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SUBJECT: Children's Pool Closure. The proposal is a request for an AMENDMENT 
TO THE LA JOLLA COMMUNITY PLAN AND LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM to 
establish an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) and buffer area for the 
Children's Pool Beach. The amendment will also include modification to community 
plan policies related to beach access to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal 
pupping season to contribute to the protection of a sensitive habitat area for breeding 
pinnipeds, a COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CDP), to prohibit access to the 
Children's Pool beach annually from December 15-May 15. Implementation of the 
project will require the installation of two signs, one approximately 36" by 30" and one 
24" by 18" on the existing wall and gate, respectively, and a chain barrier at the second 
landing of the lower stairs of the existing set of stairs that provided access to and from 
the beach area, and an AMENDMENT TO THE SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE 
(SDMC) to add a Section 63.0102(e)(2) that would state: It is unlawful for any person to be 
upon or cause any person to be upon the beach of the La Jolla Children's Pool, starting from the 
lower stairs to the beach, beginning with the second landing, from December 15 to May 15. The 
project is located at 888 Coast Boulevard in the La Jolla Planned District Zone -5 within 
the La Jolla Community Plan area. (Legal Description: Being a Portion of La Jolla Park, 
in the City of San Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof no. 352, filed in 
the office of the County Recorder of San Diego County on March 22, 1887 of Official 
Records. Applicant: City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department. 

August 2013 Update: Minor edits were made to Initial Study Section IV.(d) 
Biological Resources to clarify how human disturbance can result in individual seals 
flushing, and to Section XVII Utilities and Service Systems to correct the Project 
Description. These revisions have been incorporated into the final document, and are 
shown in st£ikeout!underline format. These revisions do not affect the environmental 
analysis or conclusions of the document. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15073.5 (c)(4, the revised environmental document does not require 
recirculation. 



I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study. 

III. DETERMINATION: 

The City of San Diego has conducted an Initial Study and determined that the proposed 
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 t() support the above Determination. 

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM: 

NONE REQUIRED 

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION: 

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

US Government 
Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
US Dept of Commerce National Marine Fisheries 

State of California 
State Clearinghouse 

City of San Diego 
Mayor Filner 
Allen Jones 
Councilmember Lightner, District 1 
Councilmember Faulconer, District 2 
Councilmember Todd Gloria, District 3 
Council District 4 
Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5 
Councilmember Lori Zap£, District 6 
Councilmember Scott Sherman, District 7 
Councilmember David Alvarez, District 8 
Councilmember Marti Emerald, District 9 

City Attorney 
Shannon Thomas 

Development Services 
Kelly Broughton, (former) Department Director 
Cecilia Gallardo, (former) Deputy Director 
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Cathy Winterrowd, Asst Deputy Director (now Interim Deputy Director) 
Morris Dye, DPM 
Chris Larson, Senior Planner/Land Development Review 
Sara Osborn, Senior Planner/Community Planning 

Park and Recreation 
Stacey LoMedico, Director 
Chris Zirkle, Deputy Director 

Library 
Central Library 
La Jolla Riford Branch Library 

Other 
California State Coastal Conservancy 
San Diego Audubon Society 
San Diego Coast and Baykeeper 
San Diego Council of Divers 
Sierra Club 
La Jolla Community Planning Association 
La Jolla Cove Swim Club 
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La Jolla Parks and Beaches 
La Jolla Shores Association 
La Jolla Shores PDO Advisory Board 
La Jolla Town Council 
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Carol Archibald 
Louise Arnold 
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Cheryl Aspenleiter 
Beth Avner 
Earl Balch 
Tim Bell 
Heleen Bennett 
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Justin Brent 
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Luciene Cantarelli 
Todd Cardiff 
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Letter A – Miller, P 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A-1. Comment noted. 

 

A-2. Comment noted. The project was reviewed in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds as part of the Preliminary Review pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15060.  The conclusions of this review are disclosed in the Initial 

Study which determined that a Negative Declaration is the appropriate document for 

the project because there is no substantial evidence that the project may have a 

significant effect on the environment.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 requires the 

preparation of an EIR only if there is substantial evidence that a project may have a 

significant effect on the environment. 

 

A-3.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and does not address the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

A-4. This comment suggests that the project would result in an increased seal population. 

The baseline condition includes a sub-regional harbor seal population of 

approximately 600 seals (Dr. Doyle Hanan, 2012 and Traci A. Linder, 2011) from 

which a maximum of 250 will haul out on Children’s Pool Beach at one time due to 

spatial limitations on the beach (Hanan, 2012). As this comment notes, the number 

has been increasing over the years without the project.  The existing condition also 

includes people on the beach during pupping season, some of whom harass seals 

(i.e., cause human-induced seal behavior modifications). Park Ranger field data 

conducted during the 2013 pupping season indicate that over 200 seals were present 

on the beach on 10 different days, with 265 counted on April 30; therefore, it can 

reasonably be concluded that the existing condition is close to the maximum number 

of seals that will haul out at one time on Children’s Pool Beach. The project, 

therefore, would not substantially affect the existing conditions in terms of the seal 

population, seal population trends or indirect impacts resulting therefrom.   

A-5. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15204(e). However, according to the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife’s “[Amended] Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action” and the 

Addendum thereto Children’s Pool was excluded from consideration because of 

other reasons. 

 

A-1 

A-3 

A-2 

A-4 

A-5 
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A-6. Please refer to Response No. A.2 and A.4. CEQA requires that project impacts be 

assessed by comparing the baseline, existing physical conditions on the ground at the time 

that the environmental review is commenced, with post-project conditions. It would be 

inconsistent with CEQA to conduct an impact analysis based upon a comparison of the 

baseline condition to a speculative future scenario, as is suggested by the commenter, 

where the seals are absent from the beach. 

A-7. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

A-8. Please refer to Response No. A.5. 

A-9. Comment noted. Sensitive shorebirds that nest and/or colonize on southern California 

beaches are limited to Least terns and Snowy plovers and their nesting activities have 

resulted in beach closures elsewhere. 

Powell (2002) noted that most plover nests were initiated between early April and mid-

June and Powell (2001) noted that least terns do not initiate nesting until 45-60 days after 

the plovers.  The project would prohibit access to the Children’s Pool Beach annually 

from May 15-December 15. Thus, people would be on the beach at the time least terns 

begin nesting even with project implementation. Powell (2002) also found that flooding 

was responsible for up to 10% of plover nest failure and Powell (2001) documented that 

the distances of nests to water average 53.5 +- 2.4 meters, therefore, there is not enough 

beach depth for plovers to nest at Children’s Pool.  

A-10. Comment noted. The shorebirds which have colonized the bluffs around La Jolla Cove are 

the Brown Pelican and Brandt’s Cormorant.  Accumulation of guano on the coastal bluffs 

has resulted in odors; however, staff has been unable to find any examples of guano 

accumulating on sandy beaches.  This is possibly due to the relative instability of sand to 

function as a foundation for guano accumulation as compared to solid materials (e.g., 

rocks, wood), the porosity of sand facilitating the drainage of guano down through it and 

seawater moisture up through it, and/or the abrasiveness of wind-blown sand which could 

break up the guano. 

A-11. The referenced section of the Public Resources Code prohibits the exemption of certain 

project types from CEQA.  The results of the Preliminary Review conducted pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15060 determined a Negative Declaration was the appropriate 

document for this project; therefore, the referenced section is inapplicable. 

A-12. Comment noted. The commenter is referring to one section from the California Coastal 

Act, a section in Article 3, “Recreation” of the Act.  Articles 4 and 5 describe the Act’s 

environmental resource considerations.  The Act specifies that Section 3007.5 is to be 

used to resolve policy conflicts that arise between implementing the various articles. 

This comment does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

A-6 

A-7 

A-8 

A-9 

A-10 

A-11 

A-12 
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A-13. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

A-14. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 
A-15. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

A-16. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. This comment does not address the 

project’s potential significant effects on the environment and the adequacy of the 

environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

A-17. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 
 

A-18. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

A-13 

A-14 

A-15 

A-16 

A-17 

A-18 
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A-19. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). However, 

the referenced Charter Section is inapplicable since the site is not dedicated park 

land.   

A-20. Comment noted.  Section X Land Use and Planning of the Negative Declaration 

includes the analysis to address the project’s consistency with the General and 

Community Plan.  The document concludes that the plan amendment balances 

competing habitat protection policies with public access policies, and therefore the 

project would not result in a land use impact.  

A-21. Comment noted. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1), “Determining the 

Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources” reads as 
follows: 

Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means 

physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 

immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource 
would be materially impaired. 

“Materially impaired” is defined in Section 15064(b)(2) as a demolition or 

material alteration which alter the physical characteristics of the resource which 
account for its inclusion in a register or that convey its historical significance. 

The project would not physically alter the site; therefore, no significant impacts 
would result. 

A-22. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3 for an accurate Project Description .   

A-23. Comment noted. As the commenter notes, the City of San Diego prepared EIR No. 

71362/SCH No. 1999011060, for a separate project which included Beach dredging. 

Refer to Response No. B.3 for a description of the project that is the subject of this 

Negative Declaration. The Negative Declaration evaluates recreational impacts based 

on direct, observational counts of people recreating on the beach, Department of 

Park and Recreation “Children’s Pool Park Ranger Observational Counts –

Children’s Pool Use Survey, February 29 May 15, 2012” and describes the analysis 

and conclusions in Section XIV iv Public Services - Parks. The analysis of this data, 

and the fact that the closure of Children’s Pool beach for this project is an annual 

temporal one occurring December 15-May 15, led to a conclusion of a less than 

significant impact regarding Parks and Recreation, in that” the project would not 

significantly increase the demand on existing neighborhood or regional parks or 

other recreational facilities over that which presently exists.”  Further, as noted by 

the California Coastal Commission in 2011, as part of their review of the year round 

rope barrier, “There are several beaches located adjacent to or in close proximity to 

the subject site including La Jolla Shores, Marine Street Beach, La Jolla Cove, 

Whispering Sands Beach, Shell Beach, South Casa Beach, and Windansea. Many of 

these beaches are within walking distance of or a short drive from Children’s Pool 

Beach and offer public amenities such as permanent restrooms, showers, additional 

parking, and lifeguard facilities.” 

 

A-19 

A-20 

A-21 

A-22 

A-23 
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A-24. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 for a discussion regarding the baseline 

condition. The project would not substantially affect the existing conditions in terms 

of the seal population, seal population trends or indirect impacts resulting therefrom.  

Fisheries which serve as prey to the seals, therefore, would not be affected by project 

implementation. Refer also to Response No. A.2 regarding the City’s determination 

of Negative Declaration for the Project. 

 

A-25. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

A-26. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

A-27. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. for a discussion regarding the baseline 

condition. The project, therefore, would not substantially affect the existing 

conditions in terms of the seal population, seal population trends or indirect impacts 

resulting therefrom. 

 

 

 

 

A-28. Comment noted.  Refer to Response Nos. B.31, A.23, and M.38.  

 

A-24 

A-25 

A-26 

A-27 

A-28 
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A-29. Comment Noted. Refer to Response No. B.17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A-30. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

A-31. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

A-32. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

A-29 

A-30 

A-31 

A-32 
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A-33. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 
A-34. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. A.4. for a discussion regarding the baseline 

condition. It is acknowledged that the project would not substantially affect the 

existing conditions in terms of the seal population, seal population trends. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

A-35. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. This comment does not address the 

project’s potential significant effects on the environment and adequacy of the 

environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

A-36. The Negative Declaration does not claim that the seals at Children’s Pool attract a 

million visitors a year nor does it claim that the seals are associated with economic 

value to the tourism industry.  The number of seal viewers referenced in the Negative 

Declaration was determined by direct, observational counts maintained by the 

Children’s Pool Park Ranger.  

 

A-33 

A-34 

A-35 

A-36 
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A-37. The Negative Declaration does not include statements regarding why visitors may 

choose to visit the Children’s Pool. The document restates the Children’s Pool Park 

Ranger observational counts regarding whether or not visitors went onto the beach. 

The Negative Declaration did not quantify the number of La Jolla/San Diego visitors 

or tourists who came solely to view seals at the Children’s Pool.  Quantification of 

such a population group would be speculative and in conflict with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15145 Speculation. 

A-38. Comment noted.  It is acknowledged that human population will increase in San 

Diego; however, it would not be as a result of the project. Additionally, the project 

would not result in a change or expansion of use of Children’s Pool Beach.  

Therefore, the Negative Declaration did not determine that the project would result 

in an increase in the number of auto trips to or from Children’s Pool beach or a net 

demand increase for parking. Nor would the project result in an increase of public 

safety demands that would result in a physical effect on the environment.  

A-39. Comment noted. Consistent with CEQA, the Negative Declaration does not assess 

the economic impact of the project. The Negative Declaration provides a neutral 

assessment of the environmental impacts of the Project; it neither supports nor 

discourages Project approval.  

A-40. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

A-41. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

A-42. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

A-37 

A-38 

A-39 

A-40 

A-41 

A-42 
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Letter B – Aspenleiter, C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-0. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. Comments regarding Federal and 

State ADA laws do not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore no 

response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e) 

 

B-0 
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B-1.  Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-2. Comment noted.  
 

B-3. The project is an amendment to the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal 

Program to establish and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area at Children’s 

Pool beach, a Coastal Development Permit to prohibit access to the beach area 

annually from December 15-May 15 and an amendment to SDMC 63.0102(e)(2) to 

make it unlawful to access the beach are during that same time.  The project would 

require the installation of two signs at the existing wall and gate and a chain barrier 

at the second landing of the lower stairs of the existing set of stairs that provide 

access to the beach from December 15-May 15. As noted in Response A.2, the City 

determined that the project would not result in physical impacts and prepared a 

Negative Declaration consistent with CEQA. 
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B-4. Comment noted.  Please refer to Response No.A.4. The project does not exceed the 

City’s Significance Thresholds for Visual Effect and Neighborhood Character. 
 

 

 
 

B-5. The project will prohibit access to the Children’s Pool beach area annually from 

December 15-May 15. Full access to the beach will be permitted from May 16-

December 14.  Additionally, the seawall will remain open for public access.  

Further, time-of-year construction limitations are already in place (e.g., for the 

Lifeguard Tower project) due to the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Time-of-year 

construction limitations are already in place (e.g., for the Lifeguard Tower project) 

due to the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

 

B-6. Comment noted. Refer to response No.B.4. The remainder of the comment does 

not address the project’s potential significant effects on the environment and does 

not address the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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B-7. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. The project would not substantially 

affect the existing conditions in terms of the seal population and seal population 

trends in that, the elimination of people on the beach during pupping season does 

not result in an increase in the seal population on and around Children’s Pool 

Beach; therefore, the project would not result in an impact to Air Quality. 
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B-8. With respect to seal odor duration, it would not result from an increase in the seal 

population but instead from an increase in the number of seals hauled out at any 

one time.  As previously noted in the Response to B.4, due to space restrictions, 

there is a maximum number of seals that will haul out on the beach at one time 

(250); however, it is conceivable that an access restriction could increase the 

frequency of haul outs, the number of seals hauled out, and/or the period of time it 

will take for the seals to regularly haul out at the maximum (250) number that will 
eventually occur (with or without the project). 

An analysis of harassment events and seal counts during roughly the 2012-2013 

seal pupping season was conducted to evaluate the impact of people on the beach 

to the number of seals on the beach. Between November 6, 2012 and May 15, 

2013, the Ranger described 81 instances of human-induced flushing, capturing the 

time of day and the number of seals on the beach before and after the flush.  In 

addition, the Ranger counted the number of seals and people on the beach at 

regular intervals during the day.  Due to his scheduled end of his daily work 

schedule, the Ranger made a seal count subsequent to a flushing event for only 63 

of the 81 harassment incidents.  These are the 63 incidents which were considered 

for this evaluation.   

Seals returned to the beach the same day in numbers equal to or greater than the 

number on the beach before the flush 41 out of 63 times (65%).  When the seals 

returned to the beach in numbers equal to or greater than the number on the beach, 

they did so in an average of 3 hours.  This average may overstate the amount of 

time required for the seal population on the beach to rebound because the data 

collected did not include the duration of the harassment and because post-flush 

counts were taken at more or less fixed times rather than immediately upon re-haul 

to pre-flush levels; however, the data underestimates the time that seals spent off 

the beach due to flushing because the Ranger was not present to document all 

flushes.  The total time that seals were apparently not on the beach due to flushing 

during these recorded events is 124 hours and 20 minutes, which represents 3% of 

the 4,320 hours during the pupping season.  In the 41 instances where seals 

returned to pre-flush levels by the last seal count of the day, the number of people 

on the beach numbered between 10 and 45; therefore, the data shows that the 

number of people on the beach did not necessarily affect the seals’ tendency to re-

haul to pre-flush levels after a flush (note however, again, that the post-flush count 

was not likely taken at the same moment that the seals re-hauled to the pre-flush 

number). Nor does this data take into consideration flushes that could have 

occurred in the absence of the Park Ranger, prior to the work shift beginning. 

Therefore, the Project would not result in an increase in odor. 

B-9. Please refer to Response No. A.4. The project would not substantially affect the 

existing conditions in terms of the seal population and seal population trends in 

that, the elimination of people on the beach during pupping season does not result 

in an increase in the seal population on and around Children’s Pool Beach; 

therefore, the project would not result in an impact to Biological Resources. 

Further, the project would establish and protect a sensitive habitat area for breeding 

pinnipeds.  
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B-10. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore no 

response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

B-11. Please refer to Response No. A.4. The project would not substantially affect the 

existing conditions in terms of the seal population and seal population trends in 

that, the elimination of people on the beach during pupping season does not result 

in an increase in the seal population on and around Children’s Pool Beach; 

therefore, the project would not interfere with the movement of migratory fish or 

migratory wildlife corridors. Further, the project would establish and protect an 

ESHA and would enhance the use of the site as a wildlife nursery. 

 
B-12. Comment noted. Please refer to Response A.4.  

 

 

 

B-13. Comment noted. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1), “Determining the 

Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources” reads as 

follows: 

Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means 

physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 

immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would 

be materially impaired. 

“Materially impaired” is defined in Section 15064(b)(2) as a demolition or material 

alteration which alter the physical characteristics of the resource which account for 

its inclusion in a register or that convey its historical significance.. 

The project would not physically alter the site; therefore, no significant impacts 

would result. 
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B-14. Comment noted. Please refer to Responses A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

B-15. Recreational impacts to all people are discussed in the Negative Declaration under 

XIV Public Services and XV Recreation.  The document concludes that, based 

upon Park Ranger observational counts, the majority of visitors come to view the 

beach from the sidewalk or breakwater. The project would not impact that access.  

Visitors who come to use the sandy beach area and access the water at Children’s 

Pool would be required to find access at another location from December 15 to 

May 15.  The effect on other beach resources would be negligible and temporal in 

nature.  All beach users can fully access the beach from May 16 to December 14. 

The comment on legal ADA compliance does not address the project’s potential 

significant effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental 

document; therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15204(e). 
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B-16. Comment noted. This comment, including the ADA and Trust legal issues, does 

not address the project’s potential significant effects on the environment and the 

adequacy of the environmental document; therefore no response is required 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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B-17. Comment noted. The project is an amendment to the La Jolla Community Plan and 

Local Coastal Program to establish and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area at 

Children’s Pool beach, a Coastal Development Permit to prohibit access to the 

beach area annually from December 15-May 15 and an amendment to SDMC 

63.0102(e)(2) to make it unlawful to access the beach are during that same time.  

The project would require the installation of two signs at the existing wall and gate 

and a chain barrier at the second landing of the lower stairs of the existing set of 

stairs that provide access to the beach from December 15-May 15. The project does 

not include installation of a rope barrier. 

 

B-18. Comment noted. The project would not substantially affect the existing conditions 

in terms of the seal population and seal population trends in that, the elimination of 

people on the beach during pupping season does not result in an increase in the seal 

population on and around Children’s Pool Beach and project installation would not 

involve construction; therefore, the Negative Declaration concluded that potential 

impacts from project related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) would be less than 

significant.    

 

 

 

 
 
 

B-19. Comment noted. This section of the Negative Declaration discusses whether a 

project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy and/or regulation adopted to 

reduce GHG.  The project would not conflict with the General Plan Conservation 

Element or any of the other General Plan policies related to GHG reductions; 

therefore no impact would occur.   
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B-20. Regarding odor, please refer to Response No. B 8. Regarding the term upset, this 

section of the Negative Declaration is referring to Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials.   Issues analyzed within this section include those associated with the 

routine transport, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials; the potential 

release of hazardous materials into the environment; the potential to emit 

hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a 

school; the location of a project on a hazardous materials site; and interference with 
an emergency evacuation plan.  

Hazardous materials include petroleum products (including oil and gasoline), 

automotive fluids (antifreeze, hydraulic fluid), paint, cleaners (dry cleaning 

solvents, cleaning fluids), and pesticides from agricultural uses (if in significant 

concentrations). Byproducts generated as a result of activities using hazardous 

materials (such as dry cleaning solvents, oil, and gasoline) are considered 

hazardous waste. Contamination usually takes the form of a hazardous materials or 

waste spill in soil. Such contamination can penetrate soils into the groundwater 
table, resulting in the pollution of a local water supply. 

The project site does not contain hazardous materials as described above and the 

project would not pose a risk of upset, which is the potential release of hazardous 
materials into the environment.   

 

B-21. Please refer to Response No. A.4. The ¼ mile distance reference is from the CEQA 

Guidelines, Appendix G Environmental Checklist form. 
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B-22. Comment noted. It is unlikely that someone would allow themselves to drown 

rather than risk coming ashore at a closed beach. Nor would City Life Guard 

personnel allow a swimmer to drown. Refer also to response No. M.38. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-23. Please refer to Response A.4. The project would not substantially affect the 

existing conditions in terms of the seal population and seal population trends in 

that, the elimination of people on the beach during pupping season does not result 

in an increase in the seal population on and around Children’s Pool Beach. 
 

B-24. Please refer to Response A.4. The project would not substantially affect the 

existing conditions in terms of the seal population and seal population trends in 

that, the elimination of people on the beach during pupping season does not result 

in an increase in the seal population on and around Children’s Pool Beach. 
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B-25. Comment noted. Please refer also to Response No. A. 4. 
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B-26. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-27. The project is an amendment to the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal 

Program to establish and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area at Children’s 

Pool beach, a Coastal Development Permit to prohibit access to the beach area 

annually from December 15-May 15 and an amendment to SDMC 63.0102(e)(2) to 

make it unlawful to access the beach are during that same time.  The project would 

require the installation of two signs at the existing wall and gate and a chain barrier 

at the second landing of the lower stairs of the existing set of stairs that provide 

access to the beach from December 15-May 15. As such, it would not result in a 

physical division of an established community.  

 
 

 

B-28. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.22.  
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B-29. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4.This comment does not address the 

project’s potential significant effects on the environment and the adequacy of the 

environmental document; therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

B-30. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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B-31. Comment noted. LU-E.1 states “Incorporate community-specific policies into 

Coastal Zone community plans during community plan updates and/or 

amendments to address the Coastal Act polices direction regarding biological 

resources and geologic stability, circulation, parking, beach impact area, public 

access, recreational opportunities, visitor-serving, and visual resources. “  Section 

X Land Use Planning of the Negative Declaration discusses the project’s 

consistency with this and many other General Plan and La Jolla Community Plan 

policies.  The document concludes that the project is consistent with and 

implements General Plan and community plan policies.  

 

B-32. Comment noted. Please refer to Response Nos. A.4. 

 

B-33. Comment noted.  Please refer to Response No. B.15.  

 

 
B-34. Comment noted. The Negative Declaration was sent to the State Clearinghouse for 

distribution to state agencies, including the California Fish and Wildlife 

Department.  The City did not receive any comment letters from state agencies. 

Refer to Response No. U.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-35. Comment noted.   It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on 

the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore no 

response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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B-36. General Plan policy RE-C.4 reads, “Preserve all beaches for public-only purposes, 

including the protection of sensitive habitat and species.”  

While the commenter is correct that harbor seals are not a sensitive species, this 

does not result in a project conflict with the cited General Plan policy.  Please refer 

to Response No. B.15. 

The clarifying revision to the Environmental Setting section in the Negative 

Declaration notes that the baseline condition includes the fact that individual seals 

are experiencing a certain level of physiological impact due to human harassment. 

 
B-37. General Plan policy RE-D.7 reads in its entirety: “Provide new and preserve and 

enhance existing public beach access, where appropriate”.  The phrase “where 

appropriate” allows the City to limit access as described in the Negative 

Declaration without amending the General Plan. Please refer also to Response No. 

B15. 

 

 

 

 
B-38. Please refer to Response No. A. 4.  
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B-39. Please refer to Response No. A.4. The project would not substantially affect the 

existing conditions in terms of the seal population, seal population trends or 

indirect impacts resulting therefrom (e.g. shark populations and shark population 

trends).  CEQA requires that project impacts be assessed by comparing the 

baseline, existing physical conditions on the ground at the time that the 

environmental review is commenced, with post-project conditions. It would be 

inconsistent with CEQA to conduct an impact analysis based upon a comparison of 

the baseline condition to a speculative future scenario. 
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B-40. Please refer to Response Nos. B.15 and B.37. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-41. General Plan policy RE-F.2 does not apply to beaches; however, similar to other 

policies, this policy suggests that decisions on developing recreational uses balance 

recreational needs with natural resource impacts.  Please refer to Response Nos. 

B.3 and B.15. 

 

 
 

 

B-42. Comment noted. Please refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 
 

 

B-43. Comment noted. It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore no response 

is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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B-44. Comment noted. It is assumed that this comment refers to General Plan policy RE-

F.2.b: “Design and maintain open space lands to preserve or enhance topographic 

and other natural site characteristics.  This policy does not apply to beaches; 

however, similar to other policies, this policy suggests that decisions on designing 

and maintaining park lands should balance recreational needs with natural resource 

impacts.  Access restrictions would only be effective during the harbor seal 

pupping season. 

 

 

 

 

 

B-45. The referenced General Plan policy CE-B.1 explains the multiple reasons for the 

preservation of open space areas and refers primarily to land based open space 

areas.  The project is not inconsistent with this policy. Please also refer to 

Response Nos. B. 15 and B.22. 

 

 

 

B-46. Comment noted. General Plan policy CE-C.5 reads: “Limit the use of beaches and 

shorelines to appropriate coastal-dependent and ocean –oriented 

recreational/educational uses as identified in the local coastal/community plans”.  

The project is not in conflict with this General Plan policy. Please refer to 

Response No. B.31 regarding project consistency with the General Plan and La 

Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program. 
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B-47. Comment noted. Please also refer to B.17. The project would not change the 

baseline condition (i.e., rope in place) outside of the pupping season.  
 

B-48. Comment noted.  The project is not inconsistent with this General Plan policy. 

Refer to Response Nos. B.15 and B.31. 

 

 

 

B-49. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-50. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
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B-51. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. B.15 and B.31. 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

B-52. Comment noted. Please also refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

B-53. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

B-51 

B-52 

B-53 



RTC-35 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally blank 



RTC-36 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-54. Comment noted.  Refer to Response Nos. B.15 and B.17. 

 

 
B-55. Comment noted. It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response 

is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

B-56. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4 and A.6.The project would not 

substantially affect the existing conditions in terms of the seal population, seal 

population trends or indirect impacts resulting therefrom (e.g. Garibaldi 

populations and Garibaldi population trends).   
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B-57. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-58. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

B-59. Comment noted.  The project does not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 

Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-60. Comment noted.  The ramp to which the commenter refers does not currently 

provide public access - this is the baseline condition.  The project would not cause 

lack of access to the ramp. Refer to Response Nos. B.15. 
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B-61. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.22. 
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B-62. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.15. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-63. Refer to Response Nos. A.4. The commenter, when referring to “already burdened 

traffic and parking problems”, is describing the baseline condition.  The project 

would not result in a change or expansion of use that would cause an increase in 

the number of auto trips to or from Children’s Pool beach or a net demand increase 

for parking.    
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B-64. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.22. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-65. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4 and B.34.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
B-66. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4. 

 

 

 
 

 

B-67. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4. 
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B-68. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.13. 

 
 

B-69. This question and response in the Negative Declaration to which the commenter 

refers is included pursuant to CEQA section 15065. Mandatory Findings of 

Significance.  The commenter seems to be making a reference to the analysis 

conducted to determine if a project is cumulatively considerable.  Pursuant to 

CEQA, “Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of an 

individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of 

past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 

projects.  The projects as listed by the commenter refer to general activities instead 

of specific public or private development activities.  Please refer to Response Nos. 

A.2 and A.3. 
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B-70. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.15. 

 
B-71. Comment noted. The ramp to which the commenter refers does not currently 

provide public access - this is the baseline condition.  The project would not cause 

lack of access to the ramp and would not result in an adverse effect. 
 

B-72. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

B-73. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.15. 

 

 
 

 
 

B-74. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. 
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B-75. Comments noted.  These comments do not address the project’s potential 

significant effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental 

document; therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15204(e). 
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B-76. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.22 
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B-77. The commenter attached this set of references to the May 31, 2013 comment letter.  

Their submittal is noted. B-77 
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B-78. Comment noted. See Response to A.4.  

 

 

 

 

 
B-79. Comment noted. See Response No. A.2. 

 

B-80. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.8 regarding the comment regarding odor. 

 

 

 
 

B-81. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-82. Comment noted. The existing ramp does not provide public access.  The project 

would not affect this existing condition. This comment does not address the project’s 

potential significant effects on the environment and the adequacy of the 

environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

B-78 

B-79 

B-80 

B-81 

B-82 



RTC-90 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

B-83. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. The project would not substantially affect 

the existing conditions in terms of the seal population, seal population trends or 

indirect impacts resulting therefrom. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-84. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 
B-85. Comment noted. See Responses to A.4 and B.39. The project would not substantially 

affect the existing conditions in terms of the seal population, seal population trends 

or indirect impacts resulting therefrom. 

 

B-83 

B-84 

B-85 



RTC-91 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
B-86. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 
 

B-87. Comment noted. 

B-86 

B-87 



RTC-92 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

B-88. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. B.22 and M.38. It does not address the 

project’s potential significant effects on the environment or the adequacy of the 

environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 
 

B-89. Comments were forwarded to the environmental analyst.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

B-90. Comment noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

B-88 

B-89 

B-90 



RTC-93 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-91. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

 
 

B-92. Comment noted.  
 

B-93. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.8. 
 

B-94. Comment noted.  The project would not impact existing ADA access to the beach.   

 

 

 

 

 
 

B-95. Comment noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

B-91 

B-92 

B-93 

B-94 

B-95 



RTC-94 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter C – La Jolla Community Planning Association 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C-1. Comment noted. The public review period was extended to the extent provided for in 

the San Diego Municipal Code Section 128.0307. Trustee action is acknowledged. 

Refer to Response No. A.2. This response addresses the attached letter from the La 

Jolla Community Planning Association and attached minutes dated May 22, 2013 

and May 2, 2013, respectively. 

 

C-1 



RTC-95 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

C-1 



RTC-96 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

C-1 



RTC-97 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-98 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-99 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-100 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-101 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-102 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter D – Korevaar, E 

 

 
D-1. Comment noted. The project was analyzed pursuant to the questions asked in the 

City of San Diego’s Initial Study/Checklist template (prepared consistent with 

CEQA Appendix G). The Negative Declaration evaluates recreational impacts based 

on direct, observational counts of people recreating on the beach, Department of 

Park and Recreation “Children’s Pool Park Ranger Observational Counts –

Children’s Pool Use Survey, February 29 May 15, 2012” and describes the analysis 

and conclusions in Section XIV iv Public Services - Parks. The analysis of this data, 

and the fact that the closure of Children’s Pool beach for this project is an annual 

temporal one occurring December 15-May 15, led to a conclusion of a less than 

significant impact regarding Parks and Recreation, in that” the project would not 

significantly increase the demand on existing neighborhood or regional parks or 

other recreational facilities over that which presently exists.” See also Response No. 

A.23. 

 

D-2. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

D-3. Comment noted.  

 

D-1 

D-2 

D-3 



RTC-103 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter E – La Jolla Parks and Beaches 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

E-1. Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

E-2. Comment noted. See Response No. A 2. 
 

 

 
 

E-3. Comment noted. Responses to these comments are provided below where the 

commenter provides more detail on each one. 

 

E-4. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.31 regarding the project’s consistency 

with the General Plan and La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program.  

Refer also to Response No. A.23 regarding the Park and Recreation impact analysis.  

 
 

 

E-5. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.13 regarding the cultural and historic 

resource impact analysis.  

 

E-1 

E-2 

E-3 

E-4 

E-5 



RTC-104 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

E-6. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
 

 

 
 

E-7. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 
E-8. Refer to Response No. B.13. 
 

E-9. The commenter is referring to the existing baseline condition. Refer to Response No. 

A.4. 
 

 
 

 

E-10. Comment noted. Refer to Responses No. A.4 and B.8.  

 

 

 
 

E-11. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.63. 

 

 

 

 

E-12. Comment noted. 

 

E-6 

E-7 

E-8 

E-9 

E-10 

E-11 

E-12 



RTC-105 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter F – Sweeney, R 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
F-1. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 
F-2. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
 

 

 

F-3. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 
F-4. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and environmental document; therefore, no response is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 
F-5. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 
F-6. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

F-1 

F-2 

F-3 

F-4 

F-5 

F-6 



RTC-106 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F-7. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
 

 

 

F-8. Comment noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

F-9. Comment noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
 
 

 

F-10. Comment noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 
F-11. Comment noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment or adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no 

response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

F-7 

F-8 

F-9 

F-10 

F-11 



RTC-107 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter G – Boyce, R 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
G-1. Comment noted. It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no 

response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

G-1 



RTC-108 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter H – Crisafi, T 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H-1. Pursuant to SDMC Section 128.0307 Requests for Additional Public Review 

Time on the Draft Environmental Document, the public review period was 

extended for 14 calendar days.   

 

H-1 



RTC-109 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter I – Leek, J. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
I-1. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2 

 

 

 

I-2. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.2 and B.3. 

 

 

I-3. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. M.62. 

 

 
 

 

 

I-4. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. S.3. 

 

 

 

 
 

I-5. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. H.1.  

 
 

I-6. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.23 and B.15. 

 

 

 

 

 

I-1 

I-2 

I-3 

I-4 

I-5 

 
I-6 

 



RTC-110 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

I-7. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B. 3 for a complete Project Description.  

Refer to Response No. A.4 with regard to the effects of the project on the seal 

population on and around Children’s Pool Beach. 
 

I-8. Comment noted.   Refer to Response Nos. A.36 and A.37.  

 
I-9. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3 for a project description. The project 

does not include the closure of adjacent beaches.  

 

 
 

I-10. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3 for a project description. The project 

does not propose closure of the seawall.  However, Coastal Commission Ecologist 

John Dixon, in a June, 2012 memo to Kanani Brown, noted how the seals at 

Children’s Pool react unusually, specifically, more indifferently to the presence of 

people, compared to other populations.  In a letter dated May 14, 2010 from the 

National Marine Fisheries Service to Donna Frye, NMFS recommended closure of 

the beach, not closure of the seawall. 
 

I-11. Comment noted. The City disagrees that the EIR No. 71362/SCH No. 

19990110602009 is an irrelevant reference and incompatible with the proposed 

ESHA declaration. The commenter does not explain the basis of this contention. 
 

I-12. Comment noted. Lifeguard Chief Rick Wurts (personal communication with Deputy 

Director of Open Space, July 23, 2013) indicated that lifeguards would either climb 

over or slide underneath the chain-suspended sign, regardless of whether or not the 

chain was padlocked to access Children’s Pool Beach in an emergency. Refer also to 

Response No. M.38. 

 

I-13. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.34 and U.1. 

 
I-14. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

I-7 

I-8 

I-9 

I-10 

I-11 

I-12 

 

I-13 

I-14 

 



RTC-111 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

I-15. Comment noted.  See Response No. A.2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

I-16. Comment noted.  The project does not meet the City of San Diego’s Significance 

Determination Thresholds for Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character; therefore 

no aesthetic impacts would result. The Negative Declaration notes that signage and 

chain barrier will be placed on the existing set of stairs; they will not exceed its 

height and width. The proposed beach closure would be in effect between December 

15 and May 15; cleanup efforts would be able to occur on the beach the remainder of 

the year. 

 

 

 

I-14 

 

I-15 

I-16 

 



RTC-112 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

I-17. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.2, B.15, and A.23. 

 

 

 
I-18. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4 and I.16.  

 

 

 

 

 

I-19. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-20. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

I-17 

 

I-19 

I-18 

 

I-20 



RTC-113 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-21. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

 

I-22. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.34. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 

describes how comments provided by public agencies on CEQA documents focus 

upon: “the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible 

impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project 

might be avoided or mitigated”.  No comments from public agencies were received. 

Refer also to Response No. U.1. 
 

I-23. Comment noted. Refer to Responses A.2. 

 

 

 

 
 

I-24. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.17. This comment does not address the 

project’s potential significant effects on the environment and the adequacy of the 

environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

I-21 

I-22 

I-23 

I-24 

I-20 



RTC-114 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-25. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.13. 

 

 

 

 

 

I-26. Comment noted. The basic purposes of CEQA are listed in Section 15002(a) of the 

State CEQA guidelines.  Enhancing the constitutional duty of the State is not a listed 

purpose. 

 

 

 

I-27. Comment noted. The Negative Declaration explains that “The Project proposes an 

Amendment to the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program to establish 

an ESHA at Children’s Pool Beach and modify community plan policies related to 

beach access to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season to 

contribute to the protection of a sensitive habitat area for breeding pinnipeds. . .”.  

Refer to Response A.4 regarding the effects of the project on the seal population and 

seal population trends.  The comment regarding water quality reflects the existing 

baseline condition. The proposed beach closure would be in effect between 

December 15 and May 15; cleanup efforts would be able to occur on the beach the 

remainder of the year. 
 

I-28. Comment noted. Refer to Response B.3 and B.31.Approval by the State Coastal 

Commission is required before the Project can be implemented.   

 

I-26

 

4 

I-27 

I-28 

I-25 



RTC-115 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-29. Comment noted. The Charter Section cited in this comment applies only to dedicated 

park land.  Children’s Pool Beach is not dedicated park land. Refer also to Response 

to A.2. 

 

 

 

I-30. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. B.34 and U.1 regarding distribution to the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The remainder of the comment does not 

address the project’s potential significant effects on the environment and the 

adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 
I-31. Comment noted. Refer to Response B.31. 

 

 

 
I-32. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3 regarding the Project Description.  

The Incidental Harassment Authorization for construction of the Children’s Pool 

Lifeguard Station is dated June 28, 2012, approximately one month after this 

commenter’s letter was written.  It does not contain a provision similar to that 

referenced in this comment. 

 

I-30

 

4 

I-31 

I-32 

I-29 

I-28 



RTC-116 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

I-33. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.36 and A.37. 

 

 

 

 
I-34. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A15 and A.23. 

 

 

 

 
I-35. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos A.15 and A.23.  

 

 

 

 
I-36. Comment noted. The comment makes reference to the existing baseline condition.  

Refer also to Response Nos. A.36, A.37, and B.63. 

 

 

I-35

 

4 

I-36 

I-34 

I-33 



RTC-117 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
 

I-37. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-38. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

 

I-38 

I-37 



RTC-118 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
I-39. Comment noted. The purpose of the inclusion of EIR No. 71362/SCH No. 

19990110602009 in the Reference Section of the Negative Declaration was to 

disclose that the document relied upon some of the EIR’s technical analysis related 

to cultural and biological resources and the environmental setting.  It was not to 

provide justification for the current project.   
 

I-40. Comment noted. The City disagrees that the EIR No. 71362/SCH No. 

19990110602009 is an irrelevant reference and incompatible with the proposed 

ESHA declaration. The commenter does not explain the basis of this contention. 
 

I-41. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3. the remainder of the comment does not 

address the project’s potential significant effects on the environment and adequacy of 

the environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

I-42. Comment noted. The commenter attached 1999 LDR No. 98-0671 Mitigated 

Negative Declaration that was prepared for a previous project that would have 

dredged Children’s Pool Beach.  Mitigation measures were incorporated into that 

document to ensure that significant effects would not result.   

 

 

I-41

 

4 

I-40 

I-39 

I-42

 

4 



RTC-119 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-43. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

I-43 



RTC-120 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-44. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

I-44 



RTC-121 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-122 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-123 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-124 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-125 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-126 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I-45. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. H.1. 

 

I-45 



RTC-127 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter J – Robbins, C 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
J-1. Comment noted.  

 

 

 

J-2. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4, A.36. and A.37. 

 

 

 

 

 

J-3. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4.  

 

 

J-4. Comment noted.  

 

 

J-5. Comment noted.  

 

 

J-6. Comment noted.  

 

 

 
J-7. Comment noted.  

 

J-1 

J-2 

J-3 

J-4 

J-5 

J-6 

J-7 



RTC-128 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter K – Seidl, C 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
K-1. Comment noted.  

 
K-1 



RTC-129 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter L – Costello, M 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-1. Comment noted. It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no 

response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 
L-2. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

L-3. Comment noted. The City has no plans to close additional beaches. Refer to 

Response to B.3 for an accurate description of the project that is the subject of this 

Negative Declaration.   

 

L-1 

L-2 

L-3 



RTC-130 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

L-4. Comment noted. The data provided does not address the project’s potential 

significant effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

L-4 



RTC-131 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

L-5. Comments noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 
 

L-6. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 regarding the effect of the project on the 

seal population and seal population trends. 

 

L-5 

L-6 



RTC-132 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-7. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 regarding the effect of the project on the 

seal population and seal population trends. 

 

L-7 



RTC-133 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 
L-8. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 regarding the effect of the project on the 

seal population and seal population trends. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-9. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

L-8 

L-9 



RTC-134 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

L-10. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

L-11. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 regarding the effect of the project on the 

seal population and seal population trends. 

 

L-10 

L-11 



RTC-135 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-12. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. The project would not substantially 

affect the existing conditions in terms of the seal population, seal population trends 

or indirect impacts resulting therefrom. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-13. Responses to this issue are provided below where more detailed comments are 

provided. 

 

L-12 

L-13 



RTC-136 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
L-14. Comment noted. See Response No. A.4. The project would not affect pinniped 

population or population trends, and therefore would not result in the suggested 

indirect impacts. 

 

L-14 



RTC-137 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-15. Comment noted. See Response No. A.4. The project would not affect pinniped 

population or population trends, and therefore would not result in the suggested 

indirect impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-16. Comment noted. See Response No. A.4. The project would not affect pinniped 

population or population trends, and therefore would not result in the suggested 

indirect impacts. 

 

L-15 

L-16 



RTC-138 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-17. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.31 regarding the project’s consistency 

with the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program. Refer to Response 

A.4 regarding the seal population and seal population trends. The General Plan does 

not define sensitive habitat or species. 

The project proposes to establish an ESHA and limit access from December 15 to 

May 15, to contribute to the protection of a sensitive habitat area for breeding 

pinnipeds.  Further, the Harbor Seal does have protected status pursuant to the 

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-18. Refer to Response B.31 regarding the project’s consistency with the La Jolla 

Community Plan and Local Coastal Program.  

 

L-17 

L-18 



RTC-139 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
L-19. Refer to Response No. B 3 for a complete Project Description which includes a La 

Jolla Community and Local Coastal Program amendment.  Refer to Response No. 

B.31 regarding the project’s consistency with the La Jolla Community Plan and 

Local Coastal Program. 

 

L-19 



RTC-140 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L-20. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3 for the Project Description which 

includes a seasonal closure of Children’s Pool Beach from December 15 to May 15.  

Full access will be permitted on the project site from May 16 to December 14. The 

project does not propose the closure of other beaches.  To determine whether or not 

the project could lead to other beach closures in the vicinity, and therefore a 

cumulative impact, would involve speculation.  This would be inconsistent with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

L-21. Comments noted. Refer to Responses A.2, A.4 and B.31. 

 

L-20 

L-21 



RTC-141 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 
 

L-22. Comment noted. The comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

L-23. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. L.20. 

L-24. The project does propose an ESHA on the entire beach with a buffer provided by an 

access restriction that begins at the top of the lower staircase.  A modification would 

require a separate, future CEQA review and additional approvals by the City Council 

and Coastal Commission. 

L-25. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.3 and the Negative Declaration for a full 

Project Description. The proposed SDMC amendment clearly states the closure 

dates.  A modification would require separate, future CEQA review and additional 

approvals by the City Council and Coastal Commission. 

L-26. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.31. 

L-27. Comment noted. The comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

L-22 

L-23 

L-24 

L-25 

L-26 

L-27 



RTC-142 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter M – Hunrichs, M 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-1. Comments noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
M-2. Comment noted. The comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

M-3. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 
 

M-4. Comment noted. Refer to Responses A.36 and A.37. The Negative Declaration 

explains that the project is being proposed to contribute to the protection of a 

sensitive habitat area for breeding pinnipeds during pupping season.  

 

M-1 

M-2 

M-3 

M-4 



RTC-143 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-5. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204 (e). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-6. Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-7. Comment noted.  

 

M-5 

M-6 

M-7 



RTC-144 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-8. Comment noted.    
 

M-9. Comment noted. The connection between this comment and the project is not 

apparent but it does not appear to address the project’s potential significant effects on 

the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

15204(e). 
 

M-10. Comments noted.    

 

M-11. Comment noted.    

 
M-12. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. L.20. 

  

 

 
 

M-13. Comment noted. See Response No. A.4.  

 

 

 

M-14. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e).  However, the City has not tracked flushes at La Jolla 

Cove. Further, the comment is referring to the sea lion population and reported pup 

starvation.   

 
M-15. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment or the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

M-8 

M-9 

M-10 

M-11 

M-12 

M-13 

M-14 

M-15 



RTC-145 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
M-16. Comment noted. While the scientific literature often refers to seal pups being 

abandoned due to human-induced flushing, the Children’s Pool Park Ranger has not 

compiled data regarding this phenomenon at Children’s Pool beach.  
 

M-17. Comment noted. Neither this comment nor this question addresses the project’s 

potential significant effects on the environment and the adequacy  of the 

environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines 
 

M-18. Comment noted. The prohibition of public beach access during pupping season 

would not impede Lifeguard personnel from performing rescues. Refer also to 

Response No. M.38. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-19. Comments noted. These comments do not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e).  Refer also to Response No. L.17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-20. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

 

M-16 

M-17 

M-18 

M-19 

M-20 



RTC-146 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
M-21. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-22. Comment noted. The project that is the subject of the Negative Declaration is fully 

described in the Subject section of the document.  It includes the amendment to the 

La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program to establish the ESHA and to 

modify policies regarding beach access and natural resource protection, the 

amendment to the SDMC to prohibit access to the beach area during pupping season, 

and the Coastal Development Permit to permit the physical components of project 

implementation.  The Negative Declaration includes an analysis of all components of 

the project.   

 

M-23. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4 and B.8. 

 

M-21 

M-22 

M-23 



RTC-147 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-24. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4.  

 
M-24 



RTC-148 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-25. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-26. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4.   

 

 

 

 
 

M-27. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4.  

 

M-25 

M-26 

M-27 

M-24 



RTC-149 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-28. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. B.13.  

 
M-28 



RTC-150 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-29. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

M-29 



RTC-151 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
M-30. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
M-31. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

 

 

M-32. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

M-30 

M-31 

M-32 



RTC-152 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-33. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.31.  
 

 

M-34. Comment noted. General Plan Policy RE-D.7 reads:  “Provide new, and preserve and 

enhance existing public beach access, where appropriate. Refer to Response Nos. 

B.31 and B.37. 
 

M-35. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.31. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-36. Comment noted. The project includes an amendment to the La Jolla Community Plan 

and Local Coastal Program. Refer also to Response No. B.31. 

 

 

M-37. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

M-33 

M-34 

M-35 

M-36 

M-37 



RTC-153 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
M-38. Comment noted. The ESHA designation would not affect emergency responses 

related to human life or safety situations.  This conclusion is further bolstered by 

recent fire-fighting efforts in the Santa Monica Mountains where thousands of acres 

of upland vegetation has been designated ESHA.  When fires threaten life or 

property, fire fighters may set back fires and brush hog fire breaks and establish 

access roads through ESHA for the sole purpose of protecting life and property.  

While clearly a significant disturbance to ESHA, these techniques were allowed. 

Lifeguard personnel would be permitted to continue to fulfill all job functions.  

The presence of the rescue board is part of the existing baseline conditions, does not 

significantly disrupt the rookery, and would not cease as a result of the project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-39. Comment noted. The Ranger counts of people on the beach provide an accurate 

baseline from which project impacts are assessed under CEQA.  The comment does 

not assert that the counts are inaccurate.  It is acknowledged that the factors listed in 

the comment may have the potential to affect the number of people on the beach; 

however, the counts do represent the existing baseline condition from which the 

effects of the project were evaluated. Refer also to Response No. A.23. 

 

M-38 

M-39 



RTC-154 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

M-40. The existing baseline condition, as noted in the Negative Declaration based upon the 

Children’s Pool Park Ranger data, is that few people currently swim in the water off 

Children’s Pool beach. The Negative Declaration discloses in Section XIV iv Parks 

that access would be limited during pupping season. It is speculative to make an 

assumption about where the existing swimmers might go during seal pupping season 

if the project is approved, and that would be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15145. 

 

M-41. Comment noted. The referenced Charter Section is inapplicable since the site is not 

dedicated park land. 

 

M-42. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. M.40. 

 

M-43. Comment noted. The intent of this language is to explain that the temporal nature of 

the access restrictions was taken into account during the impact analysis, not that a 

temporal impact is inherently not significant. The Negative Declaration concludes 

that, based upon the fact that the beach will remain open May 16-December 14 and 

full visual access will remain, the potential impact that results from the project is less 

than significant. 

 

 
 

M-44. Comment noted. Access will be prohibited for five months of every year. The impact 

analysis in the Negative Declaration does take these considerations into account.  

The Negative Declaration quantifies the potential number of people who would have 

to access a beach area during pupping season elsewhere if the project is approved. 

Refer also to Response M.40.  

 

 

 
 

M-45. Comment noted.  

 

M-40 

M-41 

M-42 

M-43 

M-44 

M-45 



RTC-155 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
M-46. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. B.63. 

 

 
 

M-47. Comment noted.  The observation counts document the existing baseline condition. 

The comment provides no evidence to support the contention that more visitors 

would come to use the parkland if the project is approved and implemented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-48. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. A.4 regarding the effects of the project on 

the seal population and population trends at Children’s Beach. Refer to Response 

No. B.63 regarding traffic and parking issues.   

 

 

 
 

M-49. Comment noted. The commenter is referring to the observational counts regarding 

visitors who access the beach who may choose to access another beach area during 

pupping season. Determining which beaches and how many visitors would choose to 

access those beaches would involve speculation and would be inconsistent with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.   

 

M-50. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. 63.   

 

 
M-51. This comment is an observation regarding the existing baseline condition.  It does 

not address the project’s potential significant effects on the environment and 

adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is required pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

M-46 

M-47 

M-48 

M-49 

M-50 

M-51 



RTC-156 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-52. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4 and L.20. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-53. Comment noted. The project would not result in human population increases. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-54. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4.  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

M-55. Comment noted.  It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

M-52 

M-53 

M-54 

M-55 



RTC-157 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-56. Comment noted. It does not address the project’s potential significant effects on the 

environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no response is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 
 

M-57. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. A.4 and B.39.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

M-58. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

 

 

 

 
M-59. Comment noted.  

 
M-60. It is unclear which impact the commenter believes is subject to disagreement among 

expert opinions.  Refer to Response No. A.4 which summarizes the expert opinions 

to which the commenter refers and the Children’s Pool Park Ranger Observational 

Counts. 

 

M-56 

M-57 

M-58 

M-59 

M-60 



RTC-158 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

M-61. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

 
 

M-62. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.2. Preparation of a Negative Declaration 

does not require the preparation and adoption of an MMRP because the document 

concludes that the project would not result in impacts and therefore no mitigation is 

required.  
 

M-63. Comment noted.  

 

 

M-61 

M-63 

M-62 



RTC-159 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter N – Tedford, B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
N-1. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

N-1 



RTC-160 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter O – Hunrichs, K 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-0. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. A.2 

 

O.0 



RTC-161 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-1. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. A.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-2. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

O-1 

O-2 



RTC-162 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-3. Comments noted.  Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

O-3 



RTC-163 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-4. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment; therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

O-3 

O-4 



RTC-164 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-5. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).   

 

 

 
O-6. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos.B.2 and B.3. 

 

 

 

 

 

O-7. Comment noted.    This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

 

 

O-8. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).  

However, according to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s “[Amended] 

Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action” and the Addendum thereto (in response 

to a comment about blocking shore access in La Jolla), “[t]he MPA does not block 

access, but only restricts activities within that area.”  In response to another comment 

that supported a reserve at Children’s Pool, the Department wrote, “An SMR at Casa 

Beach was not included in any of the Alternatives and therefore is outside the scope 

of this rulemaking. The Commission selected the northern La Jolla MPA complex, 

which has a southern boundary approximately 0.4 miles north of Casa Beach.  This 

was the existing southern boundary of the existing MPA; an extension of the 

southern boundary to encompass Casa Beach would have had negatively impacted 

the recreational and commercial fisheries that operate in that area. Adding a separate 

MPA at Casa Beach would require a separate rulemaking and associated 

environmental and socioeconomic analysis”.  In response to a comment supporting a 

SMR at South La Jolla, the response was “After taking public testimony on all the 

alternatives, the Commission adopted the IPA, based on the reasons provided in the 

Amended Initial Statement of Reasons, and adopted specific sub-options identified in 

this Final Statement of Reasons for inclusion in the IPA.” 

 

O.5 

O.6 

O.7 

O.8 



RTC-165 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-9. Comment noted. Refer to Response No.O.8.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-10. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.9 and A.10. 

 

 

 

 

 
O-11. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment in excess of the immediately preceding comment; 

therefore, no additional response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15204(e).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-12. The referenced section of the Public Resources Code prohibits the exemption of 

certain project types from CEQA.  Refer to Response No. A.2. 

O.9 

O.10 

O.11 

O.12 



RTC-166 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-13. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. The commenter is quoting one section 

from the California Coastal Act, a section in Article 3, “Recreation” of the Act.  

Articles 4 and 5 describe the Act’s environmental resource considerations.  The Act 

specifies that Section 3007.5 is to be used to resolve policy conflicts that arise 

between implementing the various articles. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-14. Comment noted.  This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no additional response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15204(e).   Refer also to Response No. A.23. 

 

O-13 

O-14 



RTC-167 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-15. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no additional response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).  

Refer also to Response No. A.23. 

 

O-15 



RTC-168 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-16. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no additional response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e).    

 

O-16 



RTC-169 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-17. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no additional response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15204(e).    

 

O-17 



RTC-170 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-18. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore, no additional response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15204(e).    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-19. Comment noted. The referenced Charter is inapplicable since the site is not 

“dedicated” park land.  Regardless, the project does not include a conversion of 

public parkland to another use. 

 

O-18 

O-19 



RTC-171 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-20. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. O.19. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-21. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.31. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

O-22. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.13. 

 

 

 
 

O-23. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.17. The existing rope barrier is a 

component of the existing baseline condition. The comment also includes an opinion 

regarding the existing baseline condition. 

 

O-20 

O-21 

O-22 

O-23 



RTC-172 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-24. Comment noted.  To develop a conclusion regarding the likelihood that scuba divers, 

spear divers, and spear fishermen would intentionally endanger themselves, if the 

project is approved and beach access is prohibited on a seasonal basis, would involve 

speculation and would be inconsistent with CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15145. 

 

 

 

 

O-25. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.23. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-26. Refer to Response Nos. A.2 and M.62. CEQA requires the preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) only when a project would result in significant 

impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires the analysis of a reasonable 

range of alternatives as part of an EIR to determine if an alternative could satisfy 

project objectives and reduce project impacts.  

 

O-24 

O-25 

O-26 



RTC-173 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-27. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4.  

 

O-27 



RTC-174 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-28. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 
O-28 



RTC-175 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-29. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4.   

 
O-29 



RTC-176 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-30. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

O-30 



RTC-177 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-31. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 
O-31 



RTC-178 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-32. Comments noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.4 and B.39. 

 

O-32 



RTC-179 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-33. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

O-33 



RTC-180 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

O-34. Comments noted. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 
O-34 



RTC-181 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

O-35. Comments noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

O-35 



RTC-182 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-36. Comments noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.2, B.17, and L.17. 

 

O-36 



RTC-183 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-37. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

O-37 



RTC-184 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-38. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, 

no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

O-38 



RTC-185 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
O-39. Comment noted. See Response No. A.4. which explains that the project will have 

little effect on the existing harbor seal population or population growth trends.  

However, as noted in a clarifying revision to the Negative Declaration, in the 

existing baseline condition individual episodes of harassment do result in significant 

physiological impacts on individual seals.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-40. Comment noted. The Negative Declaration does not include the claim that” the 

Children’s Pool attracts a million visitors a year”. This information was not relied 

upon as part of the project analysis and conclusions regarding environmental 

impacts. 

 

 

 
 

O-41. Comment noted.  

O-39 

O-40 

O-41 



RTC-186 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-42. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. B.63, L.20, and O.40. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O-43. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A2. 

 

O-42 

O-43 



RTC-187 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter P – Province, S 

 

 

 

 

 

 
P-1. Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

P-2. Comment noted.  

 

P-1 

P-2 



RTC-188 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter Q – Johnson, D 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Q-1. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. 

 

Q-1 



RTC-189 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Q-2. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Q-3. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Q-4. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. 

 

Q-2 

Q-3 

Q-4 



RTC-190 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Q-5. Comment noted. The section of the Initial Study Checklist to which the comment 

refers is Section IV Biological Resources. Refer to Response Nos. B9 and B11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Q-6. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. O.8. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Q-7. Comment noted. Refer to Response A.4. 

 

Q-5 

Q-6 

Q-7 



RTC-191 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter R – Valentine, W 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

R-1. Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R-2. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2 and B.3, B.15. 

 

R-1 

R-2 



RTC-192 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

R-3. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

R-3 



RTC-193 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter S – Lucas, T 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S-1. Comment noted. Distribution of the Public Review Draft included USPS delivery of 

a hard copy, Compact Disc (CD), and delivery of the document via email. The City 

sent the document to individuals and organizations on the Distribution List via one 

form of delivery or the other.  The document was also posted on the Clerk’s webpage 

of the City of San Diego’s Website at 

http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&prox

yreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:C

EQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DAT

E&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-

8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_

ocd&q=   
 

S-2. Comment noted. Environmental staff confirmed that the Public Interest List included 

the correct mailing addresses. Staff also confirmed that the City Community 

Planning Group Contact List includes the correct email addresses.  

 

S-3. Comment noted. The City provided Public Notice of Availability of the Negative 

Declaration for public review in compliance with CEQA Guidelines section 15072 

and SDMC 128.0305. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S-4. The public comment period was extended for 14 days. Refer to Response No. H.1. 

 

S-1 

S-2 

S-3 

S-4 

http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&proxyreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:CEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DATE&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&q
http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&proxyreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:CEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DATE&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&q
http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&proxyreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:CEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DATE&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&q
http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&proxyreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:CEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DATE&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&q
http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&proxyreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:CEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DATE&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&q
http://google.sannet.gov/search?partialfields=&sort=date%3AD%3AS%3Ad1&proxyreload=1&num=100&requiredfields=STARTED:TRUE.ENDED:FALSE.PATH:CEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=DOCUMENT_URL.TITLE.DOC_DATE&output=xml_no_dtd&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&q


RTC-194 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 
 

S-5. Comment noted. 

 

 

S-6. Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

S-7. Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

S-8. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. H.1. 

 

S-5 

S-6 

S-7 

S-8 



RTC-195 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter T – Wan, S 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

T-1. Comment noted. 

 
T-1 



RTC-196 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-197 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-198 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter U – State Clearinghouse 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

U-1. Comment noted. 

 

U-1 



RTC-199 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-200 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter V – Hoffman, C. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

V-1. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.2. 

 

 

V-2. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 

 

 

 

 

V-3. Comment noted.  Refer to Response No. B.31. 

 

V-1 

V-2 

V-3 



RTC-201 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter W – Minick, P 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

W-1. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

 

 

 
W-2. Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 
 

W-3. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4 
 

W-4. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. B.8. 

 
 

 

W-5. Comment noted. 

 

W-1 

W-2 

W-3 

W-4 

W-5 



RTC-202 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

W-6. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. regarding the effects of the project and 

B.3 for a Project Description; it does not include closure of adjacent beaches. 

 

 

 

 

W-7. Comment noted. 

 

 

W-8. Comment noted. 

 

W-6 

W-7 

W-8 

W-5 



RTC-203 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter X – Minick, S 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X-1. Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X-2. Comment noted. 

 

 

X-3. Comment noted. Refer to Response Nos. A.2 and B.17. 

 

 

 

X-4. Comment noted. Refer to B.17. 

 

 

 

 

X-5. Comment noted. 

 
 

X-6. Comment noted. 

 

X-2 

X-3 

X-4 

X-1 

X-5 

X-6 



RTC-204 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X-7. Comment noted. 
 
 

X-8. Comment noted. 

 
X-9. Comment noted. 

 
X-10. Comment noted. 

 

X-6 

X-7 

X-8 

X-9 

X-10 



RTC-205 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter Y – Sarpotdar, C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Y-1. Comment noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Y-2. The commenter is referring to the Section XIV iv) Parks, in which the document 

states “Persons who wish to access the sandy beach area and access the water at 

Children’s Pool would be required to access the beach and water at another location 

from December 15 to May 15, but the magnitude of this effect on other public park 

resources would be negligible and is temporal in nature.” 

 

 

 

 

 
Y-3. Comment noted.  

 

Y-2 

Y-3 

Y-1 



RTC-206 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 

Y-3 



RTC-207 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter Z – LEE, N 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Z-1. Comments (including photographs) noted.  

 
Z-1 



RTC-208 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-209 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter AA – Player, S 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

AA-1. Comment (including photographs) noted. 

 
AA-1 



RTC-210 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-211 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

 



RTC-212 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter BB – Keliher, P 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BB-1. Comment noted. 

 
BB-1 



RTC-213 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter CC – Huntsman, C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CC-1. Comment noted. 

 

CC-1 



RTC-214 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter DD – Reldan, J 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

DD-1. Comment noted. 

 
DD-1 



RTC-215 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter EE – Stuart and Pilar 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

EE-1. Comment noted. 

 

EE-1 



RTC-216 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter FF – Gantzel, K 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

FF-1. Comment noted. Refer to Response No. A.4. 

 

FF-1 



RTC-217 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter GG – Maher, P 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
GG-1. Comment noted.  

 
GG-1 



RTC-218 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter HH – Tsien, W 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HH-1. Comment noted. 

 
HH-1 



RTC-219 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter II – Merryweather, M 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II-1. Comment noted. 

 
II-1 



RTC-220 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter JJ – Klapper, Z 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JJ-1. Comment noted. 

 
JJ-1 



RTC-221 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter KK – Feingold, L 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

KK-1. Comment noted. 

 
KK-1 



RTC-222 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter LL – Avner, B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LL-1. Comment noted. 

 

LL-1 



RTC-223 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter MM – Tayebi, S 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

MM-1. Comment noted. 

 

MM-1 



RTC-224 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter NN – Albers, M 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

NN-1. Comment noted. 

 

NN-1 



RTC-225 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter OO – Lane, C 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OO-1. Comment noted. 

 

OO-1 



RTC-226 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter PP – Warren, M 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PP-1.  Comment noted. 

 
PP-1 



RTC-227 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter QQ – Boyer, E 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

QQ-1. Comment noted. 

 
QQ-1 



RTC-228 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter RR – Fisler, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RR-1. Comment noted. 

 
RR-1 



RTC-229 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter SS – Feinswog, I 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SS-1. Comment noted. 

 
SS-1 



RTC-230 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter TT – Pretorius, M 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

TT-1. Comment noted. 

 
TT-1 



RTC-231 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter UU – Halpern, S 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
UU-1. Comment noted. 

 
UU-1 



RTC-232 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter VV – Saracini, D 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
VV-1. Comment noted.  

 
VV-1 



RTC-233 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter WW – Morrison, D 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
WW-1. Comment noted. 

 
WW-1 



RTC-234 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter XX – Harpin, R 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

XX-1. Comment noted. 

 

XX-1 



RTC-235 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter YY – Saracini, D 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

YY-1. Comment noted. 

 
YY-1 



RTC-236 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter ZZ – Wilson, L 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

ZZ-1. Comment noted. 

 

ZZ-1 



RTC-237 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter AAA – Laumann, L 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AAA-1. Comment noted.  

 

AAA-1 



RTC-238 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter BBB – Chaddock, D 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BBB-1. Comment noted 

 
BBB-1 



RTC-239 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter CCC – Wisniewska, J 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CCC-1. Comment noted 

 
CCC-1 



RTC-240 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter DDD – McDonald, A 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DDD-1. Comment noted. 

 
DDD-1 



RTC-241 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter EEE – Shively, E 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

EEE-1. Comment noted. 

 
EEE-1 



RTC-242 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter FFF – Larsen, K 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FFF-1.  Comment noted. 

 
FFF-1 



RTC-243 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter GGG – Primeaux, L 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
GGG-1. Comment noted 

 

GGG-1 



RTC-244 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter HHH – Offen, P 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HHH-1. Comment noted. 

 
HHH-1 



RTC-245 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter III – Titus, B 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

III-1. Comment noted. 

 
III-1 



RTC-246 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter JJJ – Bell, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JJJ-1. Comment noted. 

 
JJJ-1 



RTC-247 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter KKK – Bennett, H 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
KKK-1. Comment noted. 

 

KKK-1 



RTC-248 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter LLL – Bowers, B 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

LLL-1. Comment noted. 

 

LLL-1 



RTC-249 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter MMM – Thomas, P 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
MMM-1. Comment noted. 

 
MMM-1 



RTC-250 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter NNN – Essary, C 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

NNN-1. Comment noted. 

 
NNN-1 



RTC-251 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter OOO – Van Oss, R 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

OOO-1. Comment noted. 

 
OOO-1 



RTC-252 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter PPP – Herbuck, J 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PPP-1. Comment noted. 

 
PPP-1 



RTC-253 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter QQQ – Marsal, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

QQQ-1. Comment noted. 

 
QQQ-1 



RTC-254 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter RRR – LaDuke, S 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

RRR-1. Comment noted. 

 
RRR-1 



RTC-255 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter SSS – Hill, C 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SSS-1. Comment noted. 

 
SSS-1 



RTC-256 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter TTT – Stanger, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
TTT-1. Comment noted. 

 
TTT-1 



RTC-257 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter UUU – Archibald, C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

UUU-1. Comment noted. 

 
UUU-1 



RTC-258 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter VVV – Patt, M 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

VVV-1. Comment noted. VVV-1 



RTC-259 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter WWW – Strand-Jack, C.M. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

WWW-1. Comment noted. WWW-1 



RTC-260 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter XXX – Brent, J 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

XXX-1. Comment noted. XXX-1 



RTC-261 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter YYY – Cantarelli, L 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

YYY-1. Comment noted. 

 
YYY-1 



RTC-262 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter ZZZ – Harris, P 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
ZZZ-1. Comment noted. 

 
ZZZ-1 



RTC-263 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter AAAA – Geller, S 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

AAAA-1. Comment noted. 

 
AAAA-1 



RTC-264 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter BBBB – Ozanich, K 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

BBBB-1. Comment noted. 

 
BBBB-1 



RTC-265 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter CCCC – Trubovitz, C 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CCCC-1. Comment noted. 

 
CCCC-1 



RTC-266 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter DDDD – Hill, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DDDD-1. Comment noted. 

 
DDDD-1 



RTC-267 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter EEEE – Balch, E 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

EEEE-1. Comment noted. 

 
EEEE-1 



RTC-268 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter FFFF – Lewis, S 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FFFF-1. Comment noted. 

 
FFFF-1 



RTC-269 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter GGGG – Pettit, E 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

GGGG-1. Comment noted. 

 
GGGG-1 



RTC-270 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter HHHH – Larsen, S 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

HHHH-1. Comment noted. 

 
HHHH-1 



RTC-271 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter IIII – Ravetti, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

IIII-1. Comment and question noted.  

 
IIII-1 



RTC-272 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter JJJJ – Mays, L 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

JJJJ-1. Comment noted. 

 
JJJJ-1 



RTC-273 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter KKKK – Jalving, L 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

KKKK-1. Comment noted KKKK-1 



RTC-274 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter LLLL – Fox, G 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LLLL-1. Comment noted. 

 
LLLL-1 



RTC-275 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter MMMM – Foster, Susan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
MMMM-1. Comment noted. 

 

MMMM-1 



RTC-276 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter NNNN – Foster, Stephen 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

NNNN-1. Comment noted NNNN-1 



RTC-277 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter OOOO – Meldrum, L 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OOOO-1. Comment noted. 

 
OOOO-1 



RTC-278 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter PPPP – Bruser, L and M 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
PPPP-1. Comment noted. 

 
PPPP-1 



RTC-279 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter QQQQ – Girsh, F 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

QQQQ-1. Comment noted. 

 
QQQQ-1 



RTC-280 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter RRRR – Fitzgerald, J 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

RRRR-1. Comments noted. 

 
RRRR-1 



RTC-281 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter SSSS – Trubovitz, J 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

SSSS-1. Comment noted. 

 
SSSS-1 



RTC-282 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter TTTT – Arnold, L 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TTTT-1.  Comment noted. 

 
TTTT-1 



RTC-283 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter UUUU – Arrigo, J 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

UUUU-1.  Comment noted. 

 
UUUU-1 



RTC-284 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter VVVV – Kinzel, M 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

VVVV-1. Comments noted. 

 
VVVV-1 



RTC-285 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter WWWW – Wosk, M 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WWWW-1. Comment noted.  

 

WWWW-1 



RTC-286 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter XXXX – Merino, R 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

XXXX-1. Comment noted. The City conducted CEQA review for the La Jolla Children’s 

Pool Rope Barrier and prepared and issued an exemption on July 8, 2010  pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15304 (Minor Alterations to Land) and 15333 

(Small Habitat Restoration Projects). 

 

XXXX-2. Comment noted. 

 

XXXX-3. Comment noted. 

 

XXXX-4. Comment noted. 

 

XXXX-5. Comment noted.  

 

XXXX-1 

XXXX-2 

XXXX-3 

XXXX-4 

XXXX-5 



RTC-287 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter YYYY – Pyjar, T 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

YYYY-1. Comment noted. 

 
YYYY-1 



RTC-288 

LETTER RESPONSE 

 

Letter ZZZZ – Davis, C 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
ZZZZ-1 Comment noted. This comment does not address the project’s potential significant 

effects on the environment and the adequacy of the environmental document; 

therefore no response is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e). 

 

 

ZZZZ-1 



Initial Study Children’s Pool Enclosure – Project No. 225045 

 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

 

1.  PROJECT TITLE/PROJECT NUMBER:  

 

La Jolla Children’s Pool Enclosure/225045 

 

2.  LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS:  

  

City of San Diego 

1222 First Avenue, MS501 

San Diego, CA 92101 

 

3.  CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER: 

  

A. McPherson/ (619) 446-5276   

 

4.  PROJECT LOCATION:  

  

888 Coast Boulevard 

San Diego, CA 92037 

 

5.  PROJECT APPLICANT/SPONSOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS: 

  

Park and Recreation Department 

202 C Street MS 37C 

San Diego, CA 92101 

 

6.  GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: 

  

 Open Space 

 

7.  ZONING: 

  

La Jolla Planned District Zone 5 (LJPD-5) 

    

8.  DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT (DESCRIBE THE WHOLE ACTION INVOLVED, INCLUDING BUT NOT 

LIMITED TO, LATER PHASES OF THE PROJECT, AND ANY SECONDARY, SUPPORT, OR OFFSITE 

FEATURES NECESSARY FOR ITS IMPLEMENTATION): 

 

The applicant is requesting an amendment to the La Jolla Community Plan and Local 

Coastal Program to establish an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) and 

buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach.  The amendment will also include 

modification to community plan policies related to beach access to prohibit access to the 



Initial Study Children’s Pool Enclosure – Project No. 225045 

 

ESHA during harbor seal pupping season to contribute to the protection of a sensitive 

habitat area for breeding pinnipeds.   

 

The applicant is processing a COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CDP), to prohibit access to 

the Children’s Pool beach annually from December 15-May 15. Implementation of the 

project will require the installation of two signs, approximately 24” by 36” and 18” by 

24” on an existing gate and wall, and a chain barrier at the second landing of the lower 

stairs.   

 

Further, the applicant is requesting an amendment to the San Diego Municipal Code 

(SDMC) to add a Section 63.0102(e)(2) that would state: 

 

It is unlawful for any person to be upon or cause any person to be upon the beach of the La Jolla 

Children’s Pool, starting from the lower stairs to the beach, beginning with the second landing, 

from December 15 to May 15. 

 

9. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING: BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROJECT'S SURROUNDINGS: 

 

The project is located within the La Jolla Community Plan area. The site consists of the 

Children’s Pool area and Casa Beach.  The area is on the seaward side of Coast 

Boulevard at the base of Jenner Street, south of Shell Beach, north of the Marine Street 

Beach, and across from and northwest of the Casa de Manana (849 Coast Boulevard). 

The Children’s Pool is protected from the open ocean by the Children’s Pool Breakwater 

which was constructed in 1931 to reduce wave action and create a shallow, calm 

swimming area for human use.  The beach has stair access and the shoreline is 

composed of sandstone bluffs and rocky outcrops. 

 

Offfshore of the proposed project site are diverse marine habitats including sandy areas, 

rocky reefs, seagrass beds, and southern California kelp forests. The La Jolla Ecological 

Preserve and the San Diego Marine Life Refuge are located offshore and northwest of 

the proposed project area.  Ellen Browning Scripps Park is on land roughly ¼-mile 

northwest of the proposed project area. 

   

The community of La Jolla lies to the east of the project site.  La Jolla is an urbanized 

area of mixed commercial and residential uses   In addition; the project site is located 

immediately adjacent to a developed area currently served by existing public services 

and utilities. 

 

10.  OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (E.G., PERMITS, FINANCING 

APPROVAL, OR PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT): 

 

California Coastal Commission 



Initial Study Children’s Pool Enclosure – Project No. 225045 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

 

 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

 Population/Housing 

 Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources 

 Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 

 Public Services 

 Air Quality  Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 

 Biological Resources  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

 Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service System 

 Geology/Soils  Noise  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 
 

DETERMINATION: (TO BE COMPLETED BY LEAD AGENCY) 

 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 

 The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 

a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

 Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have 

been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

 The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

 The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 

significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a) 

has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 

standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 

analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

(EIR) is required. 

 

 Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an 

earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 

standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
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(MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation 

measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 

following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the 

referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects 

like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” 

answer should be explained where it is based on project specific factors as well as 

general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, 

based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

  

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as 

on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as 

well as operational impacts. 

 

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then 

the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less 

than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” 

is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there 

are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is 

made, an EIR is required. 

 

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies 

where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially 

Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe 

the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 

significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses”, as described in (5) below, 

may be cross-referenced). 

 

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately 

analyzed in an earlier EIR or (mitigated) negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In 

this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

 

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document 

pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were 

addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 
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c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation 

Measures Incorporated”, describe the mitigation measures that were 

incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 

address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 

previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a 

reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources 

used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

 

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 

however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that 

are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.  

 

9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

 

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significant. 
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS – Would the project:     

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

No Impact.  

  

The project results in limited physical development, the placement of two signs, approximately 

36” by 30” on the wall and 24” by 18” on the gate, and a chain barrier, on an existing landing on 

an existing set of stairs down to the beach.  These improvements do not result in a substantial 

adverse impact on a scenic vista as the primary view to the ocean is preserved. As noted, the 

landing and stairs are an existing structure; the signage and chain barrier will not exceed its 

height or width. Additionally, the sea wall and bluff top look out areas will remain accessible 

during pupping season and will remain as areas from which to view the scenic vista.   As such, 

impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

  

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state scenic highway? 
    

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to I. (a). Impacts are considered less than significant, and no 

mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings?     

Less than Significant Impact.    Refer to I. (a), Impacts are considered less than significant, and 

no mitigation measures are required.  

 



Initial Study Children’s Pool Enclosure – Project No. 225045 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that 

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 

area? 
    

No Impact.  The placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season would not create new and/or cause substantial light or glare. No 

substantial sources of light would be generated during project installation. No impacts would 

occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 

refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 

Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 

determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 

agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 

the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 

Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 

California Air Resources Board. – Would the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 

use?  

    

No Impact. The La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program designate the project site as 

Parks/Open Space.   The Project site is located within an established resource based park, the 

Coastal Boulevard Park.  As such, the site does not contain, and is not adjacent to, any lands 

identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. Therefore, the Project would not 

result in the conversion of such lands to non-agricultural use. No impacts, therefore, would 

occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act Contract?     

No Impact. Refer to Response to II (a), above. There are no Williamson Act Contract lands on or 

within the vicinity of the site. No impacts, therefore, would occur, and no mitigation measures 

are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 

of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 1220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 

Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 

Timberland Production (as defined by Government 

Code section 51104(g))? 

    

No Impact. Refer to II (a) above. No designated forest land or timberland occur onsite; 

therefore, no significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 

land to non-forest use?     

No Impact. The Project site has historically been used for park/open space purposes. There is no 

forest land onsite, and the Project would not contribute to the conversion of any forested land to 

non-forest use. No impacts, therefore, would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment, 

which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
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No Impact. Refer to Response to II (a) and II (d), above. The Project site does not contain any 

farmland or forest land. No changes to any such lands would result from Project 

implementation. No impacts, therefore, would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 

control district may be relied on to make the following determinations - Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan?     

No Impact. The Project site is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) and is under the 

jurisdiction of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and the California Air 

Resources Board (CARB). Both the State of California and the Federal government have 

established health-based Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for the following six criteria 

air pollutants:  carbon monoxide (CO); ozone (O3); nitrogen oxides (NOX); sulfur oxides (SOX); 

particulate matter up to 10 microns in diameter (PM10); and lead (Pb). O3 (smog) is formed by a 

photochemical reaction between NOX and reactive organic compounds (ROCs). Thus, impacts 

from O3 are assessed by evaluating impacts from NOX and ROCs. 

 

The net increase in pollutant emissions determines the impact on regional air quality as a result 

of a proposed project. The results also allow the local government to determine whether a 

proposed project would deter the region from achieving the goal of reducing pollutants in 

accordance with the air quality management plan (AQMP) in order to comply with Federal and 

State AAQS. 

  

The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the 

placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal 

pupping season, would not involve land clearing, grading operations, or construction.  The 

Project, therefore, would not conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  No 

impacts, therefore, would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation? 
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No Impact. Refer to Response III (a) above. 

 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 

ambient air quality standard (including releasing 

emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 

ozone precursors)? 

    

No Impact. Refer to Response III (a) above. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations?     

No Impact.  Refer to Response III (a) above. The Project site is located in an established resource 

based park. However, due to the nature of the Project (the placement of two signs and chain 

barrier to prohibit access to the beach during harbor seal pupping season), it would not result in 

the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations either during 

construction or over the long-term. No impacts therefore would occur, and no mitigation 

measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people?     

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not create objectionable odors.  No impacts, therefore, 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project:  
    

a. Have substantial adverse effects, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 

species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 

and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would contribute to the protection of a sensitive habitat area for 

breeding pinnipeds. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 

habitat or other community identified in local or 

regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service? 

    

No Impact. Refer also to Response to IV(a), above.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marsh, 

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 

filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

No Impact. The Project site is located immediately adjacent to the Mean High Water (MHW) 

and Mean Lower Low Water (MLLWL) marks, which are within the waters of the US.  

Activities within these tidal lines are regulated by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. There are 

no wetlands on the site, however, and therefore, establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for 

the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to 
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prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season, would not result in such 

impacts. No mitigation measures are required. 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 

with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites? 

    

No Impact. As noted by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in a 

letter to the City of San Diego, dated May 14, 2010, harbor seals at Children’s Pool Beach are 

presently subject to daily urban disturbances such as traffic noise and various types of human 

interaction.  The most disruptive disturbances can lead to the seals flushing into the water. This 

prevents the animal from gaining the benefits ( rest or thermoregulation) of hauling out of the 

ocean onto the beach.  Prohibiting public access would (in most cases) prevent flushing and this 

would be most beneficial during pupping season. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer 

area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier 

to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season and adoption of SDMC 

63.0102(e)(2), therefore, would contribute to the protection of a sensitive habitat area for 

breeding pinnipeds, and would enhance the use of the site as a wildlife nursery. No impacts, 

therefore, would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 
    

No Impact. The Project would amend the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program to 

establish a marine mammal haul out area at the Children’s Pool beach as an ESHA.  The 

amendments would also modify plan goals and policies that require enhanced public access to 

ocean, beach and park areas to ensure that implementation of such policies would not impact 

the protection of the ESHA as a significant coastal resource.  The Project also includes the 

adoption of Section 63.0102(e)(2) of the SDMC to prohibit access to the beach at Children’s Pool 

during the harbor seal pupping season, December 15 to May 15 of each year. The Project, 

therefore, contributes to biological resource protection. No impact, therefore, would occur, and 

no mitigation measures are required.  
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, 

or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

No Impact. The Project site is not within the City’s MHPA, and no other adopted conservation 

plans affect the subject site. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required. Refer to IV (e) above.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
    

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an historical resource as defined in 

§15064.5? 
    

No Impact. The purpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land 

Development Code (Chapter 14, Division 3, and Article 2) is to protect, preserve and, where 

damaged restore the historical resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all proposed 

development within the City of San Diego when historical resources are present on the 

premises.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before approving 

discretionary projects the Lead Agency must identify and examine the significant adverse 

environmental effects, which may result from that project.  A project that may cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource may have a significant 

effect on the environment (Sections 15064.5(b) and 21084.1).  A substantial adverse change is 

defined as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities, which would impair 

historical significance (Sections 15064.5(b)(1).  Any historical resource listed in or eligible to be 

listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, including archaeological resources, is 

considered to be historically or culturally significant.  

 

The City of San Diego criteria for determination of historic significance, pursuant to the CEQA, 

is evaluated based upon age (over 45 years), location, context, association with an important 

event, uniqueness, or structural integrity of the building.  In addition, projects requiring the 

demolition of structures that are 45 years or older are also reviewed for historic significance in 

compliance with CEQA.  CEQA Section 21084.1 states that “A project that may cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may cause 

a significant effect on the environment.”   
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The Children’s Pool was dedicated to the City of San Diego by prominent philanthropist, Ellen 

Browning Scripps, in 1931. The breakwater was designed and constructed by a prominent 

hydraulic engineer Hiram Savage and architect William Templeton Johnson to protect bathers, 

especially children, from the dangerous crosscurrent and undertow of the open ocean. Based 

upon this information, for the purposes of this document and analysis, the Children’s Pool 

breakwater is considered to be a California Register-eligible historic resource.   

 

The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the 

placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal 

pupping season, however, would not result in a long-term operational impact related to 

adverse physical or aesthetic effects on an architecturally significant building, structure, or 

object.  Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.   

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

§15064.5? 
    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not require excavation or any ground disturbance.  

Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature? 
    

 No Impact.  According to the Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California (1975) 

published by the California Division of Mines and Geology, the project site is underlain by the 

Cabrillo Formation, which is considered to have a moderate sensitivity for paleontological 

resources.  No grading/excavation is required by the project, therefore, no direct or unique 

paleontological features could be potentially impacted by the proposed project.  Mitigation 

would not be required.  
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Disturb human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries?     

No Impact:  No cemeteries, formal or informal, have been identified onsite or within the Project 

vicinity.  Refer to V(b) above.   Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures 

are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project:  
    

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving: 
    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 

State Geologist for the area or based on other 

substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 

Division of Mines and Geology Special 

Publication 42. 

    

No Impact. The project site is assigned a Geologic Hazard Category of 43, Coastal Bluffs which 

according to the City of San Diego Safety Seismic Study Maps, is characterized as generally 

unstable: with unfavorable jointing and local high erosion. The project, however, proposes 

minor physical improvements to limit access to Children’s Pool during seal pupping season.  It 

would have no discernible effect upon the exposure of persons or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects related to rupture of a known earthquake fault. No impacts would 

result and, therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

 

 

.  
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

No Impact. Please refer to VI (a) (i.).  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     

No Impact. Liquefaction occurs when loose, unconsolidated, water-laden soils are subject to 

shaking, causing the soils to lose cohesion. Liquefaction occurs primarily in areas of recently 

deposited sands and silts and in areas of high groundwater levels. The Project site is located 

within a beach area, and is expected to be composed of loose sand that is saturated at a shallow 

depth; therefore, considered susceptible to liquefaction in the event of a significant earthquake in 

the region. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, however, results in limited physical improvements and would not 

increase the likelihood of persons or structures being exposed to seismic related ground failure.  

No impacts would result, therefore, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

iv) Landslides?     

No Impact. No landslides are present on the site. No impacts, therefore, would occur, and  

mitigation measures are not required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?     

No Impact. Project installation would not result in any excavation or ground disturbance. The 

project would not result in impacts, and therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  
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Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 

or collapse? 

    

No Impact. Refer to Response VI(a), above.   

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-

B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 

substantial risks to life or property? 
    

No Impact. Refer to Response VI(a), above.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 

use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 

systems where sewers are not available for the 

disposal of wastewater? 

    

No Impact. The Project does not propose a septic system.  No impacts would occur, and no 

mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
    

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment? 
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No Impact. The City does not currently have adopted thresholds of significance for GHG 

emissions.  The City is therefore utilizing the California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association (CAPCOA) report “CEQA & Climate Change” dated January 2008 as an interim 

screening threshold to determine whether a GHG analysis would be required. A 900 metric ton 

screening threshold for determining when an air quality analysis is required was chosen based 

on available guidance from the CAPCOA white paper. The CAPCOA report references the 900 

metric ton guideline as a conservative threshold for requiring further analysis and mitigation.  

This emission level is based on the amount of vehicle trips, the typical energy and water use, 

and other factors associated with projects. CAPCOA identifies project types that are estimated 

to emit approximately 900 metric tons of GHG’s annually. 

 

The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the 

placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal 

pupping season, would not be expected to have a significant impact related to greenhouse 

gases. Project installation would not involve construction and the project, itself, involves no new 

operations.  It can reasonably be concluded, therefore, that GHG emissions would be well 

below the 900 metric ton screening criteria established by CAPCOA, and potential impacts from 

greenhouse gas emissions are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are 

required. 
 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gases? 
    

No Impact. Refer to Response VII(a), above, regarding discussion of Project-related greenhouse 

gas emissions.  The Project would not conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations 

pertaining to the reduction of greenhouse gases. No impact would occur, and therefore, no 

mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

Would the project: 
    

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 
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No Impact. The Project is the establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool 

Beach, which includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the 

ESHA during harbor seal pupping season. Due to the nature of the Project, the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials on or through the subject site is not 

anticipated. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. 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? 

    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not involve the use of hazardous materials.  No impact 

would occur and no mitigation measures are required.  

 

 

  

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 

school? 

    

No Impact. See VIII(a) and VIII(B), above. The Project site is not located within 0.25 mile of an 

existing or proposed school. No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures 

are required. 

 

Issue 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 

would it create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment? 
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No Impact. The site has been historically used a recreational beach area. The Project site has not 

been identified as a hazardous materials site pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

Therefore, no significant impacts related to this issue were identified, and no mitigation 

measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan 

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 

two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 

residing or working in the project area? 

    

No Impact. The Project site is not located within any airport land use plan, the airport environs 

overlay zone, or airport approach overlay zone or within two miles. Therefore, no significant 

impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 
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f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 

residing or working in the project area? 
    

No Impact. Refer to Response to VII(e), above. The Project site is not in close proximity to any 

private airstrip. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 
    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season would not interfere with the implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan. No roadway 

improvements are proposed that would interfere with circulation or access. No impacts would 

occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  
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Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 

loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 

areas or where residences are intermixed with 

wildlands? 

    

No Impact. The Project site is located within an urbanized and developed area. There are no 

wildlands or other areas prone to wildfire within the vicinity of the Project site. No significant 

impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY   

Would the project: 
    

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements?     

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

  

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 

volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 

level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby 

wells would drop to a level which would not support 

existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 

have been granted)? 

    

No Impact. The Project site does not require the construction of wells, and the use of 

groundwater would not be required with the Project installation or operation. As such, no 

significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
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No Impact 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would 

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-

site?  

    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season would not affect or substantially alter existing drainage patterns or 

result in substantial erosion. No Impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

  

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner, 

which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

No Impact. See Response to IX(c), above.  

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. Create or contribute runoff water, which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would result in limited physical improvements, which would not 

create or contribute runoff water. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required.  
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f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season would result in limited physical improvements and would not 

substantially degrade water quality. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required.  
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Significant 
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Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 

Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 

delineation map? 

    

No Impact. The Project site is located at Children’s Pool Beach; however, the project proposes 

no housing. No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Significant 
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Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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Impact 

No Impact 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures 

that would impede or redirect flood flows?     

No Impact. The Project site is located within a 100-year flood hazard area, however, the 

establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the 

placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal 

pupping season would not create structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. No 

significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
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No Impact. See IX (h) above. 
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Less Than 
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Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

No impact. As the Project site includes Children’s Pool beach, and is immediately adjacent to 

the Pacific Ocean, it is subject to inundation by seiche or tsunami.  The establishment of an 

ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the placement of two signs 

and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season, however, 

would not increase the likelihood of nor result in an increase in the numbers of persons subject 

to inundation by a seiche or tsunami. Based upon the location and topography of the site, it is 

unlikely that it would be inundated by a mudflow. 

 

No impacts would occcur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING  

Would the project: 
    

a. Physically divide an established community?     

No Impact. The Project site is located in a developed urban community immediately adjacent to 

the Pacific Ocean. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, 

which includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA 

during harbor seal pupping season, would not physically divide an established community. No 

significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 

project (including but not limited to the general plan, 

specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 

ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect? 
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No Impact. 

The General Plan and the La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program contain goals 

and policies to enhance and maintain existing public access to beaches and coastline areas and 

to protect sensitive habitat and wildlife areas.  The City is proposing to establish an 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) at the Children's Pool for seal pupping season 

from December 15th through May 15th.  The creation of an ESHA will restrict public access to the 

shoreline and create a protective boundary around the seals only during pupping season.   

Establishing an ESHA balances competing habitat protection policies with public access 

policies.  The proposed amendment would clearly protect wildlife during the pupping season 

while maintaining full public access the remainder of the year.  The size and location of the 

signage and chain barrier minimizes any potential visual impacts and preserves coastal views.  

The sea wall and bluff top look outs will remain accessible to the public throughout the year.   

All applicable General Plan and La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program policies 

were reviewed and considered with regards to the land use implications the establishment of an 

ESHA at the Children’s Pool and prohibited access during pupping season.  The Project is 

consistent and implements the following policies: 

General Plan 

Land Use Element:  

E. Planning for Coastal Resources 

LU-E.1 Incorporate community-specific policies into Coastal Zone community plans during community 

plan updates and/or amendments to address the Coastal Act policies’ direction regarding biological 

resources and geologic stability, circulation, parking, beach impact area, public access, recreational 

opportunities, visitor-serving, and visual resources. 

Recreation Element 

C. Preservation 

RE-C.4 Preserve all beaches for public-only purposes, including the protection of sensitive habitat and 

species. 

D. Accessibility 

RE-D.7 Provide public access to open space for recreational purposes 

b. Provide public access at locations consistent with the goals and policies of the Conservation Element. 

c. Provide new, and preserve and enhance existing public beach access, where appropriate.   

F. Open Space Lands and Resource-Based Parks 

RE-F.2 Provide for sensitive development of recreation uses within and adjacent to City-owned open 

space lands. 

b. Design and maintain open space lands to preserve or enhance topographic and other natural site 

characteristics. 
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c. Preserve designated public open space view corridors, such as views to the Pacific Ocean, other bodies 

of water, and significant topographic features. 

Conservation Element:  

B.  Open Space and Landform Preservation 

CE-B.1 Protect and conserve the landforms, canyon lands, and open spaces that: define the City’s urban 

form; provide public views/vistas; serve as core biological areas and wildlife linkages; are wetlands 

habitats; provide buffers within and between communities; or provide outdoor recreational opportunities. 

C. Coastal Resources 

CE-C.5.  Limit the use of beaches and shorelines to appropriate coastal dependent and ocean-oriented 

recreational/educational uses as identified in local coastal/community plans. 

CE-C.8.  Protect coastal vistas and overlook areas from obstructions and visual clutter where it would 

negatively affect the public's reasonable use and enjoyment of the resource. 

CE-C.12. Ensure that all City beaches and shorelines are accessible and available for appropriate public 

use for all users. 

La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program 

The La Jolla Community Plan provides specific policy direction for open space, public access and 

preservation of habitat within the community plan area boundaries.  The plan contains goals and policy 

recommendations for enhancing public access while balancing the goals and policies to protect wildlife 

and natural habitat. 

Natural Resources and Open Space Systems Element 

Goals 

Enhance existing public access to La Jolla's beaches and coastline areas (for example La Jolla Shores Beach 

and Children's Pool areas) in order to facilitate greater public use and enjoyment of these and other 

coastal resources. 

Protect the environmentally sensitive resources of La Jolla's open areas including its coastal bluffs, 

sensitive steep hillside slopes, canyons, native plant life and wildlife habitat linkages. 

Policy: 

Open Space Preservation and Natural Resource Protection 

b. The City should limit public access in open space areas that contain sensitive resources to scientific or 

educational use. Access should be confined to designated trails or paths and no access should be approved 

which would result in the disruption of habitat areas. 

 

No significant impacts, therefore, would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 

plan or natural community conservation plan?     

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 

natural community conservation plan. The Project would not conflict with the City’s Multiple 

Species Conservation Plan (MSCP), and the site is not located within or adjacent to the MHPA. 

No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. Refer also to IV 

(e) above.  
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Less Than 
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No Impact 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES  

Would the project? 
    

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the state? 
    

No Impact. There are no known mineral resources located on the Project site. The urbanized 

and developed nature of the site and vicinity would preclude the extraction of any such 

resources. The Project site is not currently being utilized for mineral extraction and does not 

contain any known mineral resources that would be of value to the region. Therefore, no 

significant impacts were identified, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
    

No Impact. See XI(a), above. The Project area has not been delineated on a local general plan, 

specific plan, or other land use plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site, and 

no such resources would be affected with Project implementation. Therefore, no significant 

impacts were identified, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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XII. NOISE  

Would the project result in: 
    

a. Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels 

in excess of standards established in the local general 

plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 

other agencies? 

    

No Impact. Project installation would not result in short-term construction or long-term 

operational noise impacts. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
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b. Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive 

ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?     

No Impact. As described in Response to XII(a) project installation and operation are not 

anticipated with the establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, 

which includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA 

during harbor seal pupping season. As such, the Project would not result in the exposure of 

persons to excessive ground borne vibration or noise, and no impacts would occur. No 

mitigation measures are required.  
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c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 

without the project? 
    

No Impact. Project installation and operation would not increase long-term noise levels. The 

Project would not introduce a new land use, or significantly increase the intensity of the existing 

land use. Post-construction noise levels and traffic would be generally unchanged as compared 

to noise associated with the existing use. Therefore, no substantial permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels would occur. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required.  
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d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

existing without the project?  
    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season would not expose people to a substantial increase in temporary or 

periodic ambient noise levels. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required.  
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e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, 

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 

two miles of a public airport or public use airport 

would the project expose people residing or working 

in the area to excessive noise levels? 

    

No Impact. The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of  

a public airport or public use airport.  No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project expose people residing or working 

in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
    

No Impact. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING  

Would the project: 
    

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area,     
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either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 

and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 

extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. The Project site is located in a developed urban area. The project proposes no new 

homes or businesses and does not require the extension of roads or any public infrastructure 

and would not induce any population growth.   No impacts would occur, and no mitigation 

measures are required.  
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b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere?  
    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not displace any existing housing. No impacts would occur, 

and no mitigation measures are required. 
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c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?      

No Impact. See Response to XIII(b), above. 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES      

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provisions of new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 

could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service rations, response times or 

other performance objectives for any of the public services:  

 



Initial Study Children’s Pool Enclosure – Project No. 225045 

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

i) Fire Protection     

No Impact. The Project site is located in an urbanized and developed area where fire protection 

services are already provided. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s 

Pool Beach, which includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to 

the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season would not adversely affect existing levels of fire 

protection services to the area, and would not require the construction of new or expansion of 

existing governmental facilities. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 
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ii) Police Protection     

No Impact. The Project site is located in an urbanized and developed area within the City of 

San Diego where police protection services are already provided. The establishment of an ESHA 

and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the placement of two signs and 

chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season would not 

adversely affect existing levels of police protection services or create significant new demand, 

and would not require the construction of new or expansion of existing governmental facilities. 

No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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iii) Schools     

 

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not increase the demand on public schools. No impacts 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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iv) Parks     

Less than Significant Impact. Public access points, identified in the La Jolla Community Plan 

and Local Coastal Program, to recreational resources in the general vicinity of the project site 

provide recreational opportunities of regional and state-wide significance. The establishment of 

an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which includes the placement of two 

signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during harbor seal pupping season, 

would limit access to public parkland from December 15 through May 15 of each year. Full 

public access, however, will remain available outside of pupping season.  Additionally, views of 

the shore, visual access, would remain accessible after implementation of the project, from the 

pedestrian walkway along the bluff top. 

 

Over the past two years, the City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department has maintained 

observational counts by a Park Ranger to determine the number of people who utilize the 

Children’s Pool beach for recreational and general public access purposes.  Based upon these 

observational counts, visitors located at the sidewalk or breakwater range from a low of 20 to 

several hundred a day throughout pupping season.  Visitors to the actual sandy beach area 

decrease (especially during poor weather days). The counts indicate that the range is anywhere 

from 0 to an occasional high of 75-100, but on many days, few people access the beach during 

this time frame.  Even fewer people use the beach to access the water. Counts taken from 

February 29 through May 15 of 2012 indicate that approximately a total of 130 visitors used the 

beach to access the water.  

 

The observational counts appear to document that a majority of visitors come to access the 

beach from the sidewalk or breakwater.  The project would not impact that access.  Some 

persons would be required to access the beach and water at another location from December 15 

to May 15, but the magnitude of this effect on other public park resources would be negligible 

and is temporal in nature.  The Project would not significantly increase the demand on existing 

neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities over that which presently exists. 

As such, impacts related to parks would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 
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v) Other public facilities     
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No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season would not adversely affect existing levels of public services and 

would not require the construction or expansion of an existing governmental facility. No impact 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  
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XV. RECREATION -     

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? 

    

Less than Significant Impact. See XIV (iv) above.  
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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? 

    

No Impact. Refer to XIV (iv) above. The project site includes an existing recreational facility; the 

project would not require the expansion of a facility.  As such, no impacts would occur, and no 

mitigation measures are required. 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  

Would the project? 
    

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the 

performance of the circulation system, taking into 

account all modes of transportation including mass 

transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including but 

not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 

freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 

transit? 

    

No Impact. The project results in limited physical improvements and would not conflict with 

any applicable plan, ordinance or policy regarding the transportation system. No impacts 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management 

program, including, but not limited to level of service 

standards and travel demand measures, or other 

standards established by the county congestion 

management agency for designated roads or 

highways? 

    

No Impact. See XVI above.  
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c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 

location that results in substantial safety risks? 
    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. No impacts 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  
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d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
    

No Impact. The establishment of an ESHA and buffer area for the Children’s Pool Beach, which 

includes the placement of two signs and chain barrier to prohibit access to the ESHA during 

harbor seal pupping season, would not increase hazards. No impacts would occur, and no 

mitigation measures are required.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 

No Impact. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. See Response 

XVI (d), above.  

 

Issue 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 

safety of such facilities? 

    

No Impact. The Project would not alter the existing conditions of the Project site or adjacent 

facilities with regard to alternative transportation. No significant impacts related to this issue 

would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project:  
    

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the     
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applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

No Impact. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  
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b. Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

No Impact. Construction of the four residential units would not significantly increase the 

demand for water or wastewater treatment services, and as such, would not trigger the need for 

new treatment facilities. Adequate services are available to serve the Project. Impacts would be 

less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No impacts would occur, and no 

mitigation measures are required. 
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c. Require or result in the construction of new storm 

water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause 

significant environmental effects? 

    

No Impact. The volume of new storm water runoff generated by the impervious surface area 

would not result in substantial quantities requiring new or expanded public storm water 

treatment facilities, as adequate services are available to serve the four residential units. 

Therefore,  t The Project would not require the construction of new public storm water drainage 

facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. See also IX(c-f). Impacts would be less than 

significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  No impacts would occur, and no 

mitigation measures are required. 
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d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
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new or expanded entitlements needed? 

No Impact. Impacts would be less than significant, and n The Project does not require water 

supplies. No mitigation measures are required.   
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e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 

provided which serves or may serve the project that it 

has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 

demand in addition to the provider’s existing 

commitments? 

    

No Impact. The Project would result in a minimal increase in the demand for wastewater 

treatment services over that which currently exists, as the Project would result in construction of 

four new residential units that would replace the existing onsite residential unit and detached 

garage. The additional demand for service would not interfere with any wastewater treatment 

provider’s service capacity. The existing residence currently receives wastewater treatment 

services from the City, and adequate services are available to serve the four single-family units. 

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. The Project 

would not require additional wastewater treatment capacity. No impacts would occur and no 

mitigation measures are required. 
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f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 

disposal needs?  
    

No Impact. Construction debris and waste would be generated from the demolition of the 

existing residence and detached garage and construction of the four new residences. All solid 

waste from the Project site would be transported to the Miramar Landfill, which has adequate 

capacity to accept the limited amount of waste that would be generated by the Project. Long-

term operation of the four residential uses is anticipated to generate typical amounts of solid 

waste associated with single-dwelling residential use, which would result in a minimal increase 

over that currently produced by the existing one residence. Impacts are considered to be less 

than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. The Project would not result in solid 
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waste. No mitigation measures are required.  The Project would not require additional landfill 

capacity and would not result in impacts. No mitigation measures are required. 
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g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulation related to solid waste?     

No Impact. The Project would comply with all federal, state and local statutes and regulation 

related to solid waste. No mitigation measures are required.  
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -      

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 

wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 

levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 

community, reduce 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? 

    

The proposed project does not have the potential to result in any of the above listed impacts.  
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b. Does the project have impacts that are individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 

incremental effects of a project are considerable when 

viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 

the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 

probable futures projects)? 

    

The Project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 
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c. Does the project have environmental effects, which 

will cause substantial adverse effects on human 

beings, either directly or indirectly?  
    

No Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in effects that would significantly 

directly or indirectly impact human beings.   
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

REFERENCES 

 

I.  AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

  X   City of San Diego General Plan. 

  X   Community Plan. 

  X   Local Coastal Plan. 

  X   Site Specific Report  

  Final Environmental Impact Report La Jolla Children’s Pool, Project No. 71362/SCH No. 

1999011060, prepared for City of San Diego Engineering and Capital Projects 

Department 

II.  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES & FOREST RESOURCES 

       City of San Diego General Plan. 

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

1973. 

        California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 

       Site Specific Report:      

III .  AIR QUALITY 

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

       Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD. 

       Site Specific Report:                                                               

IV.  BIOLOGY 

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

     City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal 

Pools" Maps, 1996. 



Initial Study Children’s Pool Enclosure – Project No. 225045 

 

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

       Community Plan - Resource Element. 

       California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State 

and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January  

2001. 

       California Department of Fish & 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. 

   X  Site Specific Report:     

  Letter from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to 

Councilmember Donna Frye, Chairperson of the Natural Resources and Culture 

Committee (NR&C) of the San Diego City Council, dated May 14, 2010. 

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES (INCLUDES HISTORICAL RESOURCES) 

  X   City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines. 

    City of San Diego Archaeology Library. 

        Historical Resources Board List. 

       Community Historical Survey:                                               

    Site Specific Report: 

   

VI.  GEOLOGY/SOILS 

  X   City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study. 

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

December 1973 and Part III, 1975. 

    Site Specific Report:  
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

   Site Specific Report:  

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

    San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing,  

        San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division 

        FAA Determination 

        State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use 

Authorized. 

        Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

        Site Specific Report:  

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 

  Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). 

   Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program 

- Flood Boundary and Floodway Map. 

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

    Site Specific Report: 

   

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

  X   City of San Diego General Plan. 

  X   Community Plan. 

        Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

        City of San Diego Zoning Maps 

        FAA Determination 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 

        California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral 

Land  Classification. 

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

        Site Specific Report: 

XII. NOISE 

        Community Plan 

        San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.  

        Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps. 

        Montgomery Field CNEL Maps. 

  San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic 

Volumes. 

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

  City of San Diego General Plan. 

  Site Specific Report: 

XIII. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

  X   City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines. 

        Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San 

Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996. 

  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 Escondido 

7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geology Bulletin 200, 

Sacramento, 1975. 
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        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:                                        

XIV. POPULATION / HOUSING 

        City of San Diego General Plan. 

        Community Plan. 

        Series 11 Population Forecasts, SANDAG. 

        Other:                                                               

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

        City of San Diego General Plan. 

        Community Plan. 

XVI. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

        City of San Diego General Plan. 

        Community Plan. 

X_ Site Specific Report  

 Department of Park and Recreation “Children’s Pool Park Ranger Observational Accounts – 

Children’s Pool Use Survey February 29-May 15, 2012.” 

        City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map 

        Additional Resources:                                                                                

XVII. TRANSPORTATION / CIRCULATION 

        City of San Diego General Plan. 

        Community Plan. 

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

        Site Specific Report:     

XVIII. UTILITIES 

                                                                                                       .                                                                     

XIX. WATER CONSERVATION 

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

Magazine. 
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