that it is not necessary to use 
III plez.ometric: eurface in global stability analysis; how.vee. in order to evaluate the effect on 
global stabUtty of the site, ChriatiUl Wheeler EnginEuing have added 8 piezometric surfM:e 
"neat the conlKt between the unroJ'\90Jidlltm QuatemRry·age sedbnmts and the underlying 
CrelaCt!DUS-flge sediments on selected Cr055 sections. The piezomettk surface has a mlnor 
effect on the an.tysia on the northern and central portiQrlS of the aite. nle pie%Oh\clrlc lIur(ace 

incrn8tS the loCation 01 the l.5·FQS on the soulhem portion of the site by ltevertll 1m. but 
only e few feet beyond ~e 25--£oot bluff top setback line. The slope stability analyses 
praented in ChriBtian Wheel& '&gineerin!" report, dated AprU 21, 2006, adequately 
evaluated the atabillty of the site. 

The FOS llne i.I closer to the edge o( the bluff where ptevlous trO$ion has occurred because the 
effect of the &lope stability leatuJa is to (kUm the skJpe to III more-stable antIc. than WAS 

pn:aent befol't the slope failure occurred. 'The Oatter angle results in a location of the FOS line 
that 1& near the top of the slope than on crw&-aectiOn with II steeper angle. In general. the 
ateepel' the..-.g\e of lhe aIope of a ,wen height. the paler the distance of the 1.5 FOS line 
from the top of the slope. 
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Set bar;k wDIJdtlndiODI (Dew iuue) 
An issue not addrea9cd by either eWE or me in earlier docwneota:don is . 

sununarizcd here siooe it is pertinent to llJIIl.y issues raised above. This material was 
trusmitted to E. Guticnez on 611 0/2007. 

New evidence aeems to invalidate the request for 'variance' in setback for thi& 
property (5310 CaIumeI~ You will ....... ber that the ~ .. oeptiools to allow. 
25' bluff setback instead of the standard 40'. Pre-vloruly, loffered .stili 
unrefuted rroSQru why 1M 25' uceptiOIi .should not be alluwed. Now a new 
ill8UC hu """""'" np thet adds weioht to NOT aUowiDa the 25' tetbaok. 

The staff geologist for the Califumia Coutal Commission (CCC) bas offered 
guide lines for determlnlng sctbacks for new devclopmmt in Ute coast 
bluff reg;.... (M.·Johnaoon, Ptnc., Califarnls and the World OCean, '02. In 
proH. Establishing ... Coastal Bbuf;'). Since the cutralt teIIi.dmoe i. I ':) 
propo9Cd to bo removed, whatever replaceslt will be defined as 'new' and . 
subjcct to the guideline laid down by the CCC. 

The ean.gineering firm (eWE) wortina: fOr tho owner of above property states 
the erosion wiU CIWSC • bluff retreat oflS' over 7S yem. I sbowcd (above) that this 
estima1c is low, but 1et'. \lie it ben for &alt.o of tq\UICIIll The same finn shows that after 
tBIdng .\ope atohiIity into ..,..,.,., the 1.5 FOS conto", just lmppon. to follow tho 25' 
setback lino requested for this property OVClf the DOrtbcm IIcctioo of thc property. 

Now tho CCC guicIeIiDoo fot """"""'"" tho oIlowoble __ tho 
total allowable setback abould be the SUM of these two 
numbcla .... stabllity setback and erosion aetback ... or sO' .(ace JoImason, 
in ...... Fi_ 6). Allowing tho 25' -. _ vioIotoa theCCC 
pidc:IiDtI for new CODJtruction within the IICIIIitive DOaIJI:al bluff area 
and, thetefo"" .ootion 30253 of tho C .... Act. SpoclIlca1ly, tho above 
additive app-oacb to ICItback estimatioo is ~thc cum:at ~yti<:al 
analysis _ carried 0Dl by the C-Coolmissioo lIBft"in ovaluatin& 
proposals for new development on the California coast. IUId in J"flOODUtlCnIiing 
actI.on upon those propoaals to tho Commialioo."(JohosIon, 2003, Memo to 
Commiooi ..... and la_ portics~ 

The above makes lots of Itrule. AI now planned, at leut part of the house 
will be built on or very ne. the I.S POS line, i.c. 25' ftom the ed!lting 
bhlf(. If a 25' aett.dc. i. allowed. 18 DOW .'W*d. evrn a IIDIIlI amount 
ofollff....ton will push tho 1.5 FOS lIne_ .... wl1hin the 
perimctet of the proposed new building. AJ time pro(p"CIS!CII. more and more 
of tho houae will be l~ in tile dabgcr zooc aeaward. oftheJ.' POS 
lin_ (_ will not be IIaIic but move _ .. tho bluff orodea). 
That DDtlititutea a hazard. to Dot ooly th~ bluff;. but Ilto the ho\lSC and 
itt _tants. 

1 
lie . 

\ 

City 1t.H ra.pvnH(I) to 1"im Bunell facsimile comment l'tI'If datt.l6l91r11 for 
Mehl a..w.-:e, PnljKl Na. tgl888 

15. The 0\1 of San Diego typically nqwres that both a 7S-year bluff ~ion analysis and III 

slope alability analysis of IOOsting conditions be performed. Whichever method resulls in a 
grea(U setback fa then utilized ror the recommmded structucalsetback. 

16. Comment noted. 
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11 may be lhet the City currently hu its own guideliDel for detl:rmining 
bluff setbaoD, justilied in thi ..... solely by eWE onalyais. However, 
it ia my UDdentanding that CCC tegulatiODJ on coastal bluff issues have 
priority over those of the City. So why make a decision now (25' ietbaclc.) 
tba1 is in coolIict with guiclelinea csboblishcd by • higher _til)' and 
.ubjeot overturned on appeal later? 

Based on tho abo .. considototion alooo, the 25''''''''''' caunot be 
juWfied IIIId 10 should not be gnmtcd. Note the analysis BDd croaionIFOS 
numbers come from the propo_1 own hired team. The other reasons for 
not allowing tho 23' setback, that I bavo .. bmiltod to you...tier (and above), only 
~Ihis ____ 

Plcuc ask the Staff ficologist to reconli~ gcoJogicIJ approvI:k in view oftbe 
CCC guid.nn... Ifth. Cil)' otillinsists on I!fUlting tho 23' _ than I would Iik. to 

. have the rlIUOOS for lbat dtIcWon made • part of the public m:ord and • copy of said 
BrJUIDeOlICDt to me. 

SUMMARY 

/" ."mm.",. couNhnrtIM of 8Wioll I'WIu M~~"'" pt'l)leditm .ctivltJ lit 
lite 53BO lOCGJIDn do lIot}WIlJi Me"",.",., of. 25/1H11. s.,.cllll tire ~tI 
proftcL EnIsitI" nita utImota, nm Ii. CtIIUftud Ma, ."", slfJllHlrl. 75 yeat' il/e 
-f., 1Ite,..,...-"""""" n. "I'J>f/cotIoIo "'_ ""' ... _ .. /IN '.'}«' pn1/'«I"fY 'iml~ by ..... 4 ..... ",. _cA /0 40fod. Rn~, /It. _otlof 
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City of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 446-6460 

INITIAL STUDY 
Project No. 101888 
SCHNo. N/A 

SUBJECT: MEHL RESIDENCE: COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish an existing single-story, single­
family residence, removal of a swimming pool and construct an 
approximately 3,935-square-foot, two-story, single-family residence, 
with roof deck and an attached 634-square-foot, two-car garage. The 
8,282-square-foot lot at is located at 5380 Calumet A venue site and is in 
the RS-1-7 zone within the La Jolla Community Plan area. (Legal 
Description: Lot 8 of Sun Gold Point, Map No. 3216). Applicant: Mark 
D. Lyon, Architect. 

I. PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATIJRES: 

The proposal is a Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit to 
demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence, removal of a swimming 
pool and construct an approximately 3,935-square-foot, two-story, single-family 
residence, with roof deck and an attached two-car garage. The first floor would be 
approximatelyl,688 square-feet and would comprise of an entry, two powder 
rooms, kitchen with pantry, dining room, living, room, family room, exercise room, 
and a 634-square-foot, two-car garage. The second floor would consist of a master 
bedroom and bath, office with half-bath. two additional bedrooms with full baths, 
and a laundry room. In addition an approximately 379-sqaure-foot roof deck with 
132 square-feet of balcony is also being proposed. The elevation plans indicate the 
use of a natural brick veneer, white wood siding, painted white wood cornice 
molding, and gray roof tiles. Approximately 81.7 cubic yards of grading is being 
proposed. The structure would not exceed the 3D-foot height limit. The project's 
landscaping has been reviewed by City Landscape staff and would comply with all 
applicable City of San Diego landscape ordinances and standards. No on-site storm 
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water or irrigation runoff would be directed toward the bluff slope. Drainage 
would be directed into a gutter system or public-right-of-way designated to carry 
surface runbff which has been reviewed and accepted by City staff. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

The proposed development is located within the La Jolla Community Plan Area 
which designates the project site as Low Density Residential (5-9 dwelling ~ts per 
acre). The project site is located on the west side of Calumet A venue, at 5380 
Calumet Avenue, between Cblima Court and San Colla Street. The project site is 
located along the bluff edge overlooking the Pacific Ocean. The site is currently a 
developed lot, with a single-story, single-family residence with pool, and situated 
between two developed lots. The lot has aPl'roximately 82 feet of frontage along 
Calumet Avenue and the lot depth is approximately 97 to 101 feet. The majority of 
the terrain is relatively flat, with to a nearly vertical bluff to the ocean below at the 
west of the property. Elevations on site range from approximately 25 feet at the 
western cliff edge to 30 feet along the front of the property. The property is zoned 
RS-1-7 and is situated in a neighborhood setting of residential uses. (See Figures 1 & 
2). 

III. ENVlRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study Checklist 

IV. DISCUSSION: 

The project files and reports referred to below are available for public review on the 
Fifth Floor of the Development Services Department, Land Development Review 
Division, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, 92101. 

GEOLOGIC C0NPTI10NS 

According to the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study, the site is mapped within 
Geologic Hazard Categories 47 and 53. Hazard Category 47 is characterized by 
coasti.! bluffs, generally stable, favorable geologic structure, minor or no erosion, no 
landslides. Hazard Category 53 represents level or sloping terrain with an 
unfavorable geologic structure with a low to moderate risk potential. In order to 
assess potential geologic hazards affecting the site, the following reports and 
addenda were reviewed by City staff, and they were prepared by Christian Wheeler 
Engineering: RepCJT't of Geologic Reconnaissance, Existing Single-Family Residence, 5380 
Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California (October 11, 2(05); Report of Preliminary 
Geotechnical Investigation, proposed Single-Family Residence, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La 
Jolla California (April 21, 2006); Response to Comments, Proposed Single-Family 
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Residence, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California, (August 21, 2006); Response to First 
Geotechnical Review of Documents, Pruposed Single-Family Residence, 5380 Calumet 
Avenue, La Jolla, California (August 28, 2006); Response to Second Review/Cycle 5 and 
third Review/Cycle 9 of Document, Proposed Single-Family Residence, 5380 Calumet 
Avenue, La Jolla California (February 22, 2007); and Response to Second Review/Cycle 5 
and third Review/Cycle 9 of Documents, Pruposed Single-Family Residence 5389 Calumet 
Avenue, La Jolla California (April 19, 2007). 

The project site, a nearly rectangular-shaped parcel, is located on the west side of 
Calumet Avenue, at 5380 Calumet Avenue, between Colima Court and San Colla 
Street. The project site is also located along the bluff edge overlooking the Pacific 
Ocean. The site is currently a developed lot, with a single-story, single-family 
residence, and situated between two developed lots. The lot has approXimately 82 
feet of frontage along Calumet Avenue and with a lot depth of approximately 97 to 
101 feet. The morphology of the site is characterized by a relatively fiat building 
pad; a steep to very steep bluff at the rear of the site. Elevations on site range from 
approximately 25 feet at the western cliff edge to 30 feet along the front of the 
property. 

The Oty of San Diego's Land Development Code requires that development 
adjacent to a bluff edge observe a 40-foot setback. This requirement may be waived 
to allow a 25-foot setback when the site is stable enough to support the development 
with the proposed bluff edge setback and the project is deSigned so that it will 
neither be subject to nor contribute to significant geologic instability through the 
anticipated life span of the principal structures, usually 75 years. In the opinion of 
the geologic consultant, encroachment into the 40-foot setback to allow a 25-foot 
setback was deterininedto be feasible. 

Based on the results of the studies conducted, the geotechnical consultant concluded 
that there is no geotechnical related condition at the project site that would preclude 
redevelopment as presently proposed, provided that the recommendations within 
the reports are implemented. The City's Geology Section staff have reviewed the 
referenced reports and concluded that the preliminary geotechnical reports 
adequately addressed the geologic conditions potentially affecting the project site. 
Therefore, proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction 
practices, to be verified at the building permit stage, would ensure that the potential 
for impacts from regional geologic hazards would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are deemed necessary. 
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VISUAL OUALITY 

The La Jolla Community Plan identifies San Collas Street as a "Scenic Overlook", 
defined as a view over private property and down a public right-of-way. 
Consequently, the project site has been identified as being located directly adjacent 
to an existing visual access corridor in the 2004 Community Plan and Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan. Therefore, the project would be subject to policies in the La 
Jolla Community PIan related to Visual Resources In conformance with the 
community plan, views of the ocean would be preserved by the observation of a 
minimum 4.4-foot side yard setback along the north and south property lines. In 
addition, all fences within the side yard setback areas would be a minimum of 75 
percent open fencing and landscape materials would be limited to three feet in 
height within the setback areas and all trees within the corridor would be required 
to maintain canopies above ten feet. No significant impacts to visual quality have 
been identified and no mitigation is required. 

V. RECOMMENDATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

x The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION SHOULD BE 
PREPARED. 

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

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

Project Analyst: SHEARER - NGUYEN 

Attachments: Figure 1: Location Map 
Figure 2: Site Plan 
Figures 3 and 4: Elevations 
Initial Study Checklist 
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Initial Study Checklist 

Date: June 06, 2006 

Project No.: 101888 

Name of Project: MEHL RESIDENCE 

lII. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 

The purpose of the Initial Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts 
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section 15063 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with information which forms 
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Dechiration 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate early 
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the 
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a 
potential for significant environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section 
N of the Initial Study. 

Yes Maybe No 

1. AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER - Will the proposal result in: 

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic 
view from a public viewing area? 
The La Jolla Community Plgn and Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan designates the 
project site as residential. In addition. the 
community plan identifies San Collas Street as a 
"Scenic Overlook." Consequently. the project 
site has been identified as being located directly 
adjacent to an existing visual access conidor 
within the 2004 Community plan and Local 
Coastal Program Land use Plan. The project 
would be required to maintain specific side-vard 
sethacks and height limits. Therefore. the 
project would not result in the obstruction of 
any des; mated vista or scenic view. Refer to 
Initial Study discussion. 
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B: The creation of a negative aesthetic site or project? 
The proposed construction of the single-family 
residence would be compatible with the 
surrounding single-family development and is 
allowed by the community plan and zoning 
designation. No such impacts are anticipated. 
See I-A and I-C. 

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would 
be incompatible with surrounding development? 
The design of the single-family residence would 
be compatible with the architectura1 style of the 
local setting. The project would not exceed any 
City height. setback. size or grading standards. 
Building materials proposed are compatible 
with surrounding development. 

D. Substantial alteration to the existing character of 
the area? 
The single-family residence would be located 
adjacent to similar single-family development 
and would not substantially alter the existing 
character of the area (refer to I-C above). 

E. The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s), or a 
stand of mature trees? 
No distinctive or landmark trees would be 
removed. 

F. Substantial change in topography or ground 
surface relief features? 
No substantial changes in topography or ground 
relief features are proposed. 

G. The loss, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features such 
as a natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock 
outcrop, or hillside with a slope in excess 
of 25 percent? 
The proj ect site does not contain any unique 
geologic or physical features. The majority of 
the terrain is relatively flat. with to a nearly 
vertical bluff to the ocean below at the west of 
the property 
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H. Substantial light or glare? 
The single-family residence would not be 
expected to cause substantial light or glare. 

I. Substantial shading of other properties? 
The single-family residence would not be 
expected to cause substantial light or glare. No 
substantial sources of light would be generated 
during project construction. as construction 
activities would occur during daylight hours. 

Yes Maybe No 

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATIJRAL RESOURCES / MINERAL 
RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. The loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource (e.g., sand or gravel) that would be 
of value to the region arid the residents of the state? 
There are no such resources located on the 
ptoj ect site and the proj ect site. 

B. The conversion of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural use or impairment of the 
agricultural productivity of agricultural land? 
Agricultural land is not present on site or in the 
general site vicinity. Refer to II-A. 

III. A1R QUALITY - Would the proposal: 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
The single-family residence is compatible with 
underlYing zoning and community plan 
designation and would not negatively impact air 
quality. 

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing orprojected 
air quality violation? 
Refer to III-A. 

C. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 
Refer to III-A. 

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 
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The existing single-family residence would not 
be associated with the creation of such odors. 
Refer to III-A. 

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate Matter 10 
(dust)? 
Minimal grading is proposed, approximately 
81.7 cubic yards. 

F. Alter air movement in the area of the project? 
The existing single-family residence would not 
have the bulk and scale required to cause such 
impacts. 

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture, or 
temperature, or any change in climate, either locally 
or regionally? 
Refer to III-F. 

N . BIOLOGY - Would the proposal result in: 

A. A reduction in the number of any unique, rare, 
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species of 
plants or animals? 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

No such impact would result to sensitive 
biological resources. No such resources are on 
the site. 

A substantial change in the diversity of any species of 
animals or plants? 
No such change in the diversity of any mecies 
of animals or plants would occur. Refer to IV-
A. 

Introduction of invasive species of plants into the 
area? 
Refer to IV-A and -B. 

Interference with the movement of"any resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors? 
Refer to IV-A and -B. No wildlife corridors are 
on or near the site. 

An impact to a sensitive habitat, including, but not 
limited to streamside vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak 
woodland, coastal sage scrub or chaparral? 
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Refer to N-A and -B. Site runoff would be 
directed into a gutter system or public-right-of­
way designated to carry surface runoff which 
has been reviewed and accepted by City staff. 

F. An impact on City, State, or federally regulated' 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal 
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or 
other means? 
No such resources exists on site. Refer to N-A 
and-B. 

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City's Multiple 
Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or other 
approved local, regional or state habitat conservation 
plan? 
The project site is designated for single-family 
development and is not located within or 
adjacent to the Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA). Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with the Multiple Species 
Conservation Program CMSCP). Please see N­
A. 

V. ENERGY -Would the proposal: 

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or 
energy (e.g. natural gas)? 
Excessive amounts of fuel would not be 
requjred during construction of the project. The 
project would not result in the use'of excessive 
amounts of fuel, energy, or power. Standard 
residential consumption is expected. 

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts of power? 
Refer to V-A. 

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS - Would the proposal: 

A. Expose people or property to geologic hazards such 
as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground 
failure, or similar hazards? 
The project site is assigned a geologic risk: 
category of 47 and 53 according to the City of 
San Diego Safety Seismic Study Maps. Refer to 
Initial Study Discussion. 
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B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or water 
erosion of soils, either on or off the site? 
No such impacts would be anticipated with the 
proposed residential development The site 
would be landscaped in accordance with City 
requirements and all storm water requirements 
would be met. Please see VI-A. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, latera! spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 
Project would not be located on such a geologic 
unit or soil type. Please see VI-A. 

VII. HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? 
No such resources are known to be on the site. 
According to the City of San Diego reference 
materials, the project site is not located within 
an area having a high sensitivity level for 
archaeological resources. 

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric 
or historic building, structure, object, or site? 
No historic buildings or structures exist onsite. 
The project site is a developed parcel which has 
been previously graded and developed with an 
existing single family residence. Refer to VIl-
A. . 

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an 
architecturally significant building, structure, or 
object? 
Refer to VII-A and -B. 

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses within 
the potential impact area? 
No such uses exists on site. 
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E. The disturbance of any human remains, including 
those interred outside offormal cemeteries? 
Refer to VII-A and -B. 

VIII. HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS: Would the proposal: 

A. Create any known health hazard (excluding 
mental health)? 
The proposed single-family residence in a single­
family neighborhood would not be associated 
with such impacts. 

B. Expose people or the environment to a significant 
hazard through the routine transport, use or disposal 
of hazardous materials? 
Refer to VIII-A. 

C. Create a future risk of an explosion or the release of 
hazardous substances (including but not limited to 
gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation, or explosives)? 
Refer to VIII-A. 

D. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
The proposed proj ect is consistent with adopted 
land use plans and would not interfere with 
emergency response and/or evacuation plans. 
Please see VIII-A. 

E. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and., as a result, 
create a significant hazard to the public or 
environment? 
Proposed project site is not located on a site 
which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites. 

F. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 
Refer to VIn-A. 

IX. HYDROLOGYIW ATER QUALITY - Would the proposal 
result in: 
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A. An increase in pollutant discharges, including down 
stream sedimentation, to receiving waters during or 
following construction? Consider water quality 
parameters such as temperature dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity and other typical stonn water pollutants. 
The project would be required to comply with 
all storm water quality standards during and 
after construction and appropriate Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) must be utilized. 

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and associated 
increased runoft'7 
No significant increase in impervious surfaces 
would occur. However, BMPs would be 
utilized to treat all site runoff. Please see IX-A. 

C. Substantial alteration to OR- and off-site drainage 
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or 
volumes? 
The project would not substantially increase 
flow rates or volumes and thus, would not 
adversely affect on- and off-site drainage 
patterns. Please see IX-A. 

D. Discharge of identified pollutants to an already 
impaired water body (as listed on the Clean Water 
Act Section 303(b) list)? 
The project site is not tributary to any body of 
water listed on the State Water Resources Board 
303Cd) impaired water body list. 

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on ground 
water quality? 
No such impact would occur. No areas of 
ponded water would be created. Please see IX­
A. 

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable 
surface or groundwater receiving water quality 
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses? 
Refer to IX-A. The project would not make a 
considerable contribution to water qualitv 
delW'gation. 

X. LAND USE - Would the proposal result in: 
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A. A land use which is inconsistent with the adopted 
commwrity plan land use designation for the site or 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over a 
project? 
The existing single-family residence woUld be 
built on a site which is designated for single­
family development by the commwritv plan and 
zone designation in an area developed with 
single-family residences 

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives and 
recommendations of the commwrity plan in which it 
is located? 
Please see X-A. 

C. A conflict with adopted environmental plans, 
including applicable habitat conservation plans 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect for the area? 
Please see X-A. The project would not conflict 
with City's Multiple Species Conservation Plan 
(MSCP) and is not located within or adjacent to the 
Multi-habitat Planning Area (MHPA). 

D. Physically divide an established commwrity? 
The project site is located in a developed urban 
commwrity and surrounded by residential 
development The project would not phYSically 
divide an established commwrity. 

E. Land uses which are not compatible with aircraft 
accident potential as defined by an adopted Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALCUP)? 
The project site is not located wjthin the Airport 
Environs Overlay Zone or the Airport Approach 
Overlay Zone. 

Xl. NOISE - Would the proposal result in: 

A. A significant increase in the existing ambient noise 
levels? 
The project consists of the construction of a 
single-family residence. 
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B. Exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the 
City's adopted noise. ordinance? 
The proj ect would not expose people to noise 
levels which exceed the City's adopted noise 
standards. The project site is not in close 
proximity to any loud noise producing uses. 

C. Exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed standards 
established in the Transportation E!ement of the 
General Plan or an adopted Airport Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan? 
Please see XI -B. 

XII. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the 
proposal impact a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Approximately 80 cubic yards of grading is 
proposed. No impact would result. 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proposal: 

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 
The project is the replacement of an existing 
single-family structure. 

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 
No such displacement would occur. See XIII­
A. 

C. Alter the planned location, distribution, density or 
growth rate of the population of an area? 
The project would be consistent with applicable 
land use plans. as well as land use and zoning 
designations, See XIII-A. 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
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environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

A. Fire protection? 
The project would not affect existing levels of 
public services. 

B. Police protection? 
Refer to XN-A. 

C. Schools? 
Refer to XN-A. 

D. Parks or other recreational facilities? 
Refer to XN-A. 

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 
Refer to XN -A. 

Yes Maybe No 

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 
The project would not adversely affect the 
availability of and/or need for new or expanded 
recreational resources. See XIII-A. 

B. Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 
The project would not require recreational 
facilities to be constructed. See XV-A above. 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION - Would the proposal 
result in: 

A. Traffic generation in excess of speci:(ic/ 
community plan allocation? 
The single family residence is consistent with 
the community plan designation and would not 
result in significant traffic generation. See XllI­
A. 
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B. An increase in projected traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system? 
Please see XVI-A. 

C. An increased demand for off-site parking? 
All required parking would be provided on site. 

D. Effects on existing parking? 
No such effects would occur. See XVI-C. 

E. Substantial impact upon existing or planned 
transportation systems? 
Project implementation would not affect existing 
transit service in the project vicinity. 

F. Alterations to present circulation movements 
including effects on existing public access to 
beaches, parks, or other open space areas? 
Project implementation would not affect existing 
circulation in the project vicinity. 

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, non­
standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance or 
driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)? 
Implementation of the proposed project would not 
increase traffic hazards. The project would complv 
with all applicable engineering standards for 
driveway and street design. 

H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
supporting alternative transportation models (e.g., 
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
Please see XVI-A. 

XVII. UTILITIES - Would the proposal result in a need for new 
systerns, or require substantial alterations to existing 
utilities, including: 

A. Natural gas? 
Adequate services are available to serve site. 

B. Communications systems? 
Prefer to XVII-A. 
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C. Water? 
Refer to XVII A. 

D. Sewer? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

E. Stonn water drainage? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

F. Solid waste disposal? 
Refer to XVII-A. 

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in: 

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? 
The proposed proj ect would not result in the use 
of excessive amounts of water. No such impact 
would .occur. 

B. Landscaping which is predominantly non-drought 
resistant vegetation? 
Landscaping and irrigation would be in cOmpliance 
with the City's Land Development Code. 

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
hahitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
.of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 
No such impacts would be caused by the 
proposed project. 

B. Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term, to the disadvantage oflong-term, 
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the 
environment is one which .occurs in a relatively 
brief, definitive period of time while long-term 
impacts would endure wen into the future.) 
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The project would not result in an impact to 
long term environmental goals . 

. C. Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(A project may impact on two or more separate 
resources where the impact on each resource is 
relatively small, but where the effect of the total of 
those impacts on the environment is significant.) 
The project would not have a considerable 
incremental contribution to any cumulative 
impacts. 

D. Does the project have environmental effects which 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
The proposed proj ect would not be associated 
with such impacts. 

14 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

I. Aesthetics / Neighborhood Character 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

Local Coastal Plan. 

ll. Agricultural Resources / Natural Resources I Mineral Resources 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

x U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 
1973. 

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

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

Site Specific Report: 

m . Air 

X California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990. 

X Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD. 

Site Specific Report: 

IV. Biology 

X City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan, 
1997 

X City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Verna1 
Pools" maps, 1996. 

X City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multiple Habitat Plancing Area" maps, 1997. 

15 



X Community Plan - Resource Element. 

California Department ofFish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State 
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January 
2001. 

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

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines. 

Site Specific Report: 

v. Energy 

VI. Geology/Soils 

X City of San Diego Seisrnic Safety Study. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II, 
December 1973 and Part III, 1975. 

x . Site Specific Report: 

Report of Geologic Reconnaissance, Existing Single-Family Residence, 5380 
Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California, prepared by Christian Wheeler Engineering, 
(October 11,2005). 

Report of Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, proposed Single-Family 
Residence, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla California, prepared by Christian Wheeler 
Engineering, (April 21, 2006). 

Response to Comments, Proposed Single-Family Residence, 5380 Calumet 
Avenue, La Jolla, California, prepared by Christian Wheeler Engineering, (August 21, 
2006). 

Response to First Geotechnical Review of Documents, Proposed Single-Family 
Residence, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla, California, prepared by Christian Wheeler 
Engineering, (August 28, 2006). 

16 



Response to Second Review/Cycle 5 and third Review/Cycle 9 of Document, 
Proposed Single-Family Residence, 5380 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla California, 
prepared by Christian Wheeler Engineering (February 22,2007). 

Response to Second Review/Cycle 5 and third Review/Cycle 9 of Documents, 
Proposed Single-Family Residence 5389 Calumet Avenue, La Jolla California, 
prepared by Christian Wheeler Engineering, (April 19,2007). 

Vll. Historical Resources 

X City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

X City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 

Historical Resources Board List. 

Community Historical Survey: 

Site Specific Report: 

VIII. Human :Health / Public Safety / Hazardous Materials 

X San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2007. 

X San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

FAA Detennination 

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized 
1995. 

Allport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Site Specific Report: 

IX. Hydrologyl'Rater Quality 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

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

X Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, dated July 2002, 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdll303d lists.html). 
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Site Specific Report: 

X. Land Use 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

X Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

X City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

FAA Determination 

XI. Noise 

X Community Plan 

X San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps. 

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

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

X San Diego Metropolitan Mea Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

Site Specific Report: 

XII. Paleontological Resources 

X City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines. 

X Demere, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San 
Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego NaturaJ History Museum, 1996. 

X Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan 
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 
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Escondido 7 112 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology 
Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975. 

Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and 
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet 
29,1977. 

Site Specific Report: 

XIII. Population I Housing 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

Other: 

XIV. Public Services 

X City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

XV. Recreational Resources 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

X Community Plan. 

Department of Park and Recreation 

City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

Additional Resources: 

XV! . Transportation I Circulation 

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan. 

x Community Plan. 

19 



• 

X San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. 

X San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. 

Site Specific Report: 

XVII. Utilities 

XVIII. Water Conservation 

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

- 19-
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L."'. lOLL."'. CQ;\l\IU"lm PljS\,I"·C 'l.SSOClUIQ', 
P.o. Box 889 La Jolla CA 92038 Ph 858.456.7900 

http://www.LaJollaCPA.org Email: Info@LaJollaCPA.org 

Regular Meeting - 4 November 2010 

Attention: 

Project: 

Morris Dye, DSD, City of San Diego 

Mehl Residence 
5380 Calumet Avenue 
PN214566 

Action: To accept the recommendation of the 
Development Permit Review Committee to 
approve the project: Findings can he made 
to approve the application as presented. 

Submitted by: 9'~ tAawA. 
Joe LaCava, President 
La Jolla CPA 

DPR Committee, October 2010 Report 
Project Name: MEHL RESIDENCE 
5380 Calumet Ave. 
Permits: CDP SDP Project #: 214566 
DPM: Morris Dye 619-446-5278, mdye@Sandiego.gov 
Zone: RS-I-7 
Applicant: Mark Lyon 858-459-1171 , info@mdlacom 

Vote: 14-0-1 

4 November 2010 

Date 

A TTACHJvfENT Q 

Scope of Work: (Process 3) Coastal Development Permit & Site Development Permit to demolish an existing 
residence and construct a 4,369 square foot single family on a 0.19-acre site in the RS-I-7 Zone of the La Jolla 
Community Plan, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable), Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, Sensitive Coastal 
Overlay, First Public Roadway, Parking Impact, Residential Tandem Parking, Transit Area. Council District I. 

Approved in 2006. Did not proceed with construction within time constraint (2 yr), so a new permit is needed. 
Applicant wants to add pool. 

Mehl Presenters: Matt Peterson, Mark Lyon 

Peterson: New house and new pool will be placed way back from Bluff. 
Thorsen: What is requirement from CCC about liability. Peterson: "Hold harmless" 
Costello: Even with the precautions a pool should not be allowed as a leak will accelerate bluff erosion. Water 
would percolate to the relatively impermeable Cretaceous Layer, follow the slope to the ocean and erode the bluff as 
at 5322 Calumet. 
Other DPR Members: Not a problem. Risk is no greater or maybe less thao leaks from plumbing, irrigation, sewer. 
There are likely leaks uphill of site. 

Subcommittee Motion: To Approve the CDP and SDP as presented. 5-1-1. 



ATTACHMENT 10 

City of San Diego 
Development Services 
1222 First Ave., MS-302 
San Diego, CA 92101 

TH' c~ D""'ND'~ (619) 446-5000 

Ownership Disclosure 
Statement 

Approval Type: Check appropriate box for type of approval (s) requested: r Neighborhood Use Pennit jX Coastal Development Permit 

r Neighborhood Development Pennit r;QSite Development Pennlt r Planned Development Permit r Conditional Use Permit r Variance r'Tentative Map r Vesting Tentative Map rMap Waiver r Land Use Plan Amendment· rOther 

Project Title Project No. For City Use Only 

MEHL RESIDENCE J.J<f5Cocp 
Project Address: 

5380 CALUMET AVE. LA JOLLA, CA 92037 

Part I - To be completed when property is held by Individual(s) . 

." 

I 
By: signing toe Ownershjg Disclosure Statement the ownenLi) acknowledge that an agglication for a germit mag or other matter, as identified 
abov§!: will be fil!i!Q with the Ci~ of San Diego on toe subject grogeffi!: with toe intent to record an encumbrance against the gr.Qgeffi!:. 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 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 
individuals who own the property). A signature is required of at least one of the propertY owners. Attach additional pages if needed. A Signature 
from the Assistant Executive Director of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency shall be required for all project parcels fOf which a Disposition and 
Development Agreement (DDA) has been approved I executed by the City Council. Note: The applicant is responsible for notifying the Project 
Manager of any changes in owriership during the time the application is being processed of-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. Failure to provide accurate and current ownership 
information could result in a delay in the hearing process. 

Additional pages attached CYes liP No 10. 

~ame b:v:u~!ype;~,! 7 NamZ',nc,vl<:ual 'J;?/'i 
,'" H /f- <-

~ Owner r Tenant/Lessee r· Redevelopment Agency yO"wner r TenantlLessee Ii Redevelopment Agency 

street Ad~ess: /" - \. ."/< 217 
street Address: 

t I-,r//( A~ ·.i1rZ C "'"'1~t .rn? 11- 2i'j' 
City/State/Zip:.. 

d-l tPrll! 
City/Sta:71: " AI.- /"1-?/? f.. (.'-' (ji.1 V~/(''!:2.. 

Phone No:..-i· 1 '19 
, 

Fax No: 7r.. Phone No: , _r~ Fax No: '7 0 
-------., J • - ~ 7- F't;:;ltf • G"< - ,--'17- fj II i-.;t- }'-"J r-ltL.I{ 2i'-r77-,l;; 1/ 
",gna,u",\ 

lJ.{£-/ 
Date: 

t//'I/tJ Signb~ 7'h_sJ--P wale: l.,/. 
t' '0; Ie 

Name of Individual (type or print): Name of Individual (type or print): 

["Owner rTenanULessee C'Redevelopment Agency GOwner rTenantlLessee L Redevelopment Agency 

Street Address: Street Address: 

City/State7Lip: City/StatelZip: 

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

Signature: Date: Signature : Date: 

. 

Printed on recycled paper. Visit our web site at www.sandiego.gov/develoDment-services 
Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. 

OS-31B (5-05) 




