DATE ISSUED: August 11, 2022 REPORT NO. PC-22-039
HEARING DATE: August 18, 2022

SUBJECT: LA JOLLA COMMONS REZONE, Process Five

PROJECT NUMBER: 698279

REFERENCE: Project No. 324553 -La Jolla Commons Il

OWNER/APPLICANT:  AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC
SUMMARY

Issue: Should the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council approval of a rezone from
CV-1-2 (Commercial Visitor) to CO-3-1 (Commercial Office) and a Planned Development Permit,
amending Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research
and Development (R&D) uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet, on a 17-acre site,
located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750, and 4757 Executive Drive within the University Community Plan
area?

Staff Recommendations:

1. Recommend the City Council APPROVE Rezone No. 2588229; and

2. Recommend the City Council APPROVE Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an
amendment to Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762.

Community Planning Group Recommendation: On February 8, 2022, the University Planning Group
recommended voted 13-0-1 to recommend approval of the project without conditions (Attachment
11).

Environmental Review: On June 5, 2022, the Development Services Department (DSD) completed a
consistency evaluation per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15162 for the
proposed project (Attachment 6).

This evaluation was performed to determine if conditions specified in CEQA Guidelines Sections
15162 would require the preparation of an additional CEQA review for the proposed project. As
outlined in the evaluation, DSD has determined that the proposed rezone and PDP Permit, a PCD


https://opendsd.sandiego.gov/Web/Approvals/Details/2588229
https://opendsd.sandiego.gov/Web/Approvals/Details/1153095

amendment, is consistent with the original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No.
2000031097: Addendum to EIR No. 79804; and Addendum to EIR No. 324553. The original EIR 99-
0762 was certified on November 14, 2000, by the San Diego City Council as Resolution Number R-
294147, Addendum No. 79804 adopted by the San Diego City Council on June 15, 2006, as
Resolution Number R-294147, and Addendum No. 324553 adopted by the San Diego City Council on
February 24, 2014, as Resolution Number R-308754. The proposed project would not result in new
impacts or an increase in the severity of those impacts previously analyzed.

Fiscal Impact Statement: All costs associated with the processing of this project are recovered
through a deposit account funded by the applicant.

Housing Impact Statement: The proposed project does not include residential dwelling units.

BACKGROUND

The La Jolla Commons Project (Original Project) was entitled by the San Diego City Council on
November 14, 2000, through the approval of Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD) /
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit No. 99-0762, Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) No. 99-0762
and the certification of Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 99-0762 / SCH No. 2000031097. The
Original Project included a rezone to the Commercial-Visitor Zone, a 327-room, fifteen-story hotel,
115-unit, thirty-two-story condominium building, a 450,000-square-foot, twenty-story office building,
a 30,000-square-foot, two-story scientific research building; and a separate eight-level parking
structure development (Attachment 9).

The Original Project was amended on June 15, 2006, by Planned Development Permit (PDP) No.
252591 / Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762, to increase the hotel building to construct a 581,557 square
feet and 32 stories with 213 hotel rooms and 112 condominium units, reduce the condominium
building to 287,771 square feet with 156 units, and to reduce the office building to 340,405 square
feetand 15 stories.

On February 24, 2014, the La Jolla Commons Ill Project was approved to reallocate density within the
remaining area of the Original Project. The City Council approved an amendment to the University
Community Plan, PDP No. 1153095, VTM No. 99-0762, and certified an addendum to EIR No. 99-0762
/ SCH No. 2000031097 (Resolution Numbers R-308754, R-308756, and R-308757). The La Jolla
Commons lll Project allowed for the construction of either a 223,900-square-foot office building, a
165,780-square-foot hotel with 264 hotel rooms, or a 285,960-square-foot, office/hotel building with
up to 175 hotel rooms, on the remaining unbuilt portion of the property. The 223,900-square-foot
office building is currently under construction.

The Original Project is currently developed as an office campus with two office buildings of 392,051
square feet and 317,277 square feet. As noted above, the third La Jolla Commons lll building, the
subject of the 2014 amendment, is currently under construction and when completed will be
223,900 square feet. Upon completion of the La Jolla Commons Il and Original Project, the site will
include 932,328 square feet of office development.



The La Jolla Commons Rezone (Project) is subject to the following San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC)
discretionary actions:

e Rezone - Section 123.0101 to rezone the property from CV-1-2 (Commercial Visitor) to CO-3-
1 (Commercial Office); and

e Planned Development Permit - Section 126.0602(a) to amend Planned Commercial
Development No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development (R&D)
uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet.

All discretionary actions have been consolidated under this application and processed concurrently,
pursuant to the Consolidation of Processing regulations contained in SDMC Section 112.0103.
Therefore, the decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny this project will be made by the
City Council, a Process Five decision.

DISCUSSION

Project Description:

The La Jolla Commons Rezone (Project) will rezone the property located at 4704, 4727, 4747, 4750,
and 4757 Executive Drive (Property) from CV-1-2 (Commercial Visitor) to CO-3-1 (Commercial Office).
In addition, the Project will include a Planned Development Permit (PDP) amending the underlying
Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD) to restrict the total amount of R&D uses on the site
to be no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and peak hour trips do not exceed the
trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda.

The underlying CV - Commercial Visitor zone was originally implemented on the Project site to
accommodate the hotel use included in the Planned Commercial Development (“PCD") Permit. The
hotel use was never constructed. Although the amended PCD permit describes the overall square
footage and development mix allowed on the Property, the underlying zone controls the types of
uses that may be conducted on the Property unless otherwise stated in the PCD Permit. The existing
CV zone does not allow most forms of office uses, except those uses that are explicitly allowed
under the PCD Permit. Although R&D Office uses are allowed under the PCD Permit, the use is
limited to 30,000 square feet.

The applicant is processing the rezone and PDP amendment to change from a Commercial Visitor to
Commercial Office zone to more accurately reflect the existing office uses on-site which are allowed
by the PCD permit, and to allow for the full range of commercial office uses throughout the Project,

including R&D beyond the restricted square footage in the PCD.

The La Jolla Commons Project was originally approved as a mixed-use development with
residential, hotel/office uses. As the Project permits were amended and the Project was built
out, only office uses were constructed. Upon completion of the La Jolla Commons Ill building
(currently under construction), the Project will be fully built out.


http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter12/Ch12Art03Division01.pdf
https://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter12/Ch12Art06Division06.pdf
http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter12/Ch12Art06Division06.pdf
https://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter11/Ch11Art02Division01.pdf

The rezone would allow for R&D Office on the site. An evaluation of AM and PM Peak Hour trips was
completed which shows that a maximum of 735,000 square feet of R&D Office use total and peak
hour vehicle trips do not exceed the AM/PM peak hour trips evaluated in the original CEQA
document. In addition, the Project site is located in a Transit Priority Area (TPA) and is therefore
presumed to have less than a significant impact in relation to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), a

new standard for the evaluation of transportation impacts. The rezone would qualify as a
“Redevelopment Project” under screening criteria number 8 in the City's Transportation Study
Manual (TSM) for VMT Analysis. Although there will be no change in the physical condition

of the Project, under the new zone, new uses will be allowed which have a total project VMT that is
less than or equal to the existing land use’s total VMT. As noted above, a 100% R&D Office use
would reduce the average daily trips (ADT) by 2,935 trips, and therefore shows that VMT would also
be reduced.

The original PCD Permit required a minimum of 2,320 parking spaces. The existing garages
include 2,965 parking spaces. The Project involves no change to the existing physical conditions of
the site, would allow no new construction, and would allow no expansion of the existing
development square footage.

Community Plan Analysis:

The Property is designated Commercial in Figures 4 and 5 of the University Community Plan
(“Community Plan”) and as Office in Figures 14 and 33 of the Community Plan. Therefore, the
proposed rezone is consistent with the land use designations for the Property. In addition, the
University Community Plan Intensity Element in Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29,
which is allowed 1,000,000 square feet of office use. At build-out, the Property will include
932,328 square feet of office development. Therefore, the requested rezone is consistent with
the land use designation and development intensity contemplated in the Community Plan.

The PCD Permit for the Project will remain in place and will continue to govern the Property's
development regulations. The requested rezone will allow for R&D use anywhere within

the Project. The PCD Permit already allows up to 30,000 square feet of Scientific Research uses
in the Project.

The applicant is processing the rezone and PDP amendment to change from a Commercial Visitor to
Commercial Office zone to more accurately reflect the existing office uses on-site, which are
permitted by the PCD Permit, and to allow for the full range of commercial office uses throughout
the Project, including R&D beyond the restricted square footage in the PCD. Under the Project, the
R&D Office use will be restricted to 735,000 square feet to ensure that the Project’s total and peak
hour vehicle trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda.

Conclusion:
The rezone involves no new construction and no change to the physical environment and existing

conditions will remain. In addition, the Project will include a PCD amendment to restrict the total
amount of Research and Development uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet to
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ensure that total and peak hour trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals
and addenda.

The Project and all issues identified through the review process have been resolved in conformance
with adopted City Council policies and regulations of the Land Development Code. Staff has
provided the draft findings to support approval of the Project and draft conditions of approval. Staff
recommends the Planning Commission recommend the City Council approve the Project as
proposed.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Approve Rezone No. 2588229 and Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an
amendment to Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762, with modifications.

2. Deny Rezone No. 2588229 and Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an amendment

to Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762, if the findings required to approve the
project cannot be affirmed.

Respectfully submitted,

Renee Mezo Oscar Galvez Il

Assistant Deputy Director Development Project Manager
Development Services Department Development Services Department
Attachments:

1. Aerial Photographs

2. Community Plan Land Use Map

3. Project Location Map

4, Draft Permit Resolution with Findings

5. Draft Permit with Conditions

6. Environmental Analysis

7. Draft Ordinance

8. Rezone - B Sheet

9. Copy of Recorded (existing) Permit(s)

10. Project Plans

11. Community Planning Group Recommendation

12. Ownership Disclosure Statement
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ATTACHMENT 4

CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO.
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 2600462
L) COMMONS REZONE PROJECT NO. 698279

WHEREAS, AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC, Owner/Permittee, filed an application with the
City of San Diego for a PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to amend Planned Commercial
Development No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the
site to be no more than 735,000 square feet known as the Lj Commons Rezone project, located at
4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 4757 Executive Drive (Property), and legally described as Lots 1 through
5 of La Jolla Commons lll, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according
to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the County Recorder for San Diego County on
December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-7000533 of Official Records, in the University Community Plan

area.

WHEREAS, the project also includes a rezone of the site from the CV-1-2 zone tothe CO-3-1

zone; and;

WHEREAS, on June 5, 2022, the City of San Diego, as Lead Agency, through the Development
Services Department, determined the project is consistent with the original Environmental Impact
Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097, Addendum No. 79804 ,and Addendum No. 324553 per

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guideline Section 15162; and

WHEREAS, on August 18, 2022, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego considered
Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, and pursuant to Resolution No. XXXX, the Planning

Commission voted to recommend [INSERT: City Council approval/disapproval] of the Permit; and
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ATTACHMENT 4

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

findings based on the evidence presented; and

WHEREAS, the matter was set for public hearing on Month Day, Year, testimony having been
heard, evidence having been submitted, and the City Council having fully considered the matter and

being fully advised concerning the same; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, that it adopts the following findings

with respect to Planned Development Permit No. 2600462:

A. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT SDMC Section 126.0605

1. Findings for all Planned Development Permits:

a. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable land use
plan.

The proposed project (Project) will amend Planned Commercial Development Permit
No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the
site to be no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and peak hour trips
do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda. The
Project proposes to rezone the property from CV-1-2 to CO-3-1. No additional
construction is proposed with this amendment. The La Jolla Commons Project is
currently developed as an office campus with two office buildings of 392,051 square
feet and 317,277 square feet. The third La Jolla Commons Il building is currently
under construction and when completed will be 223,000 square feet. Upon
completion of La Jolla Commons lll, the Project will include approximately 932,328
square feet of office development.

The University Community Plan (“Community Plan”) designates the property as both
Office (Figures 14 and 33) and Commercial(Figures 4 and 5) . Therefore, the proposed
amendment to restrict the Research and Development use and the rezone are
consistent with the land use designations for the site. In addition, the University
Community Plan Intensity Element at Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29,
which allows for 1,000,000 square feet of office uses. At build out, the Property will
include 932,328 square feet of office development. Therefore, the Project is
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ATTACHMENT 4

consistent with the land use designation and development intensity contemplated in
the Community Plan.

The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public health, safety,
and welfare.

The proposed development as currently designed will not be detrimental to the
public health, safety, and welfare. The La Jolla Commons Project is currently
developed as an office campus with two office buildings of 392,051 square feet and
317,277 square feet. The third La Jolla Commons lll building is currently under
construction and when completed will be 223,000 square feet. Upon completion of
La Jolla Commons llI, the Project will include a total of approximately 932,328 square
feet of office development.

The proposed development has been reviewed by City staff and is consistent with
the City's policies and requirements. The Development Services Department (DSD)
has completed a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15162
consistency evaluation for the Project (PTS# 698279). This evaluation was performed
to determine if conditions specified in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 would
require preparation of additional CEQA review for the Project. As outlined in the
evaluation, DSD determined that the proposed rezone and PCD amendment is
consistent with the original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No.
2000031097, Addendum No. 79804, and Addendum No. 324553. The original EIR 99-
0762 being certified on November 14, 2000, by the San Diego City Council as
Resolution Number R-94147 and Addendum No. 79804 adopted by the San Diego
City Council on June 15, 2006, as Resolution Number R-294147 and Addendum No.
324553 adopted by the San Diego City Council on February 24, 2014, as Resolution
Number R-308754. The Project would not result in new impacts.

No new development and no change to the physical environment is proposed.
Additionally, the permit controlling the development contains conditions addressing
the Project compliance with the City's regulations and policies, and other regional,
state, and federal regulations to prevent detrimental impacts to the public health,
safety, and welfare. Compliance with these regulations and project conditions would
result in a development that will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and
welfare.

The proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land
Development Code including any proposed deviations pursuant to Section
126.0602(b)(1) that are appropriate for this location and will result in a more
desirable project than would be achieved if designed in strict conformance
with the development regulations of the applicable zone, and any allowable
deviations that are otherwise authorized pursuant to the Land Development
Code.

The Project includes a Planned Commercial Development Permit (PCD) amendment
to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the site to allow
no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and peak hour trips from the
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ATTACHMENT 4

Project do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda. A
rezone of the property is also proposed. No new development and no change to the
physical environment is proposed.

The Property is designated Commercial in Figures 4 and 5 of the University
Community Plan (“Community Plan”) and as Office in Figures 14 and 33 of the
Community Plan. Therefore, the proposed rezone is consistent with the land use
designations for the Property. In addition, the University Community Plan Intensity
Element at Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29, which is allowed
1,000,000 square feet of office uses. At build out, the Property will include 932,328
square feet of office development.

No deviations are requested with the amendment to the PCD; therefore, the
proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land Development
Code.

The above findings are supported by the minutes, maps and exhibits, all of which are

incorporated herein by this reference.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Planned Development Permit No. 2600462 is granted to AAT
LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC, Owner/Permittee, under the terms and conditions set forth in the

attached permit which is made a part of this resolution.
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ATTACHMENT 5

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION
501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
PROJECT MANAGEMENT
PERMIT CLERK
MAIL STATION 501

INTERNAL ORDER NUMBER: 24009094 SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 2600462
L) COMMONS REZONE PROJECT NO. 698279
AMENDMENT TO PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT NO. 99-0762
CITY COUNCIL

This Planned Development Permit No. 2600462, an amendment to Planned Commercial
Development No. 99-0762, San Diego County Recorder’s Office Document Number 2001-0335065,
dated May 24, 2001, is granted by the City Council of the City of San Diego to AAT LA JOLLA
COMMONS, LLC 3, a Delaware limited liability company, Owner/Permittee, pursuant to San Diego
Municipal Code [SDMC(] section 126.0605. The 17-acre site is located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and
4757 Executive Drive in the CO-3-1 zone of the University Community Plan. The project site is legally
described as: Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons lll, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego,
State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the County Recorder for
San Diego County on December 28, 2017, as File No. 2017-7000533 of Official Records.

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to
Owner/Permittee to amend Planned Commercial Development and Resource Protection Ordinance
Permit No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the site to be
no more than 735,000 square feet described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, type, and
location on the approved exhibits [Exhibit "A"] dated September 20, 2022, on file in the Development
Services Department.

The project shall include:

a. An amendment to Planned Commercial Development and Resource Protection Ordinance
Permit No. 99-0762 to restrict the total amount of Research and Development uses on the
site to be no more than 735,000 square feet; and

b. Public and private accessory improvements determined by the Development Services
Department to be consistent with the land use and development standards for this site in
accordance with the adopted community plan, the California Environmental Quality Act
[CEQA] and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Engineer's requirements, zoning regulations,
conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the SDMC.
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ATTACHMENT 5

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

1. This permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights of
appeal have expired. If this permit is not utilized in accordance with Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 1
of the SDMC within the 36-month period, this permit shall be void unless an Extension of Time has
been granted. Any such Extension of Time must meet all SDMC requirements and applicable
guidelines in effect at the time the extension is considered by the appropriate decision maker. This
permit must be utilized by Month Day, Year.

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

a.  The Owner/Permittee signs and returns the Permit to the Development Services
Department; and

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

3. While this Permit is in effect, the subject property shall be used only for the purposes and
under the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the
appropriate City decision maker.

4.  This Permit is a covenant running with the subject property and all of the requirements and
conditions of this Permit and related documents shall be binding upon the Owner/Permittee and
any successor(s) in interest.

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

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

7.  The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary building permits. The Owner/Permittee is
informed that to secure these permits, substantial building modifications and site improvements
may be required to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical, and plumbing codes, and State
and Federal disability access laws.

8.  Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “A.” Changes, modifications, or

alterations to the construction plans are prohibited unless appropriate application(s) or
amendment(s) to this Permit have been granted.

Page 2 of 6



ATTACHMENT 5

9.  All of the conditions contained in this Permit have been considered and were determined
necessary to make the findings required for approval of this Permit. The Permit holder is required
to comply with each and every condition in order to maintain the entitlements that are granted by
this Permit.

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

10. Planned Commercial Development No. 99-0762, San Diego County Recorder's Office
Document Number 2001-0335065, dated May 24, 200, shall remain in force and effect except where
amended by this Permit.

ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

11. Mitigation requirements in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program [MMRP] shall
apply to this Permit. These MMRP conditions are hereby incorporated into this Permit by reference.

12.  The mitigation measures specified in the MMRP and outlined in Environmental Impact Report
LDR No. 99-0762, October 5, 2000, (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addenda (Project No. 79804 and
324553), shall be noted on the construction plans and specifications under the heading
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.

13.  The Owner/Permittee shall comply with the MMRP as specified in Environmental Impact
Report LDR No. 99-0762, October 5, 2000, (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addenda (Project No. 79804
and 324553), to the satisfaction of the Development Services Department and the City Engineer.
Prior to issuance of any construction permit, all conditions of the MMRP shall be adhered to, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN REQUIREMENTS:

14. Owner/Permittee shall comply with the Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist
stamped as Exhibit "A." Prior to issuance of any construction permit, all CAP strategies shall be noted
within the first three (3) sheets of the construction plans under the heading “Climate Action Plan
Requirements” and shall be enforced and implemented to the satisfaction of the Development
Services Department.

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:
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ATTACHMENT 5

15. All laboratory equipment and related operations associated with Research & Development
(R&D) uses shall comply with all applicable rules and regulations relating to emission standards and
the use of any hazardous materials associated with such equipment or operations including, without
limitation, San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Regulation II, Rule 11. Rule 11
generally exempts such equipment and operations from SDAPCD permitting requirements provided
specified criteria are met. Any emission control devices or systems installed as necessary to meet
SDAPCD standards for the exemption shall be shown on applicable plans.

16. In conjunction with any future Substantial Conformance Review (SCR) or amendments to this
permit for new R&D buildings, the plans for such R&D buildings shall generally identify the proposed
use and any hazardous materials or emissions that may be present and shall identify any emission
control devices or systems that are installed to control or contain any potential hazards. An updated
Exhibit "A" will be provided with any future SCR or amendment submittal, including the following
information/ tables: development summary, unit acreage summary, parking, and unit construction
type/occupancy summary.

17.  The automobile, motorcycle and bicycle parking spaces must be constructed in accordance
with the requirements of the SDMC. All on-site parking stalls and aisle widths shall be in compliance
with requirements of the City's Land Development Code and shall not be converted and/or utilized
for any other purpose, unless otherwise authorized in writing authorized by the appropriate City
decision maker in accordance with the SDMC.

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

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

INFORMATION ONLY:

e The issuance of this discretionary permit alone does not allow the immediate commencement
or continued operation of the proposed use on site. Any operation allowed by this
discretionary permit may only begin or recommence after all conditions listed on this permit
are fully completed and all required ministerial permits have been issued and received final
inspection.

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

¢ This development may be subject to impact fees at the time of construction permit issuance.
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APPROVED by the City Council of the City of San Diego on Month Day, Year and [Approved
Resolution Number].
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ATTACHMENT 5

Planned Development Permit No. 2600462
Date of Approval: Month Day, Year

AUTHENTICATED BY THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Oscar Galvez Il
Development Project Manager

NOTE: Notary acknowledgment
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1189 et seq.

The undersigned Owner/Permittee, by execution hereof, agrees to each and every condition of
this Permit and promises to perform each and every obligation of Owner/Permittee hereunder.

AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC
Owner/Permittee

By

Adam Wyl
President and Chief Operating Officer

AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC
Owner/Permittee

By

Jerry Gammieri
Senior Vice President of Construction and
Development

NOTE: Notary acknowledgments
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1189 et seq.
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ATTACHMENT 6

THE CiTY OF SAN DIEGO

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 5, 2022

TO: Oscar Galvez 111, Development Project Manager, Development Services
Department

FROM: Sara Osborn, Senior Planner, Development Services Department

SUBJECT: LJCommons Rezone (PTS# 698279) California Environmental Quality Act —
Section 15162 Evaluation

The Development Services Department (DSD) has completed a California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) Section 15162 — Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declaration consistency
evaluation for the proposed LJ Commons Rezone (PTS# 698279).

This evaluation was performed to determine if conditions specified in CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15162 would require preparation of additional CEQA review for the proposed project.
As outlined in the evaluation, DSD has determined that the proposed rezone and PCD
amendment is consistent with the original Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No.
2000031097, Addendum 79804 and Addendum No. 324553. The original EIR 99-0762 being
certified on November 14, 2000 by the San Diego City Council as Resolution Number R-294147
and Addendum No. 79804 adopted by the San Diego City Council on June 15, 2006 as
Resolution Number R-294147 and Addendum No0.324553 adopted by the San Diego City
Council on February 24, 2014 as Resolution Number R-308754. The proposed project would not
result in new impacts.

PROJECT

The La Jolla Commons Rezone will rezone the property at 4704, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 4757
Executive Drive in San Diego (“Property”) from CV-1-2 to CO-3-1. The rezone involves no
new development and no change to the physical environment. Existing conditions will remain. In
addition, the Project will include a PCD amendment to restrict the total amount of Research and
Development uses on the site to be no more than 735,000 square feet to ensure that total and
peak hour trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda.



The La Jolla Commons Project was originally approved as a mixed use development with
residential, hotel and office uses. As the Project permits were amended and the Project was built
out, only office uses were constructed. Upon completion of the La Jolla Commons 111 building
(currently under construction), the Project will be fully built out.

The underlying CV — Commercial Visitor zone was originally implemented on the Project site to
accommodate the hotel use included in the Planned Commercial Development (“PCD”) Permit.
The hotel use was never constructed.

Although the amended PCD permit describes the overall square footage and development mix
allowed on the Property, the underlying zone controls the types of uses that may be conducted on
the Property unless otherwise stated in the PCD Permit. The CV zone does not allow most forms
of office uses, except those uses that are explicitly allowed under the PCD Permit. Although
Research and Development Office uses are allowed under the PCD Permit, only 30,000 square
feet of these uses are permitted in the PCD. The applicant is processing the rezone and PDP
amendment to change from a Commercial Visitor to Commercial Office zone to more accurately
reflect the existing office uses on-site which are permitted by the PCD Permit, and to allow for
the full range of commercial office uses throughout the Project, including Research &
Development (“R&D™) Office beyond the restricted square footage in the PCD. R&D Office
would be restricted to 735,000 square feet to ensure that the Project’s total and peak hour vehicle
trips do not exceed the trip levels in the original CEQA approvals and addenda.

BACKGROUND

The Property was first entitled as the La Jolla Commons Project by the San Diego City Council
on November 14, 2000 through the approval of Planned Commercial Development Permit
(“PCD”) / Resource Protection Ordinance (“RPO”) permit 99-0762, Vesting Tentative Map
(*VTM”) 99-0762 and the certification of EIR No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097. The Original
Project included a 327 room, fifteen story hotel; 115 unit, thirty-two story condominium
building; 450,000 square foot, twenty story office building; 30,000 square foot, two story
scientific research building; and separate eight level parking structure development.

The CV zone was chosen to accommodate the hotel use that was part of the original Project.

The original Project was amended on June 15, 2006 by PDP No. 252591 and included 213-
room/112-unit hotel / condominium building, a 156-unit condominium building, a 340,405
square foot office building, a 30,000 square foot R&D Office building, and an eight story
parking garage. Addendum No. 79804 to the Final EIR was approved as Resolution No. R-
294147 for CEQA compliance. No new impacts or substantial changes were determined to have
occurred.

In 2011 a Substantial Conformance Review (“SCR”) was approved by the Development Services
Department (PTS No. 216243) to further modify the Project within the confines of the 2006 PDP
amendment. The 2011 SCR permitted a new 460,577 square foot office building, and a new
383,243 Hotel/Residential buildings, in addition to the existing 309,004 square foot office
building for a total of 1,152,824 square feet of development. As the SCR was a Process 1,
ministerial review, no additional CEQA analysis was required.



On February 24, 2014, the City Council approved the La Jolla Commons Il Project to reallocate
density within the remaining area of the La Jolla Commons Project. The City Council approved
an amendment to the University Community Plan, PDP No. 1153095, and a VTM. The 2014
revised La Jolla Commons I11 Project allowed for the construction of either a 223,900 square
foot office building; a 165,780 square foot hotel building with 264 hotel rooms; or a 285,960
square foot mixed use office and hotel building with up to 175 hotel rooms, on the remaining
unbuilt portion of the Property. The office building permitted by the 2014 City Council approval
is currently under construction. An Addendum No. 324553 approved on February 24, 20214 by
R-308754 to the Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addendum No. 79804 was
approved by the City Council in compliance with CEQA.

The La Jolla Commons Project is currently developed as an office campus with two office
buildings of 392,051 square feet and 317,277 square feet. The third La Jolla Commons Il
building, the subject of the 2014 amendment, is currently under construction and when
completed will be 223,000 square feet. Upon completion of La Jolla Commons 111, the Project
will include approximately 932,328 square feet of office development.

EVALUATION

The Property is designated Commercial in Figures 4 and 5 of the University Community Plan
(“Community Plan) and as Office in Figures 14 and 33 of the Community Plan. Therefore, the
proposed rezone is consistent with the land use designations for the Property. In addition, the
University Community Plan Intensity Element at Table 3 designates the Property as Subarea 29,
which is allowed 1,000,000 square feet of office uses. At build out, the Property will include
932,328 square feet of office development. Therefore, the requested rezone is consistent with
the land use designation and development intensity contemplated in the Community Plan.

Exhibit A (attached) provides a comparison table of the CV and CO zone development
regulations. The only significant difference between the CV-1-2 and CO-3-1 zones are that
residential uses are allowed in the CV zone and there is a differential in allowed structure height.
However, under the Community Plan land use designation of Commercial and Office, no
residential uses are allowed on the Property and therefore no change would occur. Structure
height for the Project is controlled by the PCD Permit, which exceeds the allowed height in both
CV and CO zones. The PCD Permit will continue to govern the development regulations of the
site.

The PCD Permit for the Project will remain in place and will continue to govern the Property’s
development regulations. The requested rezone will allow for R&D Office use anywhere within
the Project. The PCD Permit already allows up to 30,000 square feet of Scientific Research uses
in the Project. Under Land Development Code section 126.0113, if the requested rezone is
granted, R&D Office uses will be allowed in the Project (and unrestricted by the square footage
in the PCD Permit) as it will be an allowed use under the base zone.

The Original La Jolla Commons Project EIR (99-0762/SCH 2000031097) trip generation
anticipated 10,455 average daily trips (“ADT”) based on the development mix in the original



permit that included office, hotel, and residential uses. Mitigation for the Project was based on
the 10,455 ADT in the EIR. This mitigation has been completed.

The rezone would allow for R&D Office on the site. Pursuant to the City of San Diego Trip
Generation Manual, R&D Office uses generate traffic at a rate of 8 trips per 1,000 square feet of
development. The Project includes Approximately 940,000 square feet. The building is currently
an office complex that is allowed 10,455 ADT consistent with the original EIR and Addendum.
If 100% of the building were converted to R&D Office the Project would generate 7,520 ADT,
which is 2,935 ADT less than the project that was analyzed in the original EIR. An evaluation of
AM and PM Peak Hour trips was completed which shows that a maximum of 735,000 square
feet of R&D Office use total and peak hour vehicle trips do not exceed the AM/PM peak hour
trips evaluated in the original CEQA document. The PCD will be amended to restrict the amount
of R&D Office uses to 735,000 square feet. Therefore, no new impacts will occur.

Scenario Daily AM In AM Out PM In PM Out
Approved 10319 | 847 219 395 817
Rezone (735 ksf R &D) | 5880 847 94 82 741
Change -4439 0 -125 -313 -76

In addition, the Project site is located in a Transportation Priority Area (“TPA”) and is therefore
presumed to have less than a significant impact in relation to VVehicle Miles Traveled (“VMT?”), a
new standard for the evaluation of transportation impacts. The rezone would qualify as a
“Redevelopment Project” under screening criteria number 8 in the City’s Transportation Study
Manual (“TSM”) for VMT Analysis. Although there will be no change in the physical condition
of the Project, under the rezone, new uses will be allowed which have a total project VMT that is
less than or equal to the existing land use’s total VMT. As noted above, a 100% R&D Office use
would reduce ADT by 2,935 trips, and therefore shows that VMT would also be reduced.
Appendix C of the TSM notes that, “Consistent with the OPR Technical Advisory, ”[w]here a
project replaces existing VMT generating land uses, if the replacement leads to a net overall
decrease in VMT, the project would lead to a less-than-significant transportation impact.”

The original PCD Permit required a minimum of 2,320 parking spaces. The existing garages
include 2,965 parking spaces. The Project is in a TPA. Pursuant to municipal code table 142-
05G the Project would have no minimum parking requirement. However, outside of a TPA,
R&D Office uses require 2.5 parking spaces per 1,000 sf of development. The Project includes
approximately 940,000 square feet of office development. If 100% of the Project were occupied
by R&D office, 2,350 parking spaces would be required outside of a TPA. The existing parking
on site exceeds required parking for a 100% R&D Office use by 615 spaces.

The proposed Project involves no change to the existing physical conditions of the site, would
allow no new construction, and would allow no expansion of the existing development square
footage.



CEQA 15162 CONSISTENCY EVALUATION

DSD reviewed the proposed amendments and conducted an CEQA Guidelines Section 15162
consistency evaluation with the previously certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No.
2000031097), Addendum No. 79804 and Addendum No. 324553. The evaluation above
substantiates the conclusion that supports a determination that no subsequent document is
required.

CONCLUSION

Overall, it is not anticipated that the implementation of the proposed rezone would result in any
significant direct, indirect or cumulative impacts over and above those disclosed in the
previously certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097), Addendum No. 79804 and
Addendum No. 324553. The project would not result in new impacts or changed circumstances
that would require a new environmental document.

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines states:

When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent
EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase
in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was
certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the
following:

(A)  The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR or negative declaration;

(B)  Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR;

(C)  Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in
fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

(D)  Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.



DSD finds that none of the three criteria listed above has occurred. In addition, this evaluation
supports the use of the certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097) and Addendum
No. 79804 and Addendum No. 324553 for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162.

Therefore, the certified Final EIR No. 99-0762 (SCH No. 2000031097), Addendum No. 79804
and Addendum No. 324553 adequately covers the La Jolla Commons Rezone Project being
proposed.

Sara Osborn
Senior Planner

Attachments:
Exhibit A: Comparison table of the CV and CO zone development regulations
Exhibit B: Previous Environmental documents



Attachment A — Comparison Table

COvsCV Zones
Table 131-05B

Use Regulations Table for
Commercial Zones

Exhibit A

Use Categories/Subcategories Zone
Designator

Zones

[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>>
explanation and descriptions of 3rd >>
the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately
Regulated Uses]

CO-

2-

Open Space

Active Recreation

Passive Recr eation

Natural Resour ces Preservation

Park Maintenance Facilities

Agriculture

Agricultural Processing

Aquaculture Facilities

Dairies

Horticulture Nurseries & Greenhouses

Raising & Harvesting of Crops

Raising, Maintaining & Keeping
of Animals

Separ ately Regulated Agriculture Uses

Agricultural Equipment Repair Shops

Commercia Stables

Community Gardens

Equestrian Show & Exhibition Facilities

ol

Open Air Markets for the Sale of
Agriculture-related Products &
Flowers

Residential

Mobilehome Parks

Multiple Dwelling Units

P

PP

Rooming House [See
Section 131.0112(a)(3)(A)]

P

Shopkeeper Units

P

P

Single Dwelling Units

Separ ately Regulated Residential Uses

Accessory Dwelling Units




Use Categories/Subcategories Zone
Designator

Zones

[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>>
explanation and descriptions of 3rd >>
the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately
Regulated Uses]

Continuing Care Retirement
Communities

Employee Housing:

6 or Fewer Employees

12 or Fewer Employees

Greater than 12 Employees

Fraternities, Sororities and
Student Dormitories

Garage, Yard, & Estate Sales

Guest Quarters

Home Occupations

Interim Ground Floor Residential

N8

Junior Accessory Dwelling Units

Live/Work Quarters

L18

Low Barrier Navigation Center

Movable Tiny Houses

Permanent Supportive Housing

Residential Care Facilities;

6 or Fewer Persons

P

7 or More Persons

c@

Transitional Housing:

6 or Fewer Persons

p@

7 or More Persons

—

L@

Watchkeeper Quarters

Institutional

Separ ately Regulated I nstitutional Uses

Airports

co

Botanical Gardens & Arboretums

Cemeteries, Mausoleums, Crematories

co

Correctiona Placement Centers

O000n

O0n0n0n

co

Educational Facilities:

Kindergarten through Grade 12

C(

Colleges/ Universities

C(19)

Vocational / Trade School

Electric Vehicle Charging Stations

o000

o000

elel@]




Use Categories/Subcategories Zone Zones
Designator
[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>> CO- CV-
explanation and descriptions of 3rd >> 1- 2- 3 1-
the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately 1 2 | 1123 2
Regulated Uses]
Energy Generation & Distribution Facilities P P C PO
Exhibit Halls & Convention Facilities C C - P
Flood Control Facilities L L L L
Historical Buildings Used for Purposes Not C C C cto
Otherwise Allowed
Homeless Facilities:
Congregate Meal Facilities C C C C
Emergency Shelters C C C C
Homeless Day Centers C C C C
Hosp|tql S, Inter_m_edl ate Care Facilities C c c pUL0)
& Nursing Facilities
Interpretive Centers - - - -
Museums P
Major Transmission, Relay, or
Communications Switching C C C ctto
Stations
Placemaking on Private Property L L L L
Satellite Antennas L L L L
Social Service Institutions C C C c9
Solar Energy Systems L L L L
Wireless Communications Facilities See Section 141.0420
Retail Sales
Building Supplies & Equipment - - - -
Food, Bever ages and Groceries P P piL19) Py
Consumer Goods, Furniture, p.11) p311) p(3.11,19) p13)
Appliances, Equipment
Pets & Pet Supplies - - - -
Sundries, Pharmaceutical, & p(11) p11) p(11,19) p11)
Convenience Sales
Wearing Apparel & Accessories - - piL19) piD
Separ ately Regulated Retail Sales Uses
Agriculture Related Supplies &
Equipment ) i ) i
Alcoholic Beverage Outlets L L L L
Cannabis Outlets - C - -
Farmers Markets
Weekly Farmers Markets L L \ L L




Use Categories/Subcategories Zone Zones
Designator

[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>> CO- CV-

explanation and descriptions of 3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-

the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately 1 2 1 2 | 1123 1 2
Regulated Uses]

Daily Farmers Market Stands

Plant Nurseries

L L L
Retail Farms L L L -
Retail Tasting Stores L L L

SNap M ee_ts_ & Other Large Outdoor C10)
Retail Facilities

Commercial Services

Building Services P©) P© P® -

Business Support P© P P

Eating & Drinking Establishments p©16) p©16) p©16) pio

Financial Institutions P P

Funeral & Mortuary Services - -

Instructional Studios P P

Maintenance & Repair L) P

Off-site Services - -

Per sonal Services - -

Radio & Television Studios - -

Tasting Rooms - -

o|o|o|o|' [ B |
1

Visitor Accommodations - P

Separately Regulated Commercial Services
Uses

Adult Day Care Facility L | - | L \ L

Adult Entertainment Establishments:

Adult Book Store - - i

Adult Cabaret - - -

Adult Drive-In Theater - - i

Adult Mini-Motion Picture Theater - - i

Adult Modd Studio - - -

Adult Motel - - -

Adult Motion Picture Theater - - i

Adult Peep Show Theater - - -

Adult Theater - - -

Body Painting Studio - - -

O Ll ol Ul O

Massage Establishment - - -

—

Sexual Encounter Establishment - - -

Assembly and Entertainment Uses, L L L L 10
Including Places of Religious Assembly




Use Categories/Subcategories Zone Zones
Designator
[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>> CO- CV-
explanation and descriptions of 3rd >> 1- 2- 3 1-
the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately 1 2 | 1123 2
Regulated Uses]
Boarding Kennels/Pet Day Care N N - N0
Camping Parks C C - C
Child Care Facilities:
Child Care Centers L L L L (0
L arge Family Child Care Homes L L L L0
Small Family Child Care Homes L L L L
Eating and Drinking Establishments with a P = i p
Drive-in or Drive-through Component
Fairgrounds - - - C
Golf Courses, Driving Ranges, and Pitch &
C C - C
Putt Courses
Helicopter Landing Facilities C C C c0
M assage Establishments, Specialized i i i L
Practice
Mobile Food Trucks (19 L (19 (19 L (9
!\Ilghtcl ubs & Bars Over 5,000 Square Feet C C C C
in Size
Parking Facilitiesas a Primary Use:
Permanent Parking Facilities C C - C
Temporary Parking Facilities C C C C
Private Clubs, Lodges and 10
Fraternal Organizations P P P Peo
Privately Operated, Outdoor Recreation
Facilities over 40,000 Square Feet in C C - C
Size(9)
Pushcarts:
Pushcarts on Private Property L L L L
Pushcarts in Public Right-of-Way N N N N
Recycling Facilities:
Large Collection Facility N N - N(O
Small Collection Facility L L - L (0
Large Construction & Demolition Debris
Recycling Facility ) i ) i
Small Construction & Demolition Debris
Recycling Facility ] ] ] ]
Drop-off Facility -

Green Materials Composting Facility




Use Categories/Subcategories Zone Zones

Designator
[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>> CO- CV-
explanation and descriptions of 3rd >> 1- 2- 3- 1-
the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately 1 2 1 2 | 1123 1 2
Regulated Uses]

Mixed Organic Composting Facility - - - -

Large Processing Facility Accepting at
Least 98% of Total Annual Weight of
Recyclables from Commercia &
Industrial Traffic

Large Processing Facility Accepting All
Types of Traffic

Small Processing Facility Accepting at
Least 98% of Total Annual Weight of
Recyclables From Commercia &
Industrial Traffic

Small Processing Facility Accepting All
Types of Traffic

Reverse Vending Machines L L L L
Tire Processing Facility - - - -
Sidewalk Cafes L L L L
Sports Arenas & Stadiums C C - C
Theaters that are Outdoor or Over c C i C
5,000 Sgquare Feet in Size
Urgent Care Facilities N N N N9
Veterinary Clinics & Animal Hospitals N N N -
Zoological Parks - - - -
Offices
Business & Professional P P pLo -
Gover nment P P P -
Medical, Dental & Health Practitioner P P P p10)
Regional & Corporate Headquarters P P P -
Separ ately Regulated Office Uses
Real Estate Sales Offices & Model
L L L L
Homes
Sex Offender Treatment & Counseling L L L L0

Vehicle & Vehicular
Equipment Sales & Service

Commercial Vehicle Repair
& Maintenance

Commercial Vehicle Sales & Rentals - - - -

Personal Vehicle Repair & Maintenance - - - -




Use Categories/Subcategories Zone
Designator

Zones

[See Section 131.0112 for an 1st & 2nd>>
explanation and descriptions of 3rd >>
the Use Categories, 4th >>
Subcategories, and Separately
Regulated Uses]

Personal Vehicle Sales & Rentals

Vehicle Equipment & Supplies Sales
& Rentals

Separately Regulated Vehicle & Vehicular
Equipment Sales & Service Uses

Automobile Service Stations

Outdoor Storage & Display of New,
Unregistered Motor Vehiclesasa
Primary Use

Vehicle Storage Facilitiesas aPrimary Use

Distribution and Storage

Equipment & Materials Storage Yards

Moving & Storage Facilities

Distribution Facilities

Separ ately Regulated Distribution
and Storage Uses

Junk Y ards

Temporary Construction Storage
Y ards L ocated Off-site

Industrial

Heavy Manufacturing

Light Manufacturing

MarineIndustry

Research & Development

Testing Labs

Trucking & Transportation Terminals

Separately Regulated I ndustrial Uses

Artisan Food and Beverage Producer

Cannabis Production Facilities

Hazardous Waste Research Facility

Hazardous Waste Treatment Facility

Marine Related Uses Within the
Coastal Overlay Zone

Mining and Extractive Industries

Newspaper Publishing Plants




Use Categories/Subcategories

Zone
Designator

Zones

[See Section 131.0112 for an
explanation and descriptions of
the Use Categories,
Subcategories, and Separately

Regulated Uses]

1st & 2nd>>
3rd >>
4th >>

Off- premises

Processing & Packaging of Plant
Products & Animal By-products Grown

Very Heavy Industrial Uses

Wrecking & Dismantling of
Motor Vehicles

Signs

Allowable Signs

Separately Regulated Signs Uses

Community Entry Sgns

Neighborhood |dentification Sgns

Comprehensive Sgn Program

Revolving Projecting Sgns

Sgns with Automatic Changing Copy

| Z21Z12Z |

21212 |

21212 |

Z\Z2|1Z|Z| |

Theater Marquees

US-DOCS\127337388.3




Attachment A

Table 131-05D
Development Regulationsfor CR, CO, CV, CP Zones
Development Zone Zones
Regulations Designator
[See Section 131.0530 for 1st & 2nd CO- CvV-
Development Regulations >>
of Commercial Zones] 3rd>> 3- 1-
4th>> 1 2 3 1 2
M ax Permitted Residential Density (9 1,000 800 600 1,500 1,500
Supplemental Residential Regulations i i I I I
[See Section 131.0540] appiies appIes appiies appiies appIIes
Supplemental Commer cial
Regulations [See Section 131.0541] applies - - - -
Lot Area
Min Lot Area (sf) 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 5,000
Max Lot Area (ac) -- -- -- -- --
Lot dimensions
Min Lot Width (ft) 50 50 50 100 50
Min Street Frontage (ft) 50 50 50 100 50
Min Lot Depth (f) 100 100 100 100 100
Setback Requirements®
Min Front Setback (ft) -- -- -- 10 --
Max Front Setback (ft) 10@ 10@ 10@ -- 10@
[See Section 131.0543(3)]
Min Side Setback (ft) 10 10 10 10 10
Optional Side Setback (ft) 0 0 0 -- 0®
Side Setback Abutting
Residential [See Section 131.0543(c)] applies applies applies applies applies
Min Street Side Setback (ft) -- -- -- -- --
Max Street Side Setback (ft) 10? 10® 10? 10? 10?
[See Section 131.0543(a)]
Min Rear Setback (ft) 10 10 10 10 10
Optional Rear Setback (ft) o® o® o® o® o®
Rear Setback Abutting
Residential [See Section 131.0543(c)] applies applies applies applies applies
Max Structure Height (ft) 50 65 70 60 45
Min Lot Coverage (%) -- -- -- -- 35
Max Floor Area Ratio 20" 20“? 20" 20" 20"




Floor Area Ratio Bonus for 1.0 25 25 - --

Residential Mixed Use [See Section

131.0546(a)]

Minimum Floor Area Ratio for 1.0 15 25 -- --

Residential Use

Floor Area Ratio Bonus for Child

Care [See Section 131.0546(b)] applies applies applies -- --
Ground-floor Height [See Section . . . . :
131.0548] applies applies applies applies applies
Pedestrian Paths[See Section . . . . :
131.0550] applies applies applies applies applies
Transparency [See Section 131.0552] applies applies applies -- applies
Building Articulation [See Section . . . . :
131.0554] applies applies applies applies applies
Street Yard Parking Restriction [See . . .
Section 131.0555] applies applies applies - -
Parking Lot Orientation [See Section
131.0556] applies -- -- applies applies
Refuse and Recyclable M aterial i i i i I
Stor age [ See Section 142.0805] applies applIes applies applies applies
L oading Dock and Overhead Door
Screening Regulations [See Section applies applies applies applies applies
142.1030]
Visibility Area [See Section 113.0273] . . . . .

applies applies applies applies applies

Dwelling Unit Protection Regulations
[See Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 12] applies applies applies applies applies

Footnotes for Table 131-05D

1

One dwelling unit per specified minimum square footage of lot area as determined in

accordance with Section 113.0222.

See section 131.0543(a)(2).




Exhibit B
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Addendum to an
Environmental Impact Report

' Se

Land Development
Review Division
{619) 446-5460

Project No. 79804
Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762
SCH No. 2000031097

SUBJECT: LAJOLLA COMMONS. MAP WAIVERS/PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP)/SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(SDP) TO AMEND PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
(PCD)/RESOURCE PROTECTION ORDINANCE (RPU) NO. 99-0762
to construct a new 581,557 square-foot, 32-story, 213-room/112-unit
hotel/condominium building; a new 287,771 square-foot, 32-story, 156-
unit condominium building; a new 340,405 square-foot, 15-story office
building; a new 30,000 square-foot, two-story scientific research building;
and a new 501,994 square-foot, eight-story parking structure on an
existing 17-acre site. The praject site is hound hy Tudicial Drive to the
west, Nexus Centre Drive to the north, and La Jolla Village Drive to the
south. The site is bisected by the east-west extension of Executive Drive.
The site is within the University Community Planning Area. Legal
Description: Lots 1-5, La Jolla Commons, Map 14466. Applicant:
Makar Properties, LLC & Makallon La Jolla Properties, LLC.

[. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Development of the proposed project requires the approval of a Planned
Development Permit (PDP) and Site Development Permit (SDP) which would
amend the existing Planned Commercial Development (PCD) Permit and
F.esource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Permit No. 99-0762. The existing
PCD/RPO proposed the construction of 2 315,272 square-foot, 15-story, 327-
room hotel; a 320,921 square-foot, 32-story, 115-unit condominium building; a
450,000 sguare-foot, 20-story, office building; a 30,000 square-foot, two-story
scientific research building, and a 501,994 square-foot, eight-story parking
structure. ,

The project has been redesigned from the original approval to increase the
proposed hotel building to 581,557 square feet and 32 stories with 213 hotel
rooms and 112 condominium units; reduce the proposed condominium building to
287,771 square feet with 156 units; and 1o reduce the proposed office huilding to
340,405 square feet and 15 stories. The proposed scientific research building and
the proposed parking structure would remain the same as previously approved.

Also included is a map waiver to add residential usesin Lot 2 of LaJolla
Commons, Map No. 14466; & map waiver to increase the number of residential
units entitled in Lot 2 of La Jolla Commeons, Map No. 14466; and a lof line
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adjustment map to make minor adjustments to lot lines affected by building and
private driveway adjustments.

An updated traffic and parking report was prepared for the revised design by
Darnell & Associates, Inc., titled *“Updated Traffic and Parking Analysis For La
Jolla Commons in the City of San Diego”, dated September 23, 2005, and revised
March 14, 2006. According to the traffic analysis, the proposed project as
redesigned would generate less traffic than the previously approved project. The
revised project would generate approximately 941 fewer daily trips, 103 fewer
morning peak hour trips, and 112 fewer evening peak hour trips. For the purposes
of a comparative analysis, three key intersections were reanalyzed from the 1698
report and compared to the current proposed project. The three intersections were
selected because they are in the closest proximity to the project site and any

charmoe in frafh e ranarntian wonild tranaet fhaea intaraoactinana fhe mact Fuarthar 1 f
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can be stated that a reduction in traffic from the project would reduce any
previously identified impacts. The three intersections are Eastgate Mall and
Genesee, Eastgate Mall and Towne Center, and La Jolla Village Drive and Towne
Center. The results of the comparison indicates that the reduction in project
traffic under the proposed redesign would lessen delay at the study intersections
and would not create additional impacts. Analysis of selected roadway segments
also resulted in lessened impacts and indicates that the proposed redesigned
project would not create the need for additional mitigation. The parking analysis
concluded that a total of 2,390 parking spaces would be required as a result of the
proposed redesign. Seventy additional parking spaces would be added to the
2,320 parking spaces that were originally approved.

The pmjeatl site is near the United States Marins Corps Air Station Miramar
(MCAS Miramar) and has a restricted use overlay zone and accident potential
zone within its boundaries. As part of the original project approval, MCAS

“Miramar restricted all proposed buildings on the project site to no higher than 703

feet above mean sea level (MSL). The proposed redesign would adhere to this
restriction and not exceed 703 feet above MSL.

The end of he nearest runway to the nearest proposed structure is approximately
13,000 feet. This runway is positioned in an east-west alignment. The project
site is located north-west of the runway and, therefore, does not have any angular
or direct glare conflict with aircraft take-offs or landings. At various times,
certain aircraft will take off heading west and turn north-west in a route that
ultimately passes over Sorrento Valley but easterly of the project site. This route
would place aircraft close to the project but, by the time the aircraft make this
route, they are elevated hundreds of feet above any building within the project site
and, thus not vulnerzble to glare. In addition, all exterior wall systems would
employ non-reflective glazing and would be constructed perpendicular to the

ground plane. No angling of the glass would occur resulting in no glare conflicts
to passing aircraft.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: Sec EIR.
PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The previously approved La Jolla Commons project was evaluated in the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR No. 99-0762. The EIR was certified and the project
approved by City Council on November 14, 2000. The approved actions included
a Progress Guide and General Plan Amendment, a Community Plan Amendment,



F.ezone, and Vesting Tentative Map/Planned Commercial Development
Permit/Resource Protection Ordinance Permit. A grading permit has been issued
and the project site has been graded.

For additional project background, please see the attached EIR conclusions.
DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego previously prepared an Environmental Impact Report for
the project described in the subject block of the attached EIR conclusions.

Based upon a review of the current project, it has been determined that:

a.  There are no new significant environmental impacts not considered in the
previous EIR;

b.  No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances
under which the project is undertaken; and

¢.  There is no new information of substantial importance to the project.

Therefore, in accordance with Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines this
addendum has been prepared. No public review of this addendum is required
under CEQA. However, Section 128.0306 of the City of San Diego’s Land
Development Code requires that all addenda for environmental documnents
certified more than three years before the date of application shall be distributed
for public review for 14 calendar days. Therefore, this Addendum to EIR No. 99-
0762 was distributed for public review.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT:

Mitigation measures were incorporated into the previously certified EIR.
Mitigation measures relating to Land Use, Bislogical Resources,
Hydrology/Water Quality, and Paleontology have been met as part of the grading
permit. The following mitigation measures would continue to apply to the
proposed redesigned project.

Transportation/Traffic Circulation

Either of the following two transportation mitigation options would reduce the
significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections, other than I-
805, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consists of development in three
phases (transpoitation phasing plan) and is recommended by City staff. Option 2
consists of a non-phased development which is preferred by the applicant,

Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan

Phase 1

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the

satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits
which would result in the generation of up to 3,333 ADT:



a.  The construction of a traffic sipnal at the intersection of Executive
Drive and Judicial Drive;

b.  The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane
major strest along the project frontage;

¢.  The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local
street;

d.  The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive.

Phaze IT

2. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits
which would result in the generation of greater than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455
ADT:

a.  The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village

Dnve along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805
interchange;

b.  The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village
Dnive (North University City project [NUC] 33);

¢.  The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from
La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel.

Phase III

3. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits

which would result in the gencration of greater than 5,455 ADT up to
10,319 ADT: :

g,  The widening of T.a Jolla Village Tirive to eight lanes from Towne
Center Drive to I-805 (NUC-C);

b.  The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east
of Eastgate Mall (NUC-50);

¢.  The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to
a partial cloverleal (NUC-C).

Option 2 — Non-Phased Development

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those of Option
1 with one exception: Option 2 does not include the canstruction of Judicial
Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel,

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured 1o the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of any building
permits which would result in the generation of up 10 10,455 ADT;



a.  The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive
Drive and Judicial Drive;

b.  The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane
major street along the project frontage;

c.  The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local
street;

d.  The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive;

€.  The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village
Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805

interchange:

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village
Drive (NUC-33);

g2 The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne
Center Drive to I-805 (NUC-C);

h.  The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from [-803 to just east
of Eastgate Mall (NUC-50};

i.  The reconfiguration of the [-805/T.a Jolla Village Drive interchange to
a partial cloverleaf (NUC-C).

Noise

The following design measures shall be requirements of the proposed project to
ensure that all potential noise impacts are mitigated to below a level of
significance,

d.

=

Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall incorparate
sound attenuation measures as descried in the 4coustical dssassment Report
Jor La Jolla Commons Project (Pacific Noise Control, March 2000) to the
satistaction of the City Manager. Specifically, a minimum six- and seven-
foot high permanent noise barrier shall be constructed along the western and
southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area (refer to Figure 4.50-6 of
the EIR). The noise barrier may be constructed as a wall, berm, or
combination of both. The materials used in the construction of the barrier
are required 1o have a minimum surface density of 3.5 pounds per square
foot and may consist of masonry material, Plexiglas, tempered glass, or a
combination thereof. The barrier must be designed so that there are no
openings or gaps. The required noisc barriers shall be included o the
construction plans, satisfactory to the City Manager,

Prior to the issuance nf any building permit, the applicant shall submit &
final acoustical report to the satisfaction of the City Manager. The City
Manager shall verify that all measures identified in the approved repart

which are necessary to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB at the



V1

condominium and hotel and 50 dB CNEL at the office building have been
incorporated into the design of the proposed structures.

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

There are no new significant impacts identified for the current project. However,
the final FIR for the original project identified significant unmitigated impacts
relating to Transportation/Circulation. Because there were significant
unmitigated impacts associated with the original project approval, the decision
maker was required to make specific and substantiated CEQA Findings which
stated that: (a) other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the final EIR, and (b) these impacts have been
found acceptable because of specific overriding considerations. No new CEQA
Findings are required with this project. However, this approval would also result
in significant impacts; therefore, adoption of a new statement of overriding
considerations is required.

A
M/ . / "/7 | Bf/sa/b@

/ Date of Draft Report
Assistant Deputy Director

Development Services Department May 1, 2006

Date of Final Feport

Analyst: Clark

DISTRIBUTION:

The addendum and conclusions of the final EIR were distributed to:

7.5, Government

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (23)
U.8. Army Corps of Engineers (26)
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, Commanding General (13)

State of California

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11 (31)
Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics (51)

Department of Fish & Game (32)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
Air Resources Board (49)

City of San Diego

Councilmember Peters, District 1, (MS 10A)
Development Services Department

Secretary to the Historical Resources Board (87)
Wetlands Advisory Board (91A)

University City Library (81J7)

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals

University Community Planning Group (480)
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Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)

San Diego Unified School District (125)

County of San Diego Air Pallution Control District (65)

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114)

San Diego Natural History museum (166)

EC Allison Research Center, San Diﬂ%ﬂ State University (181)
Citizens Coordinate for Century III (179)

Deron Bear, Chairman, Marian Bear Natural Park Recreation Council (485)
Greater San Diego Chamber of Comumerce (492)

Sierra Club, San Dicgo Chapter (165)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (176)

Endangered Habitats Leaguz (182)

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)

Jerry Schaefer, PhD (208)

South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State University (210)
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Louie Guassac (215A)

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)

Ewllaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)

Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (225D)

Jamul Band of Mission Indians (225E)

La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)

Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)

Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)

Santa Ysabel Band of Dicgucno Indians (2251

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)

- Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225R)

* Public Notice only.

Results of Public Review:
() No commeits were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness
of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the lettors arc
attached at the end of the Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762.

K# Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the Addendum to
EIR No. 99-0762 were received during the public input period. The letters
and responses follow.



Copies of the Addendum, the final EIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program, and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land
Development Review Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.
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PEPARTMEMNT OF TRANSPORTATION
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Lan Disga, CA 92] 102799

PHEME (6 1493 GRE. 605 i o
FAX (519 GRAI209 m}:n:lxmnﬁ

April 17, 26
11-5D-%#05
M 2504
Pels, Drovmn Clarls
Cily of S Diepn — Development &ves,
1232 Firal Ave, — ME-R01
San Dicge, CA 221004153

RE: FaaJfolia Commons — Drafi Addendum fo 1R {(SCH 20000380473

T Ms. Clark:

The Catifornin Deparment of Trmnsportation {Calteans) appreciates the opportumity fo
review the Dl Addedam o an Snvirommental Topact Report {EIRY for the proposed La
Folla Convmnns project, invalving constiecticn of a new 21 3reom 0 11 2-unit holel -/
condomyiminn buillding: o new 156-0ni condominiam building, a new 240,405 squeare fool
office building, and @ new 30000 seienlific ~esearch buiding cn o 17 scre site ocated
inmedizte ¥ noctwest and adpcent to the Inkerstate 505 (1-805) La Jolla Village Drive
inlercharg: Right of Way (1AW},

An peoprosed, the project i3 cstimated o generr e some 10,000 pverage daily trips (ADT).
Tl men=t recent traflic impoct slody reviewed iz dated Julv 2000 and shoold therefore be
comaidered odated. A new traffic impact stuchy (TIS) using the latest Caltrans Dizt-ict 11

Lo mallie volimes is sesded in order 2o determine the project’s near and Inng-term effccts to
Stale facildies, both exizting and proposed, and to help defermine appropriate mitigation
memgures,  The TIS siwuld be pepared o accordance weth the Callmng Guide Fre the
Prepiarareion af” Traffic bipact Stedies, dated December 2002 (115 gude).  Minimum
contents of n imific impoce stedy ore listed in Appendiz “A7 of the TIS guide. The traffic
impnet study should also determine where and what type of improvements might be needed
I midigaate for fatre tre [fic generated by this devclopiment.

Comulative inpacts of o praject, Bgether witl ofber related or nemrby projects, mast be
#. conmdered when determining the peject’s impacts. A cumelative impact is the sum of the
impacls ol existing condilions, nther prajects, and the projest itseif - no matter how small
thes conlribition iz oy the projectitzell. There is no miniwom size limitation on projecs
that nray he renquiced ko mitigate for comolative impacts if 8 projeet conihules 1o a fraffic
prallem in any amound. Callsans sapporls the concept of "“7ir share™ contributions on the
G pant of devslopers for Diluve improvement projests andfor ofler mitigaticn measwres dee (o

trallic ipacts creates] by developments. Fair shave contii sations from this development

i baprear sodie s Cniffanke”

As sia:e_ﬂ in the Addendom, an updatsd teaffic snalysis dated Zeptember 23; 2005,
and revised March 14, 2006, was prepared for the amended priject. The wpdated
report showed that the amended project would generate less traffic than the
original proposal,

Curmulative traffic impacts were analvzed in the FR. As the amended projzet
weonild generate less traffic, comulative traffic impacts wonld nat change,

Treansporiation improvem ents in the community pre funded via Facility Benzfit
Adgsessment Fees paid hy he applicant



Ln

s, Drorurea Clacl;
Al 17, T
Mape 2

could, Tor axpmple, be wsed for Torg intercls nge improvement projects at 1-805 sl La
Jollae Vil lnge Dyive,

Thiz deseebpment is lecated belveoon [-805 and Interstate 5 (1-5), yet the EIR only covers
ppacts Lo 1505 Bl there is s ligh hikelibecd (hat traflic generated by this development
wanthl nlso nge 15, Consequently, he trallic stody and the GIR should slso cover impacts at
Phe 1-5 arwd La Tolla Village Drive interchanpge. Analysis of sgmalized interseclions at Caltrans
on-ramps il off-rampe i required and should be done vsing Intersecting Lane Vehicle (ILV)
calculntions as perthe Highway Des pn bManual (HDM], Secton 406, page 406-21,

The development demaonsirates & sgnificant impact o the nearby 1-805 ¢ La Jolla Village
Dirive interzhanpe,  Cn trans cwrerfly has twn projects 8t this interchanpe,  The developer
should cordribete “fir share.™  Fer forther ivformation about these o projects, please
coatact Praject Manager Tl Hajj a0 (619 220-53433 for the 1-805 / La Jolla Village Drive
Iterchange project, ard Poject hapager Tohn Ricger ab (G199 220-5301 [or the [-805
Corridor Widening projecl. There & alse an ongoing -3 Morth Coast Toprovement peoject;
pleago comtact Project boapager Acturo Tacoho at 76193 688-68 16 far more information,

Ay work serformesd within Coltrans™ Right of Way (B will require an encroagliment
porvil. I work i antcippted in e BOW, the applicant™s envitenmenal docomen: must
inelwle sucy work in thzie project description amd indieale (st an encroachment permit will
I gyecded. Information reparding encroaclment permits may be obtained by contacting our
Pepmils Office at (619) 618-61 58, Early coordination with Calirans is stroagly advised for zll
ancioqclument permits. As parl of (he encroachment penmil process, the developer must
provide appEepriate envaonmental (CEQA) approval for potential enviroomental impacts to
LCalirans™ ight of way, The developer is responsible for quantifving environmental impacts
al the improvements (project level analysis) and completing all appropriate mitigation
sreasues dor the impactz. The develsper wall also be responsible for procuring any necessary
pernils o axpravals from the repulabory amd resoree agencies for the improvements.

Cnltrans appreciales e opportenity fo review this project aropesal.  Comments made in
previons Department letiers dated Sept, 29, 2000, Sepd. 11, 2000; Jupe 22, 2000; and Sept.
8, rags (all attached) separding (his project :hould also he adidressed,  For guestions
cepanding: (e Department’s comments, please comact Brent © MeDonald al (619) 6ER-5819,

-‘::ill'l:uw'ry..
o B 5
e ¢

1%
Fofaamion FORSO, Chie”

[revelopnenl Bewiew Brmch

Uil diyerores odiluiacoers Califimee”

4,

The approved tealfic usel in the EIR inclided 1-5 as it related o trip distribation,
As the EIR as been finaled and cerlified and the project approved and permitled,
the traffic review for theamended project is confined to the propozed amendmont
to the approwed project, That review shows that taffic impacts would be reduced
due to the proposed changes to the project,

Mitigmtion for traffic impacts, including the T-8058.a Tolla Village Drive
interchange, were included in the EIR and have not been elanged,

Commaent neded.
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September 263, 2000
11-50-805
B4 T (KPP 25.9)
950762 = P -
Iis. Farah kahzar bl o QT 7 i
Cily of San Diego T
Dewdlopmeant Semvices Canler
1282 First Averue — WS 301
San Diego, CA S2I05-4153

Diear Ws, Malzari:

Wa bave meviewad the final review cycle of the plans for tha proposed La Jolla Commons
picject, a hotel, office and scienlilic rasearch complex localed al the rorthwes! guadrant of
[rntare tale BOS (1-805) and La Jolla Village Drive, We have 1ho lollowing comments:

o The recormymended miligation fop 1Fe projoct includas widening Intarslale 805 from 8 to 10
lanes. Please refer to our commert letiers of Sept. 9, 1988; Jan 27, 2000; June 22, 2000;
and also our Draft EIR comment lalter of Seplamber 11, 2000, These comments have nol
been addrassed. The miligation should ba stedied in a project study report (FSR) thal
gt be prapared lo cover improvemenis lo Cellrans facililies,

Close coordlination wilth Cilirans is encouraged, If you have any further questions, please
condact B Rabat Hoglen of our Advance Planning Branch, at 619-220-5384.

Sincanaly,

BILL TIGGE, Chic
Devaopment Peview and Puldic Transporlalion Branch

[iia CRWas! MAS 25)
WHurst M 50
Mxharrsh (kS 35)

CThomasiHogen (M5 28)
oo-0veE
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WETRICT 11
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Sepiember 81, 2000 11-520-805
P 2: 44

(R P390
Mr. Scotl kel oogan
Size Clearinzhonse
L4100 Tenth Sl
Seoramenlos, A 23514

Dear Mr. el owgan:

[Crade B G La Jolta Commons — SCHIOO003 FO7

Caltrans DistEct 1] commeents ane as Dallowsa:
Wisual Dl iy

o The vies 3 the project Teom Inters ale Touste 805 (1-805) is not limited, a5 stated on gage
4,204, bme wse vehicul w speeds are often quite ow during peak commutz periods. The DEIR
comcedes, “The propesed heighl asd mass of the stuctures could be considersd an adverse
impact™ Cnge 42110 and proposes landseap ng along e eastem properly houndary. A
mare eFfactive remedy would be 1 landscape transition within the Stele highway right of
wiy, Fupilernanove, the view of the oilendsc ped State Mapghway from the project is not
aldresscil

s Caliranes eneoursges planting by ol wers within the State right of way (RAV). The Citx should
contact Sephen Alvwez, Calteans District |1 Landscape Architectur: Branch [} Senior
Landscage Avchitect o & 19658.6719 for Furthe - information.

o The City of San Dien is esporsible Tor requining its permit applicants o provide any
adilitinnal higleeay plinting calbed for by its commimity standards.

e Cultrens Finds will oot be used s provide ghway planting atong the adjacent segmisl of
[805 e paovide o level of hindseaping that is compatible with the prepesed develipment.
The Calirans Penject Developrent Procedures Manoal, Chapter 20 prokibits the use of such
[LE



M. Bentt Peiormn
Sepernber 11, 20040
I'noe 2

Crelimanary Dirainunge Sty

The resuliant runofl discharges derermined in this preliminary study differ from the estimates
devived wothe La Jolla Crossronds study dovnstream of this site. That stody shosved less
mnnff feam this site, and the exisiing 90" RCP was fond o fow at approximately full
capacit y with these shscharges. The City of San Diege Hydraulics Depariment should
coordireake all of these studies to determing the anticippted ydraulic losd on the downstream
hainage sysiems.

Irtengi by Doalion Design Chaat; show both the pre—and pest—levelopment Lo detenminalion.
Generally, thiz vidue ehanges witl developmert.

Table 2, the post-develnpment 1o walee relfersneed above may alier the post-developmen

dischargaes

Moz raph For Deteraination of T this chan is For o] weatessheds. Is i appropriate for
the: post-development comdition? Also, show whene the “H” and “LY valses are deiermined
o the wilesbed map

Tenmit

Some groding on the aoutheastorn portion of the peoject appenrs o be within Calirims ROY,
Ay work performed within Colrans’ right of sway will require an encraachment permit. For
those posiions of the project within the Caltrans’ rght of way, the pemitl application must be
statee] in both English and Metic wnitzs (English firss, with Metic in pareatheses)
Infemmaize regarding enceoachment permils may be oblyined by contacting ouwr Permits
Oflice al 6196880154, Ewrly coordination with our agency is strongly advized fos all
cnoton limenl permils.

As part of the encrachment permit process, e developer must provide appropriste
enviconoza bl approval (hoth MERA and CEOQA) for potenial enviconmental impac s within
the Cabrrens vight of sy, The developer is =sponsible for guantifying the environmental
impects ol the improsements (project level ananlysis) and oompleing appropriate mitigation
meagures lor the impacis, The developer will a <o be responsible for prozunng any necessary
permits or appeavals o the regolutory and resource agencies for the improvements

O contaet peeson e 15825 1 Erwin Gojuangeo, Roote Manager, at 6196886610,

Hinceroly, s

/? :

L | o e

U e

BILL FIGGE

Deselopmeant Beview il Pollic Transportanan Branch
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F R LAR T R k]

Juone 22,2000
11-50-805

B B 1 pa o e 8 L
92-0762 e
W5, Farah Mal zar F 1
Ciy of San Diego Fi 1 M
Dewehpment Services Cenler
1222 First Avearnie — MS 201
San Diega, C&A 92101-4153

Diear Ms. Mahzari:

We appreciate the opporiunity lo revisw he Trallic Sludy fee theproposed La Jolla
Commaong project, 2 hole | oflice and sciantific esearch comples locatad at (he nerhwes]
guadrant of [nlerstate 805 (1-905) and La Jolia Willage Drive. We have ‘he Fxllowing

commenis:

+  The Traffic Studv Includes tablas thal show maximmum delays of 15 minutes for
amp metes, Calirans does nol recogiize a maximum delay threshold, Defays at
rarp meters are direclly related to congestion on Ba carridor, I improvaments ane
nol marda o impove he congeslion ard ralfic volames continue 1o increase, the
delanys will increasse hayond tha 15 minule threshold, Therefome, Caltrans does not
acceph this method for caleulating ramp mater dalays,

+  Recommended mitigation ircludes widening Interstale 805 from B to 10 lanes from
riotrel Dirive to south of Governor Drive and modilications o te La Jolla Village
[rive Intarchamge, Caltrans concurs with his recommandaticn.  Thesa mitigations
should be studied in a Project Sledy Report (PSA) that must be prepared 1o cover
improvemeants o the Calirans facilities.

= Sinca the Trallic Study shows a percertage of project raflic will access the
Ganesmes Avenue and La Jella Village Driva Inlerciangas on Inlerstate 5, the
Tradfie Shedy ahould include analyses of thasa inlerchanges.

We previously made Ihose somments an Saplarber 9, 1998 and Januery 27, 2000, These
previous comimants were 1ol addrassad. We would appraciale 8 spaciic response 1o these
commants.



Iig. Fasah Mahiazi
Junge 22, 20000
Pare 2

Close coorclinalion wilh Calirans is encouragad, I you hava any Turther questions, please
contacl Milie Fowers of Design, at 619-688-6963.

Sincerely,

.‘}.- -'.fr-'_'_
A
BILL AGGE
Davalopment Beview and Public Transpatalion Branch

BFWH:db

he: CRWasl (WS 25)
WHUrsE (M5 50}
ficharraliihiPowers (M5 35)
CThomas/RHaglen (MS 38)
09-07 62
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Wis. =arah Maltzari

Cay of San Diego
Developmant Samnvices Canlel
1222 First Avenue — MS 31
SanDiego, A 521014153

Diea Ma babzr:

Wiz appreciats the opporlnity fo review [he Temalive Map and associaled documanls for the
propoged La olla Commans projec, a holel, olfice and scientific resaarch complex located
al tha nodhwesl quadrant ol Interstabe 805 (1-805) and La Jaolla Village Drive. We have the
loberaiitg cormumznts:

= T tip gensralion for the Commercial Office use does (oflow the City of San Diego Draft
Trip Genaation Manual, However, the Cily's Iip rate s signilicantly lower than SANDAG's
Traffic Generators melbod. The Cihy's method produces 5 264 lips Tor phase | (see tabla
9 on page 23] while SANDAG's method produces 2,000 Irips. This is 3,735 iips or 41%
more fips. 0 phase || he Caommercial Office praduces 2,051 rips using the Ciky's method
and 4,000 by SANDAGs method; again 1,150 rips or 20% mare, For the overall project, all
uzzs and beoth phases, the traffic peneration iz 12, 415 using Uwe City's method and 18,820
using SAMDAGs methad - a 4,405 tip (26%) discrepanay, This could be very significant
o Infersiates 5 and 805 and the ranp syslems sening tham.

+  Tha tiallic sy shows two methads for calou ating the delay for ralfic acsessing the ramgp
medzrs al e La Jolla Village Drve interchenge. One method is the Cily's “prefered”
wedhod based on a mazimum delay of 15 minutes, There is no maxingm delay, The ramp
mretes rate will De sel fo maintain flaw on the meway, Queues in excaess of 15 minutes are
prbiable if conlinusd developmen is allowad withaul improvemen s 10 the freeway and
ircechanggos;

e The lallic dudy shows that traflic generaled by the project will zecess 15 at La Jolla
Vilage Diive, Geneses Avenue and al Mobel Drive.  Therefore the fraffic study should
analyze impacis o thosa interchanges;



I= Farah Mahzan
Seplember 2, 1989
Page 2

Tha trallic study indicates thal Miramar Aead, east of [-805 will operale al Leval of Service
T anc will ba impacled by the project raffic,  The Cily of San Diego shouid consider
improvamienis o this section of madway, Delays on Mimmar Roacl will affect 1he operation
o he rarnps at La Jaba Village Diive and Nobel Drive Irterchanges and may create delays
on -80S,

The projec: plans as submillad do nol adequately address the project’s visual impacts, The
wiews el the project from -80S, and the view of -80S from the projec is nol addressed;

Tha City of San Diego is advised that Calirans funds will not he ismed to provide higheey
planting alang the acjpcent segmeant of 1-805 lo provide a level of landsceping that is
compatible with the proposad developmenl.  Callrans Project Development Procedores
Felanual ooy prohifhis the use of such funds;

Caltrans encourages planting by others within the slate righl of way. For quastiions relating
o landsacaping, pleass contact Steve Alvarez, Calirars Senior Landscape Srchilect, at
G19.6838 .67 19,

The projec: plans shaw that grading &nd censlruction are planned within Caltrans Slope
Easemanis and are nof labelod cn the plans {sea altached Right of Way Record hap LO
45154) Easemenls ko the Stale of Califernia are recorded in the San Dego County
Recorder's effice, as Jocument umbers 7O-66610 and G0-54953. Wa've shelched the
approvimats localions of the easemanls on Leppert Engineering Map of Existing
Tapography sheat 3 of 21, and en Langdon and Wilson Architectural Site Flan 1 of 18,

Any worls wilhin these easements will reguire an ancroachment permit;

il the dewveloper is interestad in obtaining fitle lo tha above easements they should contact
Jecl Larmofl of our Excess Land Depardment at (G19) 688-6193. The develnper should
retain the services ol a Liconsed Land Sumeayor o prepare tha legal description of the
particns of slope eazemants o be disposad of;

Any worle performed within Caflians” doht of way will require an encroachment permit
Additionally, Caltrans no longar maintaing both the metric and imperial unil vesions of the
Slandard Plans, Specifications, and Special Provisions.  Therefore, all ercroachmerd
permit app ications submilted fo Callrans musl be siatad in metic onils,  Information
regarcing encroachment paimits may ba obtained by contacting our Permils Ofice af (619
GEA-6158. Early comdination wih our agency is strongly advisedd for all ercroachment
Ermils;

Caltrans suppos the concepl of "Fair Share Confribulians” on the par of developers due
o traliic impacls by the proposed developman;



W=, Earah Mal zari
Septomnber 2, 599
Mace 3

Chame cnordinafion wilth Callrans s encooraged. 1 you Fave any questions or the above
corments, please conlach Wann Huest, Planning Stodias Branch, at {G12) G88-6576.

Sinceraly,

BILL FIGGE, Chiel
Plarming Studkes Branch

EFMWH
bz Sakarsz { LFagot (M5 47)
VHursl {35 BE)
KEharati f MPowers ([ 35)
PPander MS 52)
CThomas /| Fl-oglen (MS 38)
CWesl (M5 25)

G207 62
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Environmental Impact Report

' Land Develcpment
Review Division
(619} 446-5460

SUBJECT:

UPDATE:

LDR No. 99-0762
SCH No. 2000031087

La Jolla Commons Project: PROGRESS GUIDE & GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT, COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT, REZONE, VESTING
TENTATIVE MAP/PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/
RESOURCE PROTECTION PERMIT NO. 98-0762 for the construction of a
325327-room, 15-story hotel, a 428115-unit, 3832-story condominium, &
450,000 square-foot, 3820-story office building, a2 30,000 square-foot, 2-story
scientific research building, and an eight-level stand-alone parking structure
on an approximately 17-acre site. The project site is generally bound by the
planned extension of Judicial Drive to the west, Nexus Centre Drive to the

“north, approximately nine acres of vacant land to the east, and La Jolla

Village Drive to the south. The site is bisected by the. partially-improved
east-west extension of Executive Drive which terminates approximately mid-
way through the site. The La Jolla Commons Project is within the University
Community Planning Area (A portion of Pueblo Lot No. 1307, Map No. 36).
Applicant: Polygon Development, Inc.

Minor revisions/corrections have been made to the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) subsequent to the distribution of the draft EIR and the completion of the public
review period. Scme of these revisions/corrections were made in response to
comments received on the draft EiR, as specified in the applicable responses (o
comments. Revisions are denoted by strikeout and underling.

CONCLUSIONS:

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the environmental impacts of the
proposed La Jolla Commons Project. The proposed discretionary actions consist of a
Progress Guide and General Plan Amendment, Community Plan Amendment, Rezone.
and Vesting Tentative Map/Planned Cemmercial Davelopment Permit/Resource Protection
Permit No. 89-0762, |
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Implementation of lhe proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP),
which is attached to this EIR, would reduce the environmental effects of the project to
below a level of significance with the exception of significant, unmitigated tandwse—and
transportation/circulation impacts. Implementation of the proposed MMRP would reduce
the following impacts to below a level of significance: biological resources, transportation/
circulation (partially mitigated), noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleantological
resources.

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

The addition of traffic generated by the proposed project is projected to contribute to long
delays and lengthy queues at three Interstate 805 (I-805) access ramps. Although two
segments of I-805 would operate at LOS F with or without the proposed project, impacts
to segments of I-805 and the interchange of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive projected to
result from the addition of project-generated traffic would constitute significant, unmitigated
transportation impacts.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:
Brojact Al t'

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition as
an undeveloped and partially disturbed vacant site, and in the near-term the only man-
made improvements on-site would consist of the City wtility infrastructure currently located
within the main canyon. The proposed mix of land uses would not be constructed and the
Circulation Element improvements along two of the site boundaries (i.e., construction of
the full width of the Judicial Drive extension and the westbound lane on La Jolla Village
Drive ) would not be provided in the near-term by the project applicant,

Development Under the Exisiing Communitv Plan

Under the existing University Community Plan, the land use designations of the site consis
of primarily Visitor Commerciai (VC) south of Executive Drive and Scientific Research (SK)
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north of Executive Drive and a Development Intensity Element allowance of 3,811 average
daily trips (ADTs). Based upon the existing Community Plan land use designations and
the ADT allocation for the site, various land uses compatible with the VC and SR
designations could be developed, such as a 100-room extended stay hotel and 100,000
square-foot scientific research facility, or a 295,000 square-foot office building.

PO Consistent A "

Implementation of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPQO) Consistent Alternative would
restrict development to the scutheast corner of the site. Approximately 2.5 acres of
developable land would be available for pad grading and a building footprint outside the
top of slope that protects the wetlands and wetland buffers. The RPO Consistent
Alternative would include a 285,000 square-foot office building located in the southeast
corner of the project site, with a multi-level parking structure located north of the office
building and east of the ssetback from the canyon slopes.

Enyi lv Superior Al 2

Implementation of the “RPO Consistent Alternative” would avoid tothof the significant,
unmitigated impacts of the proposed project (kand-Use-and-Transportation/Circulation) and
would not result in the creation of any new significant Impacts. Therefore, this alternative
is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project.

Unless a project alternative is adopted which would avoid the significant, unmitigated
impacts of the proposal, project approval will require the decision maker to make findings,
substantiated in the record, which state that: a) individual project alternatives are infeasible,

and b) the overall project is acceptable despite significant impacts because of specific
overriding considerations. '

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO THE
PROJECT:

iological F rCEes

Grading assoclated with proposed site development would result in the loss of sensitive
upland habitat, consisting of 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern
mixed chaparral, and wetlands, consisting of 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01

cre of unvegetated streambed. The applicant shall mitigate for impacts to 3.24 acres of
coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern mixed chaparral through the preservation
of 8.53 acres off-site of Tier [-H| habitat within the Multi-Habiiat Planning Area (MHPA) of
the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or as appropriate outside
the MHPA in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology
Guicelines (adopied 9/28/99). The applicant shall assure wetland mitigation at z ratio of
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3:1. The applicant proposes to mitigate for wetland impacts through the restoration of 0.42
acre of wetland habitat within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon watershed on land owned and
managed by the California State Department of Parks and Recreation. The proposed
wetland restoration site is currently occupied by giant reed (Arundo donax) which is
proposed to be removed followed by replanting of the cleared area with southern willow
scrub species.

T CRICHG

The project would result in significant traffic impacts to certain roadway segments and
intersections including La Jolla Village Drive, Towne Centre Drive, Nobel Drive, Interstate
805 (1-805), and the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall, Either of two mitigation
options would be satisfied by the applicant to reduce the significant traffic impacts of the
project, other than the project impacts to segments of [-805 and the [-805/ La Jolla Village
Drive interchange, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consists of development in
three phases (transportation phasing plan), while Option 2 consists of a non-phased
development. Traffic circulation improvements to be completed by the applicant under
both options include &) the construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive
Drive and Judicial Drive; b) the construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane
major street along the project frontage; c) the construction of one additional westbound
lane for La Jolla Village Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the 1-805
interchange; and d) the construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between
Towne Centre Drive and Judicial Drive. A

MNaise

Exterior ambient noise levels at the project site would exceed an exterior Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 65 decibels (dB) at the proposed hotel outdeor swimming pool
area. Exterior noise levels greater than 60 dB CNEL associated with automobile traffic and
MCAS Miramar aircraft operations could result in interior noise levels in excess of 45 dB
CKNEL for hotel and condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB could
result in interior noise levels in excess of 50 dB for office uses. The applicant shall
construct a minimum six- to seven-foot high permanent noise barrier along the western ‘and
southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area. The applicant shall also submit a final
acoustical report Identifying all mitigation measures which are necessary in the design of
the proposed structures to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL for the
condominium and hotel and 50 dB CNEL for the office building.

HydrologviWater Quality

Fotential erosion during construction could significantly impact the ability of downsiream
areas 10 accommodate silt-laden runoff or the accumulation of silt. During post-
construction conditions, contaminants transported off-sile by stormwaier runoff (e.c.
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grease, oils, and synthetic organic chemicals) would impact the water quality of
downstream waters, Comprehensive short-term Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall
be incorporated into the project plans to control construction-related erosion and
sedimentation. Permanent post-construction BMPs, consisting of catch basin filtration
devices within all on-site storm drain inlets collecting runoff from the proposed structures,
walkways, the private street, parking and landscape areas, as well as a street swesping
program for the private street and parking areas, shall be provided by the applicant. The
applicant will be the responsible party for the permanent maintenance of all BMPs.

Paleontological Resources

The project would invalve substantial grading within potentially fossil-bearing geologic
formations to prepare the site for development which may result in significant impacts to
palecntological (fossil) resources. The applicant will retain a qualified paleontologist and/or
paleontological monitor to implement a paleontological monitoring program. The
paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site full-time during the initial cutting

of previously undisturbed formational materials. Any discovered fossil sites shall be
ecorded by the paleonlulugist al the San Diego Natural History Museum.

The Mitigation, Manitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) shall require a deposit of
$5,000 to be collected prior to the issuance of any grading permit and/or recordation of the
final map to cover the City's costs associated with implementation of the MMRP.

MM July 27. 2000
Lawrence C. Monrserrate Date of Draft Report

Environmental Review Manager

Planning and Development Review QOctober §, 2000
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Thomas

FUBLIC REVIEW:

The foliowing individuals, crganizations, and agencies received a copy or notice of the draft
EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency:

Federal Government

Department of the Intericr, Fish and Wildlife Service (23}
Environmental Protection Agency (18)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)

tdarine Carps Air Station Miramar, Commanding General {13)
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State of California

State Clearinghouse (46)

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11 (31)
Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics (51)

Department of Fish and Game (32A)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Regron g (44)
Air Resources Board (49)

City of San Diego :
Councilmember Mathis, District 1 (MS 10A)
Planning & Development Review

Sacretary 10 the Historical Resources Board (87)
Wetlands Advisory Board (81A)

University City Library (488)

- s { Individual
University Community Planning Group (480)

Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)

San Diego Highway Development Association (117)

San Diego Unified School District (125)

County of San Diego Air Pollution Control District (65)

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114)

San Diego Natural History Museum (1686)

EC Allison Research Center, San Diego State University {181}
Citizens Coordinate for Century 111 (179)

Opal Trublood (485)

Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce (492)

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165)

Carolyn Chase, San Diego Earth Times (165A)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (176}

Endangered Habitats League (182)

San Diego County Archaeclogical Society, Inc. (218)

Dr. Florence Shipek (208)

Dr. Lynne Christenson (2084)

South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State University (210)
Save Cur Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman *”?'1"“

Louie Guassac {215A4)

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committes (225)

Barona Group of Capltan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2254)
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Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians (225C)

Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (225D)
Jamul.Band of Mission Indians (225E)

La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)
Sycuan Band of Mission Indiane (225H)

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225()
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J)
San Pasgual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians (225L)
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Fauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)
Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians (225Q)
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225R)
Polygon Development, Inc.

Janay Kruger

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review Division, or
purchased for the cost of reproduction.

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

() Nocomments were received during the public input period.

()  Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the

end of the EIR.

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received
' during the public input period. The letters and responses follow.



| e L T TS T—— SN R S - k -
. |
a
O [ 5 I
&
-
»
1 S = — T e—— — r
&
]
I
|
| -
ES
¥
- w 2 é § i L' e - e "
N . - L ® '. [ e s —_— [ ik
B . " ¥ r
4 - k- - " = ‘ - -
I s .
_ -
' _ . |
» .
- — o — — p—— — - — T—— o
) ——" a - s e —d
|
i - |
I
b |
.
r ! - !
i v - - - 1 i R
] . » " f
- ] i ] .
4 -
g -
| - . . L
=
I
}
l i
] e =4 -
I
| .
i
i
R ==, = h |
'I' N I L e U] e B | |
e . | ce———— el | e i S Y !
.- PE— - ai— . ——r.
] I e r |
¥ - — e —h - 4




Addendum LA JoLLA COMMONS — TOWER IIT — Project No, 324553

ADDENDUM
TO
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

M A A HEL
Advanced Planning and
Engineering

(619) 446-5460

Project No. 324553
Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762
SCH No. 2000031097

SUBJECT: LA JoLra CoMMONS III: COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT to change the land
use designation from Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office, and Industrial to
Visitor Commercial, Office, and Industrial; a PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(PDP) to amend PDP No. 252591, and VESTING TENTATIVE MAP (VIM) to amend
VTM No. 340259 to develop the remaining unimproved parcel for La Jolla Commons
(Lot 3) as a multi-story building with above-grade and subterranean parking, for the
construction of either: 1) a 223,900-square foot gross floor area (173,264-square-foot
gross leasable area} office building; 2) a 264 guest room, 165,780-square-foot hotel; or
3) a combination of 135,000 square feet gross floor area (104,971 square feet gross
leasable area) of office space and 175 hetelsuest rooms, 150,960-square-foot hotel
(285,960 square feet combined office hotel). The undeveloped 1.68-acre project site is
located at the northeast quadrant of Judicial Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. The
current land use designation is Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office, and
Industrial. The project site is zoned CV-1-2 and I’-1-1; additionally the project is
located in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type A), the
North University City Facilities Benefit Assessment District, the Parking Impact
Overlay Zone — Campus Impact Area (western portion of the project site), the FAA
Part 77 Noticing Area, the Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone for MCAS
Miramar, the Airport Environs Overlay Zone (60-65 CNEL - ALUCP Noise Contour),
and the Airport Influence Area (MCAS Miramar Review Area 1), within the
University Community Plan area. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lots 1 through 5 of the
Resubdivision of La Jolla Commons, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego,
State of California, according to Map thereof No. 15848, filed in the Office of the
County Recorder for San Diego County on November 22, 2011). Applicant: HSPF La
Jolla Commons IH Investors LLC.




UPDATE: January 20,2014, Revisions and/or minor corrections have been made to this

document when compared to the draft Addendum. More specifically,
typographical errors and clarifications where made to the final environmentat
document. The addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes
insignificant modifications does not require recirculation as there are no new
impacts and no new mitigation identified. An environmental document need
only be recirculated when there is the identification of new significant
environmental impacts or the addition of a new mitigation measures required to
avoid a significant environmental impact. The modifications within the
environmental document do not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions
of the Addendum. All revisions are shown in a strikethrough-and/or underline
format. '

I PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The La Jolla Commons IH project site represents the third and final phase of the La Jolla
Commons Project development and is located on Lot 3, Map 15848, at the northeast quadrant of
Judicial Drive and La Jolla Village Drive in the University community. The La Jolla Commons
III project proposes to develop the remaining undeveloped parcel for La Jolla Commons Project
as a multi-story building providing either office, hotel, or a combination of those two uses, with
above-grade and subterranean parking as an amendment to approved PDP No. 252591. Table
1, La Jolla Commons III Development Scenarios, shows a tabulation of each of the development
options with regard to development intensity and building layout.

Total Floor Area

223,900 square feet gross
floor area

{173,264 square feet gross
leasable area)

264 hotel guest rooms
(165,780 square feet)

Table 1. La Jolla Commons — Tower I1I Development Scenarios

135,000 square feet gross

floor area - office
(104,971 square feet gross
leasable area)

175 hotel guest rooms
{150,960 square feet - hotel)

{285,960 square feet of
combined hotel/office use)

Building Layout

e 10 levels of office
space

s 4 levels of above-
grade parking

s 1lobby level

e 4levels of below-
grade parling

¢ 9levels of guest
rooIms

e 1lobby level

o 4dlevels of below-
grade parking

s 6levels of office space

» 6 levels of hotel

e 1lobby level

s 4 levels of below-
grade parking




Construction

La Jolla Commons III would be constructed as a single building, above a parking garage. If the
building is constructed for all office use, ten levels of office would be located above the parking
garage, with four levels of parking above-grade, one lobby level, and four levels of parking
below-grade. If developed as all hotel use, nine levels of guest rooms and one lobby level
would be located above four levels of below-grade parking. If developed as office and hotel
uses, the project would provide six levels of office space, and six levels of hotel rooms, and one
lobby level above four-levels of below-grade parking.

The design and architecture of the building would be similar in all three scenarios. The
architecture of the building as proposed would be complimentary to the existing Tower I

- building constructed as part of Phase I for La Jolla Commons Project, as well as Tower 11
currently under construction. Building facades are proposed to be plaster, precast concrete,
metal panel, glass curtain wall, or similar materials. Where garage levels are above-grade,
parked vehicles would be screened from view by treating garage facades with materials similar
to those used for the main building structure.

Access

Access to the building would be from an internal drive and circular court off a drive that
provides direct access to Executive Drive. Two vehicular entries would provide access to the
parking garage: one leading to the above-grade parking levels and the other leading to the
below-grade parking levels. A main lobby with pedestrian access to the circular drive court
would provide access to proposed uses within the building (i.e., office space, hotel guest rooms,
or office space and hotel guest rooms, depending on which development option is constructed).

Parking

The City Municipal Code requires that the project to provide a minimum of 3.3 #hsee parking
spaces per 1,000 square-feet of office space in the case of all the All Office option and one
parking space per hotel room and 10 parking spaces per 1,000 square-feet of conference space
associated with the All Hotel option —which-weuwld-be 750-pasking-spaces. Based on the three
development options proposed by the La Jolla Commons ITI, the project would allocate the
tollowing parking:

¢ All Office (Option One) — 739 parking spaces, including 15 disabled/accessible spaces,
15 spaces for motorcycle parking, and 37 bicycle spaces.

» All Hotel (Option Two) — 288 parking spaces, including 7 disabled/accessible spaces, six
spaces for motorcycle parking, and 15 bicycle spaces.

e Office/Hotel (Option Three) — 440 parking spaces, including 9 disabled/accessible
spaces, 9 spaces for motorcycle parking, and 22 bicycle spaces.




The project also involves modification to the existing parking garage located at 4757 Executive
Drive. An additional dual entry lane to the existing parking garage at 4757 Executive Drive was
approved through PTS No. 327554 and Public Right-of-Way permit construction change No.
336298 to original Right-of-Way permit approval No. 928452, TLa Jolla Commons III proposes to
modify the dual entry configuration to a dedicated entry and exit [ane. The applicant has
deemed this modification necessary to provide for efficient vehicular movement within the
parking garage. The ability to have both an additional entry and exit lane allow for more
evenly distributed flow in the garage.

Landscaping
The project would include landscaping throughout the development area. The landscape

concept for the La Jolla Commons III project proposes native and adaptive plant palette to be
consistent with landscape for La Jolla Commons Project Phases 1 and 2. Drought tolerant
grasses, succulents and shrubs would be used to reduce water use and promote the positive
aesthetics of a drought tolerant landscape. All planting would be irrigated by a drip irrigation
system and be tied into the existing reclaimed water source. Street trees would provided as
required by the Land Development Code and would be consistent with the previous phases of
development in La Jolla Commons Project.

Additionally, landscaping for La Jolla Commons III would provide outdoor seating areas with
moveable furniture, a dining terrace off the proposed amenity space, specialty botanical
gardens adjacent o the Phase 1 development, and groves of trees for shade and interest. A
formal circular vehicular drop-off is proposed off the main road to the entry of the Tower III
building. This enfry would be Iined with ornamental planting and trees and contain a focal
landscape element consisting of a water feature, a specimen tree, sculpture, or a unique
botanical component in the center.

If Tower III is developed with a hotel (under either the all hotel or office/hotel development
scenarios), an additional amenity would be added for hotel guests. This would include a pool
and pool deck located in the northeast corner of the project site.

Grading
Grading for La Jolla Commons III would involve approximately 45,400 cubic yards of cut for

excavating the parking garage plus an additional approximately 700 cubic yards of cut for
project development and approximately 2,100 cubic yards of fill. A total of 44,000 cubic yards
of material would be exported. Maximum fill slope heights would be 15 feet and would occur



in the southwest corner of the project site. The maximum depth of cut for the parking garage
would be 46 feet.

The project proposes approximately 110 lineal feet of retaining walls. Retaining walls would be
located at the garage entrance, approximately six feet to nine feet in height, and in the
southwest corner of the project site, where walls would range from 1.5 feet in height to
approximately nine feet.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The undeveloped 1.68-acre La Jolla Commons III project site is located at the northeast quadrant
of Judicial Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. The site is situated east of Judicial Drive, west of
Interstate 805, north of La Jolla Village Drive, and south of Executive Drive and is within the
University Community Plan area within an urbanized area. The La Jolla Commons Project
development was originally graded to its present configuration between April 2002 and March
2008 and no sensitive vegetation exists. Topographically, the site consists of a partially filled
canyon that is approximately 20 feet lower than the grade at the existing office tower (to the
east), up to approximately 10 feet lower than La Jolla Village Drive, and near the same
approximate elevations as Judicial Drive and the adjacent construction sife to the north.
Existing fill slopes extend up from the canyon bottom at approximate 2 to 1 (horizontal to
verfical) ratios along the eastern and southern sides of the project site.

The parcel is designated Visitor Commercial, Residential, Office, and Industrial within the
University Commmunity Plan. The project site is zoned CV-1-2 and IP-1-1. Additionally the
project is located in the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type A), the
North University City Facilities Benefit Assessment District, the Parking Impact Overlay Zone —
Campus Impact Area (western portion of the project site), the FAA Part 77 Noticing Area, the
Ajrport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone for MCAS Miramar, the Airport Environs
Overlay Zone (60-65 CNEL - ALUCP Noise Contour), and the Airport Influence Area (MCAS
Miramar Review Area 1). The project site is located in a developed area currently served by
existing public services and utilities.

III.  PROJECT BACKGROUND

Tower JIl is proposed to be located on Lot 3 of La Jolla Commeons Project. The La Jolla
Commons Project was originally approved in 2000, allowing for the development of a 327-room
hotel, 115 condominiums, 450,000 square feet of office space, and 30,000 square feet of scientific
research uses in four separate buildings — Tower I, Tower II, Tower III, and the scientific
research building. Those approvals were amended in 2006 through a Planned Development
Permit (PDP No. 252591) to allow for 213 hotel rooms, 268 condominium units, 340,405 square
feet of office space, and 30,000 square feet of scientific research uses. A Substantial
Conformance Review was approved in 2011, which allowed Tower II to be constructed as
460,577 square feet of office space.



Tower I, encompassing 309,000 square feet of office space, has been constructed. Tower il is
nearing completion and has been designed to 393,000 square feet, therefore less than the 460,577
square feet approved through the Substantial Conformance Review process in 2011.

This Addendum supplements information provided in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR (LDR
No. 99-0762 / SCH No. 2000031097) to further describe development on Lot 3 to occur as all
office, all hotel, or a combination of office and hotel uses when compared to the original project.
Including the proposed La Jolla Commons III project and the revisions that have occurred to-
date for La Jolla Commons Project, Table 2, La Jolla Commons — Proposed Development Intensity,
provides the resultant development intensity for La Jolla Commons Project.

Table 2. La Jolla Commons - Proposed Development Intensity

All Office Afl Hotel Office/
Scenario Scenario Hotel Scenario
Scientific Research and 30,000 sq. ft. -
Development
Commaercial Office - 309,000 sq. ft. 393,000 sq. ft. 223,900 sq. ft. - 135,000 sq. ft.
gross floor area gross floor area
(173,264 sq. ft. (104,971 sq. ft.
gross leasable gross leasable
area) area)
Hotel -~ - - - 264 guest 175 guest rooms
rooms

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego previously prepared an EIR (LDR No. 99-0762 / SCH No. 2000031097) for
the La Jolla Commons Project. Based on all available information in light of the entire record,
the analysis in this Addendum, and pursuant to Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
the City has determined the following;:

A. There are no substantial changes to the project that will require major revisions
to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR due to new significant environmental
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of impacts identified in the La
Jolla Commons Project EIR.

B. Substantial changes have not occurred in the circumstances under which the
project is being undertaken that will require major revisions of the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR to disclose new, significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of the impacts identified in the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR.



C. There is no new information of substantial importance not known at the time the
La Jolla Commons Project FIR was certified that shows any of the following:

1. 'The project will have any new significant effects not discussed in the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR.

2. There are impacts that were determined to be significant in the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR that will be substantially increased.

3. There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives to the project that
would substantially reduce one or more of the significant effects identified in
~ the La Jolla Commons Project EIR.

4. There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives that were rejected by
the project proponent that are considerably different from those analyzed in
the La Jolla Commons Project EIR that would substantially reduce any
significant impact identified in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR.

Therefore, in accordance with Sections 15162 and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, neither a
Subsequent EIR nor Supplement are required, and this Addendum has been prepared. No
public review of this Addendum is required.

In addition, this Addendum to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR includes the following
analysis to demonstrate that environmental impacts associated with La Jolla Commons III are
consistent with the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The following includes the ten
environmental issues analyzed in detail in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. In addition, the
Addendum analyzes the issues of greenhouse gas and solid waste. The environmental issue of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was not analyzed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time that EIR was prepared. Although public
utilities / services was addressed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR, analysis of this issue did
not contain the same level of detail as the City currently requires

V. IMPACT ANALYSIS

This environmental document serves as an Addendum to the previously certified La Jolla
Commons Project EIR, as referenced above. This Addendum serves as the project-specific
environmental review for La Jolla Commons I pursuant to CEQA and the City’s implementing
procedures. The analysis in this document evaluates the adequacy of the La Jolla Commons
Project EIR relative to the approval of the proposed project. The La Jolla Commons Project EIR
defines mitigation measures for development within La Jolla Commons Project, including the
proposed project. The analysis identified environmental effects associated with development of
La Jolla Commons Project. The City contemplated the impacts of developing the project site
and determined that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits
of the project outweigh any and all significant effects that the project would have on the



environment, and that on balance, the remaining significant unmitigated effects associated with
Transportation/Circulation were found acceptable based on the Statement of Overriding
Considerations adopted in conjunction with City Council approval of the La Jolla Commons
Project.

The La Jolla Commons Project EIR indicates that the direct significant impacts on the following
issues would be substantially lessened or avoided if all the proposed mitigation measures
recommended in the EIR are implemented: biological resources, transportation/circulation
{partially mitigated), noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleontological resources. Significant
direct impacts related to transportation and circulation would not be fully mitigated to below a
level of significance. With respect to cumulative impacts, the La Jolla Commons Project would
result in significant transportation/circulation and air quality impacts. As concluded in the La
Jolla Commons Project EIR, the cumulative transportation and circulation impacts would
remain significant, in spite of all mitigation measures being implemented as required for the La
Jolla Commons Project.

The following is an analysis of the impacts of the project compared with the impacts analyzed
in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. This comparative analysis has been undertaken, pursuant
to the provisions of CEQA, to provide City decision makers with the factual basis for
determining whether any changes in the project, any changes in circumstances, or any new
information since the La Jolla Commons Project EIR was certified, require additional
environmental review or preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. The bases for each
of the findings are explained in the analysis that follows.

Impact Analysis Summary

The La Jolla Commons HI project proposes to develop the remaining undeveloped parcel for La
Jolla Commons Project as a multi-story building providing either office, hotel, or a combination
of those two uses, with above-grade and subterranean parking. Table 1, La Jolla Commons —
Tower III Development Scenarios, shows a tabulation of each of the development options with
regard to development intensity and building layout. The following is a summary of the
proposed project’s environmental effects when compared to the analysis presented in the
certified La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would require incorporation of mitigation
measures for paleontological resources, as specified in the original La Jolla Commons EIR.

Land Use

EIR

The EIR determined that the original La Jolla Commons Project would exceed the encroachment
limitation imposed by the City’s Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) in effect at the time for
hillsides and wetlands!. Alternative compliance findings were approved, and the La Jolla

1 At the time that the La Jolla Commons Project EIR was prepared, the City required an analysis based on certain
ordinances in effect at that time, including the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). RPC was subsequently
replaced by the City’s Environmentally Sensitive Lands ESL Crdinance.
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Commons Project was found not to result in significant land use impact. Additionally, the La
Jolla Commons Project was determined to be consistent with the City of San Diego’s MSCP
Subarea Plan through implementation of mitigation measures for biological resource impacts.

With regards to the City’s General Plan and the University Community Plan, the EIR
determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would implement and be compatible with the
City’s General Plan (the Progress Guide and General Plan in effect at the time) and the
University Community Plan land use policies. The La Jolla Commons Project required a
Community Plan. Amendment to change the existing land use designation at the time for the
southern 9.39 acres of the project site from Visitor Commercial to Visitor Commercial, Office,
and Residential. The Community Plan Amendment was not considered a significant land use
impact due to the fact that the project’s mixed-use development would be compatible with the
surrounding land uses and with existing and planned development within the Central Subarea
2 of the community. The EIR found that the La Jolla Commons Project would be inconsistent
with the Development Intensity Flement of the University Community Plan. However, the EIR
concluded that the inconsistency would not constitute a significant land use impact in that the
Development Intensity Element was amended to reflect the La Jolla Crossroads Project.
Furthermore, the project would implement mitigation measures to reduce secondary land use
effects associated with this inconsistency to below a level of significance.

Relative to the La Jolla Commons Project site’s location within the Airport Influence Area (AIA)
for NAS (now MCAS) Miramar, the EIR determined that the project would be incompliance
with the Airport Compatibility Land Use Plan’s restrictions for Accident Potential Zones (APZ)
land use compatibility. The EIR identified the potential for interior noise impacts associated
with aircraft noise from activity at MCAS Miramar and required mitigation to reduce impacts to
below a level of significance.

PROJECT

The project site is designated as Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office and Industrial by the
University Community Plan. The Residential land use designation would allow 45 to 75
dwelling units per acre. The La Jolla Commons Il project would be consistent with the
community plan, in that it would provide for comumercial and industrial uses. However, the
project would not provide for residential uses, as envisioned in the Community Plan.
Therefore, a Community Plan Amendment is required to change the land use designation for
the project site from Residential, Visitor Commercial, Office, and Industrial to Visitor
Commercial, Office, and Industrial.

The General Plan (2008) establishes regional planning and smart growth principles intended to
preserve remaining natural open space and created focused villages. Each of the General Plan
Elements are addressed below:

¢ Land Use and Community Planning Element. This element designates the site for
Industrial Employment. The proposed Scientific Research use is an allowed use within
this designation.



* Mobility Element. The project would promote the Mobility Element policies for a
balanced, multi-modal transportation network by providing bicycle parking spaces,
bicycle lockers, Transportation System Management, and roadway improvements
consistent with the Mobility Element.

s Urban Design Element. The project would be on a site designated for industrial
development and would be consistent with the existing neighborhood character. The
project would be consistent with the Urban Design Element policies that aim to preserve
the open space systems, target new growth into compact villages and encourage
building design which contributes to a positive neighborhood character.

» Economic Prosperity Element. The project site is not identified as Prime Industrial
Land. The project site is located adjacent to areas identified as Prime Industrial Lands.
Proposed land use would be compatible with the adjacent Prime Industrial Lands. The
project is identified as being within a Subregional Employment Area where
intensification of employment uses are desired (Appendix C, EP-3 in the General Plan).

s Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element. The project would not require any
additional public service facilities or result in a significant hazard. Thus, the project
would be consistent with this element.

e Conservation Element. The project would pursue a LEED cerfification and includes the
environmental features listed in the project description above. Considering this and the
location of the project on an already graded site intended for industrial uses, and the
project would be consistent with these elements.

» Noise Flement. As indicated below, the project would not be a substantial noise
generator and would comply with the Municipal Code construction and property line
noise standards. Thus, the project would be consistent with the Noise Element.

La Jolla Commons III would be consistent with the goals and policies of the City of San Diego
General Plan. The Land Use and Community Planning Element identifies the project site area as
having a high village propensity. The City of Villages Strategy focuses growth into mixed-use
activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly, centers of community, and linked to the regional
transit system. The project works toward the goal of providing for hotel and/or office uses in an
area with a variety of employment and residential opportunities, contributing to the mixed-use
fabric of the University Towne Centre area, a center of the University community. Additionally,
the project proposes development in an area served by multiple bus transit routes and within
proximity of future light rail transit. The project advances the goal of equitable development by
creating an economically and potentially socially diverse community.

The existing land use designation and approvals would require the development of residential
units, At the time of project approval in 2000, the University Towne Centre area lacked the
residential developments that have come online since then. Specifically, a total of 309 additional
units have been approved for an approximate 8-acre site at 9015 Judicial Drive (La Jolla
Crossroads), nearby and south of the La Jolla Commons III project. Additionally, the University
Towne Center Revitalization Project allows an option for the development of 300 multi-
dwelling residential units. Finally, the Monte Verde project is entitled for 560 units within the
Community. As a result, the proposed land use change requested for La Jolla Commons III
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would provide for a mix of uses to balance the large amount of residential development that has
occurred and would be occurring in the nearby area just south of the project site. The project’s
proposed land uses of hotel and/or office would provide for additional employment to these
new residential units, as well as a potential increase in hotel rooms in an area largely lacking
this amenity. The office use would further enhance the University Towne Centre as an
employment-centric region in San Diego and General Plan goals, which identity the area as a
subregional employment area.

Based on the analysis above, the project would not result in any General Plan conflicts or
incompatibility with the University Community Plan that would result in additional
environmental impacts. The project would not divide an established community or conflict
with a habitat conservation plan considering the project location and site conditions.

According to the 2011 MCAS Miramar ALUCP, the site is located within MCAS Miramar Area
of Influence, Transition Zone (TZ), a Restrictive Use Easement, and the 60-65 Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour. A Determination of No Hazards has been obtained from the
Federal Aviation Administration on May 6, 2013. The proposed buildings would provide
adequate noise attenuation, and interior noise levels would be compatible with the proposed
uses. Additionally, the project has received a consistency determination form the ALUC.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not
result in any new significant land use environmental impacts nor is there a substantial increase
in the severity of land use impacts from that described in the EIR.

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality

EIR

The EIR included an analysis of a 321-foot-tall, 20-story office building; a 369-foot-tall, 32-story
condominium complex; a 185-foot-tall, 15-story hotel; a two-story scientific research building;
and an eight-story parking structure including two levels below-grade, one level at-grade, and
five levels above-grade with a maximum height of approximately 60 feet at the highest point.
The EIR concluded that the La Jolla Commons Project would not conflict with City of San Diego
significance criteria for height, bulk, materials, and style, nor did it result in an impact o or loss
of neighborhood landmarks. The La Jolla Commons Project was found to be compatible with
the surrounding development found within, and planned for, Subarea 2 of the University
Community. No significant visual impacts were identified.

The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would alter the natural topography and
relief features of the original site by filling a moderately large, partially disturbed canyon and
finder canyon and finger canyon. However, since the La Jolla Commons Project would not
result in a significant aesthetic impact, the landform alteration impacts were not considered
significant. No impacts to scenic vistas or views from public viewing places were identified.
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PROJECT

The La Jolla Commons III project site is now fully graded as a result of implementing the
approved grading associated with the La Jolla Commons Project. La Jolla Commons III would
develop either a 15-story office project (ten levels of office, four levels of above-grade parking,
one lobby level, and four levels of below-grade parking), a ten-story hotel project (nine levels of
guest rooms, one lobby level, and four levels of below-grade parking), or a 13-story office/hotel
project (six levels of office, six levels of hotel guest rooms, one lobby level, and four levels of
below-grade parking). As a result, the project would be within the parameters analyzed in the
EIR, as the project site would have been developed under that scenario as a 15-story hotel and
the project scenarios for La Jolla Commons Il would be no more than 15 stories. The La Jolla
Commons I project design would be compatible with the existing development of the La Jolla
Commons Project, as well as surrounding development.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not
result in any new significant landform alteration or visual quality environmental impacts, nor is
there a substantial increase in the severity of landform alteration or visual quality impacts from
that described in the EIR. Furthermore, all mitigation measures have been implemented.

Biological Resources

EIR

The FIR determined that direct, indirect, and cumulative affects from the La Jolla Commons
Project on the long-term conservation of biological resources would not be considered
significant because all project impacts occur outside of MHPA-designated open space areas.
Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed
chaparral, southern willow scrub, and unvegetated streambed were considered significant and
require mitigation. Impacts to Nuttall’s scrub oak that occurred on the site were considered less
than significant due to the relatively low sensitivity of this species. Impacts to ashy spike moss
were also considered less than significant because of its common and widespread distribution.
(Nuttall’s scrub oak and ashy spike moss are not covered species under the existing City of San
Diego MSCP; however, adequate conservation of these species is provided under the M5CP
through the preservation of off-site habitats which support these species.) Impacts to coastal
California gnatcatcher, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow and San Diego horned
lizard were considered significant; however, these are all covered species under the City’s
MSCP. No indirect impacts to sensitive species from the La Jolla Commons Project were
anticipated. The EIR concluded that no significant impacts to wildlife species or wildlife
corridors would occur.
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PROJECT

The La Jolla Commeons III project site has been fully graded in accordance with the approved La
Jolla Commons Project. The remainder of the project site has either been developed or is
currently under development for the La Jolla Commons Project. As a result, no biological
resources are present on-site. No impacts would occur as a result of the La Jolla Commons III
project.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant
environmental impact to biological resources nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of
impacts to biological resources from that described in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR.

Transportation/Traffic Circulation

EIR

The La Jolla Commons Project EIR identified that the La Jolla Commons Project would generate
10,319 trips (3,250 trips for the 325-room hotel; 845 trips for a maximum of 40,000 square feet of
Scientific Research and Development; 5,264 trips for 450,000 square feet of Commercial Office;
and 960 trips for 120 Condominium dwelling units). The La Jolla Commons Project traffic
analysis added these trips to two near-term conditions (2001 conditions without Judicial Drive
with and without the project and 2001 conditions with Judicial Drive with and without the
project) and horizon year conditions {assumes all other cumulative project improvements in
place) to determine project traffic impacts. Impacts at street segments, intersections, freeway
segments, and freeway interchanges were analyzed consistent with the City’s Significance
Determination Thresholds in place at the time.

The La Jolla Commons Project EIR found that, under the near-term conditions without the
extension of Judicial Drive, traffic generated by the La Jolla Commons Project would result in a
significant increase in the volume/capacity (v/c) ratio on La Jolla Village Drive. The impact
would be mitigated by the La Jolla Commons Project’s addition of one lane on La Jolla Village
Drive along the project frontage and with full widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes
for the full road segment, per the Circulation Element. In addition, the La Jolla Commons
Project was found to significantly impact the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall by
increasing the delay at that intersection by almost two minutes. Impacts to the intersection of
Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall would be mitigated for near-term impacts.

Impacts to segments of -805 and the interchange of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive by the
addition of La Jolla Commuons Project traffic were deemed potentially significant; however, the
only mitigation for this impact was widening the freeway, which was not considered a feasible
mitigation when the impact is considered a cumulative, regional growth impact. A reduction in
delay time at the La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 interchange was anticipated due to an offset in
traffic using the new interchange at I-805/Nobel Drive, which has now been constructed.
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Under the near-term conditions with the extension of Judicial Drive, the La Jolla Commons
Project EIR found that traffic generated by the La Jolla Commons Project would be reduced on
La Jolla Village Drive (relative to the without Judicial Drive condition); however, project
impacts would still be considered significant. The intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall
would also continue to be significantly impacted by the La Jolla Commons Project, even with
the extension of Judicial Drive.

Impacts to I-805 freeway segments and the interchange ramps were considered significant with
the addition of La Jolla Commons Project traffic. While the La Jolla Commons Project’s
contribution was considered significant, the impact was identified as a regional growth impact
that could only be mitigated by widening the freeway, which was considered as not feasible
mitigation for project level impacts.

In the buildout condition (2020), the implementation of scheduled improvements would
provide the capacity on arterial segments and at area intersections within the University
Community to serve the planned Community Plan buildout, including the additional trips
generated by the La Jolla Commons Project.

For the buildout conditions, the [-805/La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road interchange
reconfiguration was assumed to include the following, as outlined in the Caltrans” October 1995
Project Report for this freeway improvement:

o The existing interchange would be converted from a full-cloverleaf configuration to a
partial clover-leaf configuration requiring widening of the La Jolla Village Drive
overcrossing structure.

s The I-805 northbound and southbound off-ramp connections to La Jolla Village
Drive/Miramar Road would be signalized.

s All freeway on ramps from La Jolla Village Drive and Miramar Road would be metered.

The La Jolla Commons Project EIR determined that road segments and intersections would
operate at LOS D or better under buildout conditions (2020). Two segments of I-805 in the
project vicinity were expected to continue to operate at LOS F with or without the La Jolla
Commons Project, and contribution to traffic from the La Jolla Commons Project was
determined to exceed the City’s threshold and thus significantly impact these segments. The
addition of traffic generated by the La Jolla Commons Project was considered significant at the
following I-805 access ramps: Eastbound La Jolla Village Drive to Southbound 1-805, Eastbound
La Jolla Village Drive to Northbound I-805, and Nobel Drive to Southbound [-805.

The La Jolla Commons Project was determined to not result in a significant impact to traffic
allocations identified in the University Community Plan since the project is consistent with the
traffic generation allocations identified in the Community Plan Development Intensity Element.
The La Jolla Commons Project would not result in an increase over the community-wide trip
allocation due to a proposed Transportation Demand Management plan
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The La Joila Commons Project EIR identified the following traffic improvement mitigation to
address project traffic impacts. Either of the following two transportation mitigation options
were determined to reduce the significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and
intersections, other than I-805, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consisted of
development in three phases (transportation phasing plan) and was recommended by City staff.
Option 2 consisted of a non-phased development which was preferred by the applicant.

Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan

Phase [

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the
generation of up to 3,333 ADT:

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and
Judicial Drive;
b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street
along the project {rontage;
C. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local street;
d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne
Centre Drive and Judicial Drive.
Phase II
2. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of

the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the
generation of greater than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455 ADT:

a. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive
along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange;
b. - The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive
{North University City Project [NUC] 33);
C. The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla
village Drive to Nobel Drive.
Phase III
3. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of

the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in the
generation of greater than 5,455 ADT up to 10,319 ADT:

The widening of La Jolla Drive to eight lanes from Towne Centre Drive to I-805
(NUC-C);



b. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate
Mall (NUC-50);

C. The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial
cloverleaf (NUC-C).

Option 2 -~ Non-Phased Development (preferred by the applicant)

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those in Option 1 with one
exception; Option 2 does not include the construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major
arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel Drive.

1. The following fransportation mitigation measures must be assured to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits which would result in any
generation of up to 10,455 ADT:

a. The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive Drive and
Judicial Drive;

b. The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major street
along the project frontage;

C. The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a {wo-lane industrial local street;

d. The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between Towne
Cenlre Drive and Judicial Drive;

e. The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village Drive
along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805 interchange;

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village Drive
(NUC-33);

g. The widening of La Jolla Drive to eight lanes from Towne Centre Drive to I-805
(NUC-C);

h. The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east of Eastgate
Mall (NUC-50);

i The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to a partial

cloverleaf (NUC-C).

The La Jolla Commons Project has implemented all of the mitigation measures required of it
under Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan.

PROJECT

A Traffic Analysis letter report was completed by Darnell & Associates, Inc. (November 15,
2013) for the proposed La Jolla Commons — Tower III project. The traffic analysis included four
study area intersections: Judicial Drive at Executive Drive, Judicial Drive and Eastgate Mall,
Judicial Drive at Access 6(a), and Judicial Drive at Towne Centre Drive.
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The Traffic Analysis determined that the proposed project would result in 7,971 daily trips (La
Jolla Commons Project with Tower III developed as 173,264 square feet gross leaseable area of
office); 9,216 trips (La Jolla Commons Project with Tower III developed as 264 hotel rooms); or
9,182 trips (La Jolla Commons Project with Tower III developed as 104,971 square feet gross
leaseable area of office and 175 hotel rooms). When compared to the trips generated by the La
Jolta Commons Project, the La Jolla Commons — Tower III project would represent a decrease in
daily trips for all three development alternatives (2,348 less trips under the all office scenario;
1,103 less trips under the hotel scenario; and 1,137 less trips under the office plus hotel
scenario).

Relative to peak hour traffic, the Traffic Analysis shows that the La Jolla Commons —- Tower III
project would result in less overall morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hour traffic. With
the all office scenario, 50 fewer AM peak hour trips and 96 fewer PM peak hour trips would
result. For the all hotel option, 73 fewer AM peak hour trips and 81 fewer PM peak hour trips
would occur. With the office/hotel devleopment option, 15 fewer AM peak hour and 31 fewer
PM peak hour trips would occur. However, depending on the development scenario selected,
there would be a change in the amount of peak out “in” and peak hour “out” trips. The same or
fewer moming (AM) and afternoon (PM) peak hour trips would occur with the all hotel option.
For the all office option, AM “in” peak hour traffic would increase by 68 trips, and PM “out”
peak hour traffic would increase by 66 trips. For the office/hotel option, an additional 68 AM
“in” peak hour trips would occur, with 63 additional PM “out” peak hour trips.

The proposed project land use changes for each of the four study area intersections would
operate at LOS D or better with additional traffic. The addition of the project traffic would not
adversely affect the AM and PM peak hour’s level of service and/or create a new significant
impact. Three of the four intersections would continue to operate at LOS C or better. At the
Towne Centre Drive/Executive Drive intersection, the AM peak hour would operate at LOS C
with and without the project. The PM peak hour would operate at LOS E for both conditions
and would see an increase of 0.8 seconds/vehicle delay. The PM peak hour increase of 0.8
seconds/vehicle is not considered significant.

A comparison of traffic generation for the proposed La Jolla Commons — Tower ITI project and
traffic associated with the originally approved La Jolla Commons Project is provided in Tables 3
— 5 below. As shown in Tables 3 - b, the project would result in an overall reduction in daily
weekday traffic when compared to the previously approved project:

e The proposed Tower III as office use would result in 2,348 fewer daily trips, 50 fewer
AM peak hour trips (-68:-118), and 96 fewer PM peak hour trips (-162/+66).

+ With Tower 1II developed as hotel use, there are 1,103 fewer daily trips, 73 fewer AM
peak hour trips (+0:-73) and 81 fewer PM peak hour trips (-75:-5) generated.

» Development of Tower III with hotel/office would result in 1,137 fewer daily trips, 15
fewer AM peak hour trips (+68:-83) and 31 fewer PM peak hour trips (-94:+61).

¢ Each of the office, hotel, and office/hotel alternatives would generate fewer daily trips
and result in improved levels of service. However, Tower Il as 100-percent office
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alternative would generate 68 additional inbound and 18 fewer outbound AM peak
hour trips. During the PM peak hour there would be 66 additional outbound peak hour
trips and 162 fewer inbound peak hour trips. Development of Tower IIT as a hotel/office
alternative would generate 68 additional inbound AM peak hour trips and 61 additional
outbound PM peak hour trips. Development of Tower III as 100-percent office
alternative would generate 68 additional inbound AM peak hour trips and 66 additional
outbound PM peak hour trips.

Relative to parking, development of Tower III as office use would provide 3,554 parking spaces
where 3,056 parking spaces are required, resulting in an excess of 498 parking spaces.
Development of Tower 111 as hotel use would provide 3,250 parking where 2,605 parking spaces
are required, resulting in an excess of 645 parking spaces. Development of Tower Il as
office/hotel use would provide 3,393 parking spaces where 2,757 parking spaces are required,
resulting in an excess of 636 parking spaces. The development of the La Jolla Commons — Tower
I project would satisfy the City of San Diego’s parking requirements and no impact would

. result.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project will not result
in any new significant transportation/traffic circulation environmental impacts nor is there a

-substantial increase in the severity of transportation/traffic circulation impacts from that
described in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would satisfy the City’s parking
requirements.

Table 3-Tn‘p Generation For Proposed Project with Tower Il as Office

_ ] AM Peak ~ PMPeck
Ldand Use ) ) ) "~ Unifs Trips Total IN Qut Total IN _Qut
Tower | Office -252, 332 s.1.
Tower || Office - 322, 692 5.1 748,288 7,731 1,005 905 101 1,082 214 846
Tower Il Office - 173,244 5.1,

Sub-fotal:] 748,288 7.731 1,005 905 101 1,082 214 844
SR 30,000 240 38 35 4 34 3 30
Net Change 7.971 1,043 739 104 1,116 220 896
Approved ER 10,319 1,093 871 222 1.2i2 382 830
Net Change {-2,348} {-50)" +48 {-118) (-6} {-162) | +6b
(¢} Denotes decrease,+ Denotes increase, s.f. = Square Feot

Table Y Trip Generation For Proposed Project with Tower Il as Hotel
. AM Peak ) PM Peak

Land Use ] . Units Trips Total IN Qut Total IN Qut
Tower | Office - 252,332 5.f.
Tower | Office - 322,692 5.1, 575,024 6,336 824 741 82 887 177 710

Sub-tolal] 575,024 6,336 824 741 82 887 177 710
Tower Il Hotel - 264 Rooms 264 2,640 158 95 63 211 127 84
SR 30,000 240 38 35 4 34 3 31

 Sub-total: 2,214 1,020 §71 149 1,132 307 825

Approved EIR 10,319 1,093 871 222 1,212 382 830
Net Change {-1.103} [-73) +0 {-73) {-80} [-75) (-5}
[xx} Denctes decrease, + Denctes increase, sf. = Square Foof
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Table 5 Trip Generation For Proposed Project with Tower Il as Hotel/Office

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use ) Units Trips Total IN Out Total IN Out
Tower | Office - 252,332 5.1,
Tower |l Office - 322,692 s.f.
Tower lll Office - 104,971 s.f. 679,995 7.192 935 841 93 1,007 201 805
Sub-tolal;j 479,975 7,192 935 841 93 1,007 | 201 805
Tower Il Hotel - 175 Rooms 175 1,750 108 63 42 140 84 56
SR < 30,000 240 38 35 4 34 3 3¢
Sub-total: 2,182 1.078 239 139 1,181 288 891
Approved EIR 10,319 1.093 871 222 1,212 382 830
Net Change -1,137) (-15) +468 {-83) (-31) (-94) +41

{xx} Denotes decrease, +Denotss increase, s.f. = Square Foot, D.U, = Dwellin Units

Noise

EIR

The EIR evaluated noise impacts relative to the City of San Diego General Plan and the City
Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance (construction noise). The La Jolla Commons Project
was found to not generate a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels. However,
due to automobile traffic noise along La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial Drive, as well as aircraft
noise from MCAS Miramar, future noise levels at the site were found to exceed an exterior
CNEL of 65 dB at the hotel swimming pool area. This impact was considered significant,
requiring mitigation. Exterior noise levels greater than 60 dB could result in interior noise levels
in excess of 45 dB for hotel and condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB
could result in interior noise levels in excess of 50 dB for office uses. This impact was considered
potentially significant in the EIR, and mitigation measures were required to reduce the impact
to below a level of significance.

PROJECT

A Noise Analysis Report was prepared for La Jolla Commons III by dBF Associates, Inc.
(September 3, 2013). The noise report analyzed the three development scenarios: office, hotel, or
office/hotel. As with the original La Jolla Commons Project, the primary noise sources affecting
the project site are vehicular traffic on La Jolla Village Drive and aircraft operations associated
with MCAS Miramar; the secondary noise source is vehicular traffic on Judicial Drive.

If the project is developed as an office building, no exterior noise mitigation is necessary; as
stated in the EIR, an interior noise analysis would be required to ensure that interior noise levels
in offices meet the City of San Diego General Plan Noise Compatibility requirements of 50 dBA
CNEL or less. This requirement is the same as required in the EIR.

If the project is developed as a hotel and the includes a pool area located between Tower [ and

Tower 111, the project would include, as a project feature, a noise abatement wall reducing
exterior noise levels at the outdoor area useable space to comply with the 65 dBA CNEL for
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outdoor areas. An interior noise analysis would be required to ensure that interior noise levels
in habitable rooms meet the California Code of Regulations, Title 24 (Noise Insulation Standard)
and the San Diego General Plan Noise Compatibility requirements of 45 dBA CNEL or less.
This requirement is the same as the EIR.

If the project is developed as a mixed-use office/hotel and the project includes a pool area
located between Tower I and Tower III, the project would include, as a project feature, a noise
abatement wall reducing exterior noise levels at the outdoor area useable space to comply with
the 65 dBA CNEL for outdoor areas. An interior noise analysis would be required to ensure that
interior noise levels in offices meet the City of San Diego General Plan Noise Compatibility
requirements of 50 dBA CNEL or less, and that habitable rooms meet the California Code of
Regulations, Title 24 (Noise Insulation Standard) and the San Diego General Plan Noise
Compatibility requirements of 45 dBA CNEL or less. This requirement is the same as the EIR.

Regardless of the development option, construction of the project would comply with the City
of San Diego 75 dBA Leq (12 hour) municipal code noise limit at residential zones. No
mitigation is necessary.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant
noise impacts nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of noise impacts from that
described in the EIR,

Air Quality

EIR

The EIR evaluated air quality impacts and addressed the potential for air emissions during
construction and operation of the La Jolla Commons Project, and for emissions associated with
project-generated fraffic. This analysis was in accordance with the City of San Diego’s
Significance Determination Guidelines (1999).

The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would result in emissions of tfugitive
dust associated with construction. Because dust control measures during grading operations
would be regulated in accordance with the rules of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District,
and since construction would be a one-time, short-term activity, air quality impacts due to
construction of the proposed project were found to not be significant. Implementation of
standard construction phase mitigation measures would reduce the PMu emissions to a level
below significance.
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The La Jolla Commons Project traffic is included in traffic projections for the Community Plan
build-out and Regional Transportation Plan, and associated vehicle emissions were previously
evaluated in the Community Plan EIR. The La Jolla Commons Project would not generate
emissions beyond the levels assumed previously. The La Jolla Commons Project’s emissions
have been accounted for in the County’s plans for attainment and maintenance of the ambient
air emissions standards. The La Jolla Commons Project’s vehicle emissions impacts were not

anticipated to be significant.

PROJECT

Scientific Resources Associated (SRA} prepared an Air Quality Technical Report for La Jolla
Comumons III (July 22, 2013). This analysis utilized the City of San Diego Significance
Determination Thresholds (2011) to determine project impacts.

The La Jolla Commons 111 three development scenarios of office tower, hotel, or office and hotel
would result in fewer trips than analyzed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR for the project
site. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the City’s goals of maintaining a mix of uses in
the University Towne Centre area. Accordingly, the project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Regional Air Quality Strategy or State Implementation Plan, and would
not result in a significant impact.

Construction Impacts
Construction emissions were calculated for each of the development options. The analysis

identified those criteria pollutants during construction would be below the thresholds of
significance for all project construction phases for all pollutants. Project criteria pollutant
emissions during construction would be temporary and are less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Operational impacts associated with the development of La Jolla Commons Il would include
impacts associated with vehicular traffic, as well as area sources such as energy use,
landscaping, consumer products use, and architectural coatings use for maintenance purposes.

According to the Focused Traffic Analysis, the previously approved project would generate
10,319 average daily trips (ADT) for the entire La Jolla Commons Project development. The
three development options for the project would generate the following ADT:

o Tower HI as Office - 7,971 ADT for the total La Jolla Commons Project
» Tower Il as Hotel — 9,216 ADT for the total La Jolla Commons Project
o Tower IlI as Office plus Hotel - 9,182 ADT for the total La Jolla Commons Project

Based on the Focused Traffic Analysis, the development of the project, when combined with the

entire project, would generate fewer trips than the previously approved project, and would
therefore result in a decrease in vehicular emissions.
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Operational impacts were estimated using the CalEEMod Model, which calculates vehicle
emissions based on emission factors from the EMFAC2007 model. It was assumed that the first
year of full occupancy would be 2016. Based on the results of the EMFAC2007 model for
subsequent years, emissions would decrease on an annual basis from 2016 onward due to
phase-out of higher polluting vehicles and implementation of more stringent emission
standards that are taken into account in the EMFAC2007 model. Based on the estimates of the
emissions associated with project operations, the analysis determined that emissions of all
criteria pollutants are below the significance thresholds for the-effieefhotel all scenarios.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Projects involving traffic impacts may result in the formation of locally high concentrations of
carbon monoxide (CO), known as CO “hot spots.” Project-related traffic would have the
potential to result in CO “hot spots” if project-related traffic resulted in a degradation in the
level of service at any intersection to level of service (LOS) E or F. Because the project would
result in fewer ADT than the previously approved project, impacts would be lower than the
prior analysis, and no CO “hot spots” would be anticipated under any of the three development
scenarios.

Relative to cumulative impacts, the San Diego Air Basin is considered a non-attainment area for
the 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone (Os), and is considered
a non-attainment area for the California Ambient Air Quaity Standards (CAAQS) for Os,
particulate matter of 10 Microns in diameter or smaller (PMuo), and particulate matter of 2.5
microns or less in size (PMzs). An evaluation of emissions of non-attainment pollutants was
conducted. Based on that evaluation, emissions of non-attainment pollutants during
construction would be below the significance thresholds for ozone precursors, PMuw, and PMas.
Emissions of all pollutants would be below the significance thresholds for operations.

There are no anticipated projects that would be under construction at the same time as the
proposed project. The project’s construction impacts would therefore not be cumulatively
considerable under any of the three development scenarios.

The analysis demonstrated that the operational impacts would be below the significance
thresholds and that no CO “hot spots” would result from cumulative traffic. Because
operational emissions for development of La Jolla Commons III, under any of the proposed
development scenarios, are below the significance thresholds for nonattainment pollutants, they
would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact.

The threshold for exposure of sensitive receptors concerns whether the project could expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs). If a
project has the potential to result in emissions of any TAC which result in a cancer risk of
greater than ten in one million or substantial non-cancer risk, the project would be deemed to
have a potentially significant impact.
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Air quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors as schools (Preschool-12* Grade),
hospitals, resident care facilities, or day-care centers, or other facilities that may house
individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes in air quality.
Residential land uses may also be considered sensitive receptors. The nearest sensitive
receptors to the site include the Eastgate Christian School located on Eastgate Mall east of
Genesee Avenue, the La Jolla Country Day Scheol, Iocated on Genesee Avenue just north of
Eastgate Mall, and the Torah High School located to the south of the site at 9001 Towne Center
Drive. The nearest residences are located approximately 200 feet to the south of the site at the
corner of La Jolla Village Drive and Judicial Drive.

Emissions of TACs are atfributable to temporary emissions from construction emissions, and
minor emissions associated with diesel truck traffic used for deliveries at the site. Truck traffic
may result in emissions of diesel particulate matter, which is characterized by the State of
California as a TAC. Certain tjpes of projects are recommended to be evaluated for impacts
associated with TACs. In accordance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source
Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis” (SCAQMD 2003), projects that should
be evaluated for diesel particulate emissions include truck stops, distribution centers,
warehouses, and transit centers which diesel vehicles would utilize and which would be
sources of diesel particulate matter from heavy-duty diesel trucks. La Jolla Commons III
developed as any of the three development scenarios would not attract a disproportionate
amount of dicsel trucks and would not be considered a source of TAC emissions. Based on the
CalEEMod Model, heavy-duty diesel trucks would account for only 0.9 percent of the total trips
associated with the project. Impacts to sensitive receptors from TAC emissions would therefore
be less than significant.

Relative to objectionable odors, project construction could result in minor amounts of odor
compounds associated with diesel heavy equipment exhaust. These compounds would be
emitted in various amounts and at various locations during construction. Sensitive receptors
located in the vicinity of the construction site include residences to the south of the site. Odors
are highest near the sources and would quickly dissipate offsite; any odors associated with
construction would be temporary. The development of La Jolla Commons III as any of the three
development scenarios would not be considered a sources of objectionable odors. Thus the
potential for odor impacts associated with the project are led than significant.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not
result in any new significant environmental impacts relative to air quality nor is there a
substantial increase in the severity of air quality impacts from that described in the EIR.
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Hydrology/Water Quality

LIR

The EIR evaluated project-specific impacts to hydrology and water quality. The EIR determined
that the La Jolla Commons Project would not have a significant impact on downstream drainage
improvements. The storm drain system was determined to be adequate to handle surface flows
generated by the La Jolla Commons Project. The course and flow of existing drainage patterns
were altered as a result of the La Jolla Commeons Project.

Erosion during construction of the La Jolla Commons Project had the potential to significantly

~ impact the ability of downstream areas to accommodate silt-laden runoff or the accumulation of
silt. During post-construction conditions, the additional urban pollutants entering the drainage
course could diminish the water quality of downstream areas, ultimately including Mission
Bay. Given the wildlife and recreational value of the downstream watershed, water quality
impacts were considered significant. The EIR identified mitigation measures to reduce water
quality impacts from the project to below a level of significance. Those measures have been
implemented and continue to be implemented as development occurs in accordance with the
existing approvals for the La Jolla Commons Project.

PROJECT

Similar to the previous project, La Jolla Commons Il would be required to comply with water
quality regulations. Leppert Engineering Corporation prepared a Water Quality Technical Report
(August 19, 2013) and Drainage Study (August 19, 2013) for La Jolla Commons III pursuant to
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements as promulgated in the City
of San Diego most recent Storm Water Standards Manual. Implementation of project-specific
BMPs, that include source control BMPs, low-impact development (LID) BMPs, treatment
control BMPs, and hydromodification management, would ensure that the project’s impacts to
water quality would be less than significant. With the adherence to existing regulations, project
water quality impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required.

Relative to drainage, the existing condition for La Jolla Commons 1T is the proposed condition
for La Jolla Commons II, which was analyzed in the Drainage Study for La Jolla Commons 2,
prepared by Leppert Engineering (February 17, 2012; PTS No. 263782). Comparing the existing
and proposed conditions the drainage study determined that the existing storm drain pipes
downstream of the project are adequately sized to accommodate the additional runoff
generated by the proposed development. The proposed storm drains would be sized
appropriately to provide adequate capacity. No impact would occur.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not
result in any new significant environmental impacts to hydrology/water quality nor is there a
substantial increase in the severity of hydrology/water quality impacts from that described in
the EIR.
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Paleontology

EIR

The La Jolla Commons Project site is located in the Coastal Plains Physiographical Province of
San Diego County and is underlain by Tertiary-age and Quaternary-age sedimentary deposits,
associated residual soils, and artificial fill. The Tertiary-age materials at the site are identified as
part of the Scripps Formation, which is represented predominantly by yellowish-brown,
medium-grained sandstone with cobble-conglomerate interbeds.

The Quaternary-age materials are comprised of both marine terrace deposits and alluvial
deposits. The terrace deposits are identified as part of the Lindavista Formation and consist of
reddish-brown interbedded sandstone and conglomerate. The Lindavista Formation is present
on the higher elevations of the site, above an approximate elevation of 360 to 270 feet. The
alluvial deposits consist of brown to grayish-brown, loose- to medium-dense, poorly
consolidated sands and gravels, and are restricted largely to the north-south trending canyon in
the southwest portion of the site.

Due to the presence of fossiliferous formations at the project site and the exceedence of the
grading thresholds for significance for both formations, the EIR determined that
implementation of the La Jolla Commons Project would have the potential for significant
impacts to paleontological resources for portions of the project site. Mitigation measures were
required to reduce potential direct impacts associated with paleontological resources to below a
level of significance. The mitigation measures have been implemented as part of the La Jolla
Commons Project.

PROJECT

The La Jolla Commons III project site has been fully graded in accordance with the approved La
Jolla Commons Project. The remainder of the original project site has been developed or is
currently under development. Nonetheless, there is the potential for impacts to paleontological
resources as a result of the project due to the site’s underlying Linda Vista and Scripps
formations. Both of these geologic units have the potential to contain paleontological resources.
Grading for the project requires additional excavation for the proposed subterranean parking
garage. Therefore, the project would be required to implement the mitigation measures
presented in the original La Jolla Commons Project EIR.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the La Jolla Commons Project EIR. The project would not
result in any new significant paleontological environmental impacts nor is there a substantial
increase in the severity of impacts to paleontological resources from that described in the EIR.
The project would be required to implement mitigation measures as presented in the EIR.
Therefore, with implementation of the project specific MMRP, as detailed in Section V of the
Addendum, potential paleontological impacts would be reduced to below a level of
significance.
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Historical Resources

EIR

The EIR analyzed potential historical resources on-site. This analysis was based on the 1995
Affinis historical resources study, as well as the January 2000 Affinis field check. No
archaeological material was found on-site during the 1995 and 2000 surveys of the La Jolla
Commons Project. Impacts to historical resources were not identified and therefore mitigation
was not required.

PROJECT

The La Jolla Commeons Il project site has been fully graded in accordance with the approved La
Jolla Commons Project. The remainder of the La Jolla Commons site has been developed or is
currently under development for the La Jolla Commons Project. As a result, no historical
resources are present on-site. No impacts would occur as a result of La Jolla Commons IIL

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant
environmental impacts associated historical resources nor is there a substantial increase in the
severity of impacts to historical resources from that described in the La Jolla Commons Project
EIR.

Human Health and Public Safety

EIR

As analyzed in the EIR, no previous development of land uses were not known for the project
site, and hazards from previous uses were not expected to be present. MCAS Miramar
presented potential health and safety hazards to surrounding residents and businesses in the
form of aircraft operations accident potential, electromagnetic radiation, and explosives safety.
The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project was compatible with the requirements
of the 1992 NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). Impacts to MCAS Miramar
aircraft operations from the La Jolla Commons Project were found not to be significant.

PROJECT

The La Jolla Commons III project site is located within MCAS Miramar’s Airport Influence Area
{AIA). The AlIA is "the area in which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety,
or airspace protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on
those uses.” To facilitate implementation and reduce unnecessary referrals of projects to the
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the AIA is divided into Review Area 1 and
Review Area 2. The project site is located within Review Area 1.

La Jolla Commuons III has received a compatibility letter from MCAS Miramar. No conflicts with
the MCAS Miramar ALUCP would occur.
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The project site is not located within any safety zones nor is it located within an overflight
notification zone. The project site is located within the Airspace Protection Compatibility Area.
Specifically, the airspace protection compatibility area shall geographically consist of locations
within the FAR Part 77 primary surface and beneath the approach (to where it intersects the
outer horizontal surface), transitional, horizontal, and conical surfaces together with locations
within the Federal Aviation Administration notification area as described below, excluding the
federally owned lands that comprise MCAS Miramar. The project has received an FAA Part 77
Letter of Non-Obstruction, stating the project has no impacts on airspace protection.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant
environmental impacts associated with human health and public safety, nor is there a
substantial increase in the severity of impacts from that described in the La Jolla Commons
Project EIR.

Cumulative Effects

EIR

The FIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would result in significant comulative
impacts associated with transportation/traffic circulation, as a result of cumulatively significant
congestion at the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive freeway interchange, as well as freeway segments;
and with air quality, relative to short-term construction impacts and as contributions to regional
air quality associated with cumulative emissions.

PROJECT

La Jolla Commons III would not result in new impacts that would be regarded as cumulatively
significant because daily traffic resulting from the project would be less than what was assumed
in the La Jolla Commons EIR.

Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that the changes to the
project require a major change to the EIR. The project would not result in any new significant
cumulatively environmental impacts nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of
cumulative impacts from that described in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR.

IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT IN THE LA JOLLA COMMONS PROJECT
EIR

The EIR determined that the La Jolla Commons Project would not have the potential to result in
significant impacts with regard to following issue areas:
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+ Agriculture and Aggregate Resources
¢ Recreational Resources

¢ Geology and Soils

¢ Population and Housing

¢ Public Services and Utilities

* Energy

These issue areas remain effects found not to be significant with La Jolla Comumons I, as the
development intensity of the project is generally consistent with what was analyzed for the
project site in the EIR. Significant impacts to these issue areas would not result.

Issues Not Analyzed in the 1999/2000 EIR

The environmental issue of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was not analyzed in the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time that EIR was
prepared. The following discussion provides information to show that, while this issue was not
analyzed to the level currently required or not analyzed in the EIR, there is no new information
available that would indicate that these issues would result in a new significant impact.
Although public utilities / services was addressed in the La Jolla Commons Project EIR, analysis
of this issue did not contain the same level of detail as the City currently requires.

Greenhouse Gases

BACKGROUND

The State of California has passed a number of policies and regulations that are either directly
or indirectly related to GHG. Notably, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 32
(Nufez), the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006”. It requires the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) to adopt rules and regulations that would reduce GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. The CARB is also required to publish a list of discrete GHG emission
reduction measures. Senate Bill (SB) 375 requires CARB to set regional targets for GHG
emissions. Its purpose is to reduce emissions by promoting high-density, mixed-use
developments around mass transit hubs. SB 375 requires that Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) in California update the Regional Transportation I’lans (RTPs) to
promote this smart growth development. SB 97, signed by the governor on August 24, 2007,
required that the CEQA guidelines be amended to address impacts from transportation and
energy consumption and appropriate mitigation for GHG emissions, and requires the Resources
Agency to certify and adopt those guidelines by January 1, 2010. The CEQA guidelines were
thus amended to include greenhouse gas as an environmental issue to be addressed after the
adoption of the La Jolla Crossroads Project EIR. The City of San Diego has adopted interim
guidelines that provide guidance on how to evaluate and assess project GHG impacts. The
interim GHG guidelines state that projects should achieve a 28.3 percent reduction of GHG
emissions from business as usual (BAU) conditions to be consistent with AB 32. A GHG
analysis report was prepared by pursuant to these interim guidelines and the amended CEQA
Guidelines.
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GREENHOUSE GAS INVENTORY

GHG emissions associated with La Jolla Commons III were estimated separately for five
categories of emissions: (1) construction; (2) energy use, including electricity and natural gas
usage; (3) water consumption; (4) solid waste handling; and (5) transportation. Emissions were
calculated for all three development scenarios proposed: office use, hotel use, and office and
hotel. The analysis includes a baseline estimate assuming Title 24-compliant buildings, which is
considered business as usual for the Project. Emissions were estimated based on emission
factors from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009).
This inventory presents emissions based on “business as usual” assumptions.

Existing Conditions
The site is currently vacant and undeveloped. As it exists, the site is not a source of GHG
emissions.

Office Building

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck
traffic, and worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model, which is the
newest land use emissions model developed by ENVIRON and the SCAQMD (ENVIRON
2011), for completed and proposed construction. CalEEMod contains emission factors from the
OFFROAD2007 model for heavy construction equipment (ARB 2007), and from the EMFAC2007
model for on-road vehicles. Table 6 presents the construction-related emissions associated with
construction of the Office Building project.

AEP recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period to account for
the contribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project. These emissions are
added to operational emissions to account for the contribution of construction to GHG
emissions for the lifetime of the project.

e E]IllSSlOIIS, metric tons mortize 2e

evelopment Scenario
Emissions, mefric
tons/year

Office Use 1,445 48

Operational Greenhouse (as Emissions

The development of the La Jolla Commeons III project as an office building would construct
173,264 square feet of leasable office space (223,900 square feet gross floor area). Emissions for
the office building scenario were estimated using the methodologies described below.
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Energy Use. Business as usual electricity usage rates for the office space were calculated from the
California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEC 2006) based on estimated annual 13.63 kWh/square
foot. Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in the California Climate Action
Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (CCAR 2009), which assumes that for
California, energy use (electricity) would have emissions of 724.12 Ibs/MWh of COz, 0.0302
Ibs/MWh of CHa, and 0.0081 Ibs/MWh of N2O. Natural gas usage rates were calculated based
on estimated annual rates of 25.99 kiloBTUs/square foot. For natural gas usage, the Protocol
assumes that natural gas would have emissions of 53.06 kg/MMBTU of COz, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU
of CHy, and 0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N20O.

Water Usage. GHG emissions were calculated on the basis of the embodied energy of water,
assuming that in southern California, water has an embodied energy of 12,700 kWh/million
gallons (CEC 2005). Water usage was estimated based on the water use calculated by the
CalEEMod Model (ENVIRON 2011) for indoor and outdoor water use based on the
development scenarios. Total annual water use for the office uses was estimated at 30,794,000
gallons for indoor uses and 18,874,000 gallons for outdoor uses for a total of 49,668,000 gallons.

Vehicle Emissions. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions were estimated based on the
projected ADTs from the Focused Traffic Analysis (Darnell and Associates 2013). Based on the
analysis, the trip generation rate for the office uses would be 10.33 trips per 1,000 square feet,
for a total of 1,790 average daily trips (ADT). Emissions from vehicles were estimated using the
ARB’s emission factors without considering the effects of state and federal measures to reduce
GHG emissions from EMFAC2011 (ARB 2011), assuming an average trip length of 5.8 miles
based on data for average trip lengths within San Diego County estimated by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG).

Solid Waste. Solid waste generation rates were estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The
CalEEMod Model calculated a solid waste generation rate of 161 tons per year for the office use.
Solid waste GHG emissions were calculated based on the CalEEMod Model.

Operational Fmissions Summary

The results of the inventory for operational emissions for business as usual are presented in
Table 7. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased
electricity), water consumption (energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management
(including transport and landfill gas generation), and vehicles. Table 7 summarizes projected
emissions for the office building scenarjo.
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Annual Emissions

Emission Source (Metric tons/year)

CO: | CH: | N20 COze
Operational Emissions — Office
Electricity Use 776 0.0323 0.0087 779
Natural Gas Use 239 0.0266 0.0005 240
Water Use 201 0.0084 0.0022 201
Solid Waste Management 73 - - 73
Vehicle Emissions 1,537 0.0682 0.0671 1,560
Amortized Construction Emissions 48 - - 48
Total 2,874 0.1355 0.0785 2,901
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
CO: Equivalent Emissions 2,874 2.8455 24.335 2,901
TOTAL CO:» Equivalent Emissions 2,901

As shown in Table 7, the net emissions associated with La Jolla Commons I office building
scenario are above the 900 metric ton screening threshold under business as usual conditions.
The project was therefore evaluated to assess the GHG emission reductions that would be
achieved through state and federal programs and through project design features.

Hotel

Construction Greenhouse (Gas Emissions

Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck
traffic, and worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model, which is the
newest land use emissions model developed by ENVIRON and the SCAQMD (ENVIRON
2011), for completed and proposed construction. CalEEMod contains emission factors from the
QFFROAD2007 model for heavy construction equipment (ARB 2007), and from the EMFAC2007
model for on-road vehicles. Table 8 presents the construction-related emissions associated with
construction of the project as a hotel.

AFP recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period to account for
the confribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project. These emissions are
added to operational emissions to account for the contribution of construction to GHG
emissions for the lifetime of the project.

Development Scenario CO:ze Emissions, metric tons Amortized COze
Emissions, metric
tons/year
264-Room Hotel 1,739 58
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Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The development of La Jolla Commons III hotel would construct 264 rooms. Emissions for the
hotel scenario were estimated using the methodologies described below.

Energy Use. Business as usual electricity usage rates for the hotel space were calculated based on
estimated annual rates of 12.13 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per square foot from the California
Commercial End-Use Survey (Itron 2006) for hotel space. Emissions were calculated based on
emission factors in the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version
3.1 (CCAR 2009), which assumes that for California, energy use (electricity) would have
emissions of 724.12 Tbs/MWHh of CO:, 0.0302 1bs/MWh of CHs, and 0.0081 Ibs/MWh of N:0O.
Natural gas usage rates were calculated based on estimated annual rates of 42.40
kiloBTUs/square foot/year for hotel space. For natural gas usage, the Protocol assumes that
natural gas would have emissions of 53.06 kg/MMBTU of COz, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU of CIHs, and
0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N-O.

Water Usage. GIG emissions were calculated on the basis of the embodied energy of water,
assuming that in southern California, water has an embodied energy of 12,700 kWh/million
gallons (CEC 2005). Water usage was estimated based on the water use calculated by the
CalEEMod Model (ENVIRON 2011} for indoor and outdoor water use based on the
development scenarios. Total annual water use for the hotel was estimated at 6,696,827 gallons
for indoor uses and 744,092 gallons for outdoor uses for a total of 7,440,919 gallons.

Vehicle Emissions. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions were estimated based on the
projected ADTs from the Focused Traffic Analysis (Darnell and Associates 2013). Based on the
analysis, the trip generation rate for the hotel would be 2,640 ADT. Emissions from vehicles
were estimated using the ARB’s emission factors without considering the effects of state and
federal measures to reduce GHG emissions from EMFAC2011 {ARB 2011), assuming an average
trip length of 5.8 miles based on data for average trip lengths within San Diego County
estimated by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).

Solid Waste. Solid waste generation rates were estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The
CalEEMod Model calculated a solid waste generation rate of 144 tons per year for the hotel.
Solid waste GHG emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model.

Operational Emissions Summary

The results of the inventory for operational emissions for business as usual are presented in
Table 9. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased
electricity), water consumption (energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management
(including transport and landfill gas generation), and vehicles. Table 9 summarizes projected
emissions for the Hotel scenario using the methodologies noted above.
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Annual Emissions

Emission Source {(Mefric tons/year)

CO: | CH: | N2O COze
Operational Emissions -~ Hotel
Electricity Use 1,527 0.0637 0.0171 1,534
Natural Gas Use 862 0.095%9 0.0016 865
Water Use 31 0.0013 0.0003 31
Solid Waste Management 66 - - 66
Vehicle Emissions 2,268 0.1006 0.0989 2,300
Amortized Construction Emissions 58 - - 58
Total 4,812 0.2615 0.1179 4,854
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
COr Equivalent Emissions 4,812 5.4915 36.549 4,854
TOTAL CO: Equivalent Emissions 4,854

As shown in Table 9, the net emissions associated with development of the La Jolla Commons
111 as a 264-room hotel are above the 900 metric ton screening threshold under business as usual
conditions. The project was therefore evaluated to assess the GG emission reductions that
would be achieved through state and federal programs and through project design features.

Office and Hotel

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck
traffic, and worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model, which is the
newest land use emissions model developed by ENVIRON and the SCAQMD (ENVIRON
2011), for completed and proposed construction. CalEEMed contains emission factors from the
OFFROAD2007 model for heavy construction equipment (ARB 2007), and from the EMFAC2007
model for on-road vehicles. Table 10 presents the construction-related emissions associated
with construction of the project with 285,960 square feet of combined office/hotel (135,000
square feet gross floor area (104,971 square feet gross leasable area) of office uses and a 175-
room, 150,960-square-foot hotel).

AEP recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year period to account for
the contribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project. These emissions are
added to operational emissions to account for the contribution of construction to GHG
emissions for the lifetime of the project.

Development Scenario COze Emissions, metric tons mortized COze
Emissions, metric
tons/year
Office and Hotel 1,690 56
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Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The development of La Jolla Commons III office and hotel would construct w1th 285,960 square
feet of combined office/hotel (135,000 square feet gross floor area (104,971 square feet gross
leasable area) of office uses and a 175-room, 150,960-square-foot hotel). GHG emissions for the
project were estimated for five categories of emissions: (1) construction; (2} energy use,
including electricity and natural gas usage; (3) water consumption; (4} solid waste management,
and (5) transportation. Emissions were estimated for this development scenario using the
methodlogies described below.

Energy Use. Business as usual electricity usage rates for the office space were calculated from the
California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEC 2006) based on estimated annual 13.63 kWh/square
foot. Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in the California Climate Action
Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (CCAR 2009), which assumes that for
California, energy use (electricity} would have emissions of 724.12 Ibs/MWh of COz, 0.0302
Tbs/MWh of CHe, and 0.0081 1bs/MWh of N=O. Natural gas usage rates were calculated based
on estimated annual rates of 25.99 kiloBTUs/square foot. For natural gas usage, the Protocol
assumes that natural gas would have emissions of 53.06 kg/MMBTU of CO;, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU
of C:, and 0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N2O.

Business as usual electricity usage rates for the hotel space were calculated based on estimated
annual rates of 12.13 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per square foot from the California Commercial End-
Use Survey (Itron 2006) for hotel space. Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in
the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (CCAR 2009),
which assumes that for California, energy use (electricity) would have emissions of 724.12
Ibs/MWh of CO», 0.0302 Ibs/MWh of CHs, and 0.0081 Ibs/MWh of N20O. Natural gas usage rates
were calculated based on estimated annual rates of 42.40 kiloBTUs/square foot/year for hotel
space. For natural gas usage, the Protocol assumes that natural gas would have emissions of
53.06 kg/MMBTU of COz, 0.0059 kg/MMBTU of CHs, and 0.0001 kg/MMBTU of N2O.

Water Usage. GHG emissions were calculated on the basis of the embodied energy of water,
assuming that in southern California, water has an embodied energy of 12,700 kWh/million
gallons (CEC 2005). Water usage was estimated based on the water use calculated by the
CalEEMod Model (ENVIRON 2011) for indoor and outdoor water use based on the
development scenarios. Total annual water use for the office uses use was estimated at
18,656,712 gallons for indoor use and 11,434,759 gallons for outdoor use. Total annual water
use for the hotel was estimated at 4,439,185 gallons for indoor use and 493,243 gallons for
outdoor use.

Vehicle Emissions. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions were estimated based on the
projected ADTs from the Focused Traffic Analysis (Darnell and Associates 2013). Based on the
analysis, the trip generation rate for office plus hotel uses would be 2,834. Emissions from
vehicles were estimated using the ARB’s emission factors without considering the effects of
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state and federal measures to reduce GHG emissions from EMFAC2011 (ARB 2011), assuming
an average trip length of 5.8 miles based on data for average trip lengths within San Diego
County estimated by SANDAG.

Solid Waste. Solid waste generation rates were estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The
CalEEMod Model calculated a solid waste generation rate of 98 fons per year for the office use
and 96 tons per year for the hotel, for a total of 193 fons per year. Solid waste GHG emissions
were calculated using the CalEEMod Model.

Operational Emissions Summary

The results of the inventory for operational emissions for business as usual are presented in
Table 11. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased
electricity), water consumption (energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management
(including transport and landfill gas generation), and vehicles. Table 11 summarizes projected
emissions for the 285,960 combined square-foot office/hotel (135,000-square-foot office building

and 175-room, 150,960-square-foot hotel eaeh development).

Annual Emissions

Emission Source {Metric tons/year)

CO: [ CHa } NzO COze
Operational Emissions — Office plus Hotel
Electricity Use 1,482 0.0618 0.0166 1,489
Natural Gas Use 716 0.0797 0.0014 719
Water Use 142 0.0059 0.0016 143
Solid Waste Management 88 - - 88
Vehicle Emissions 2,434 0.1080 0.1062 2,469
Amortized Construction Emissions 56 ~ - 56
Total 4,918 0.2554 0.1258 4,964
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
CO: Equivalent Emissicns 4,18 5.5634 38.998 4,964
TOTAL CO:z Equivalent Emissions 4,964

As shown in Table 11, the net emissions associated with the La Jolla Commons IIT project
developed with office and hotel uses are above the 900 metric ton screening threshold under
business as usual conditions. The project was therefore evaluated to assess the GHG emission
reductions that would be achieved through state and federal programs and through project
design features. '
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Summary of Project Design Features, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

A threshold of 28.3% below “business as usual” levels is considered to demonstrate that a
project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32, As discussed in the ARB’s Staff Report,
California 1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Level and 2020 Emissions Limit (ARB 2007a), vehicular
emissions are the greatest contributor to GHG emissions. Because the applicant does not have
direct control over the types of vehicles or emission/fuel standards, the effect of California
programs to reduce GHG emissions from vehicles was evaluated.

All of the measures discussed below would apply to the project regardless of the development
scenario.

Based on the SDCGHG]I, the percent reductions in GHG emissions anticipated through
implementation of the Federal CAFE standards, LCES, and Pavley fuel efficiency standard
(analogous to the Federal CAFE standard), as well as the effect of light/heavy vehicle
efficiency/hybridization programs can be estimated. Emissions were calculated based on the
reductions in the SDCGHGI. It should be noted that these reductions are consistent with the
EMFAC2011 emission factor reductions, which calculate that for the fleet of light-duty vehicles
within the state of California, the Pavley and LCFS programs will reduce GHG emissions by 20
percent and ten percent for a total of 30 percent (ARB 2011).

In addition to the energy efficiency and mobile source emissions reductions discusscd above,
reductions attributable to California's RPS (SB 1078; 2002) were included in the emission
calculations for electricity use. SB 1078 initially set a target of 20 percent of energy to be sold
from renewable sources by the year 2017. The schedule for implementation of the RPS was
accelerated in 2006 with the Governor's signing of SB 107, which accelerated the 20 percent RP’S
goal from 2017 to 2010. On November 17, 2008, the Governor signed Executive Order 5-14-08,
which requires all retail sellers of electricity to serve 33 percent of their load with renewable
energy by 2020. The Governor signed Executive Order 5-21-09 on September 15, 2009, which
directs ARB to implement a regulation consistent with the 2020 33 percent renewable energy
target by July 31, 2010. As of September 23, 2010, the ARB has adopted the regulation that
implements the 33 percent renewable energy standard.

According to the SDCGHGIL, implementation of the 20 percent RPS goal by 2010 would reduce
GHG emissions by a further 14 percent from 2006 levels; the inventory estimated that San Diego
Gas and Electric was providing six percent of its electricity from renewable resource in 2006. To
account for the implementation of the 20 percent RPS, a 14 percent reduction in GHG emissions
was assumed. Implementation of Executive Order 5-21-09 (i.e., the 33 percent RPS) will result
in additional GHG reductions of 27 percent below 2006 levels.

The current Title 24 standards (2013) will reduce electricity and natural gas usage by 15 percent.
Accordingly, GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas use were reduced by 15 percent.



The project would utilize water conservation measures, including installation of low-flow
fixtures (toilets and showers), and would reduce irrigation requirements by utilizing a drought-
resistant landscaping palette and reducing turf areas. The project would utilize recycled water
for irrigation, flushing, and make-up water for the cooling tower. Reductions in water usage
were calculated with the CalEEMod model using these assumptions.

The following sections present the results of the analysis for each development scenario.

Office Building

Table 12 presents the estimated GHG emissions for the project as an office building, with
implementation of the GHG reduction measures summarized. As shown in Table 12, emissions
from the La Jolla Commons III office building scenario, considering GHG reduction measures
discussed above, would exceed the goal of 28.3 percent below business as usual levels for the
office building. Accordingly, the project would meet the goals of AB 32 and would not result in
cumulatively considerable significant global climate impacts.

Annual Emissions

Emission Source (Metric tons/year)

CO: | CH: | NoO | €O
Ovperational Emissions - Office
Electricity Use 481 0.0201 0.0054 483
Natural Gas Use 203 0.0226 0.0004 204
Water Use 90 0.0038 0.0010 90
Solid Waste Management 73 - - 73
Vehicle Emissions 1,076 0.0477 0.0537 1,094
Amortized Construction Emissions 48 - - 48
Total 1,971 0.0942 0.0605 1,992
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
CO: Equivalent Emissions 1,971 1.9782 18.755 1,992
TOTAL CO: Equivalent Emissions 1,992
Business as Usual CO2 Equivalent
Emissions 2,901
Percent Reduction 31.33%

Table 13 presents a summary of the GHG reduction measures and their effectiveness.

By meeting the City’s threshold of reducing GHG emissions by more than 28.3 percent below
business as usual Jevels, La Jolla Commons III developed as an office building, would not
generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment.
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Transporfation Emissions

Business as Usual, CO2e 1560

Reductions due to Statewide Measures

Measure Percent Reduction Emissions Reduction
Pavley Motor Vehicle Standards 20% 312

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10% (CO2 and CH4) 154

Total Reductions 466

Net Transportation Emissions 1094

Operafional Emissions

Business as Usual, CO2e 1293

Reductions due to Project Design Features and Statewide Measures

Measure : Percent Reduction Emissions Reduction

12.36% of indoor water
CalEEMod Water Conservation Measures, including low- | use, 8.7% of outdoor
flow toilets and sinks, and outdoor water conservation water use 22

87.5% of outdoor water
Recycled Water Use tse 55

15% of electricity use and
Meet Title 24 Standards as of 2008 15% of natural gas use 215

27%  (electricity and
embodied energy of

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33% renewables) water) 226

Total Reductions 518

Net Operational Emissions 775
Hotel

Table 14 presents the estimated GHG emissions for the project as a 264-room hotel, with
implementation of the GHG reduction measures summarized. As shown in Table 14, emissions
from La Jolla Commeons III as a hotel, considering GHG reduction measures discussed above,
would exceed the goal of 28.3 percent below business as usual levels for the hotel. Accordingly,
the project would meet the goals of AB 32 and would not result in cumulatively considerable
significant greenhouse gas emissions impacts.
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Operational Emissions — Hotel

Electricity Use 948 0.0395 0.0106 952
Natural Gas Use 733 0.0815 0.0014 735
Water Use 18 0.0007 0.0002 18
Solid Waste Management 66 - 66
Vehicle Emissions 1,587 0.0704 0.0692 1,613
Amortized Construction Emissions 58 - 58
Total 3,410 0.1921 0.0814 3,442
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310

CO:z Equivalent Emissions 3,410 4,0341 25.234 3,442
TOTAL COz Equivalent Emissions 3,442

Business as Usual CQz Equivalent

Emissions 4,854

Percent Reduction 29.08%

Table 15 presents a summary of the GHG reduction measures and their effectiveness.

Transportation Emissions

Business as Usual, CO2e

2300

Reductions due to Statewide Measures

Measure Percent Reduction Emissions Reduction
Pavley Motor Vehicle Standards 20% 460

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10% (CO2 and CH4) 227

Total Reductions 687

Net Transportation Emissions 1613

Operational Fmissions

Business as Usual, CO2e 2496

Reductions due to Project Design Features and Statewide Measures

Measure

Percent Reduction

Emissions Reduction

12.36% of indoor water

CalEEMod Water Conservation Measures, including low- | use, 87% of outdecor

flow toilets and sinks, and outdoor water conservation water use 5
87.5% of outdoor water

Recycled Water Use use 2
15% of electricity use and

Meet Title 24 Standards as of 2008 15% of natural gas use 207
27%  {electricity and
embodied energy of

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33% renewables) water) 386

Total Reductions 600

Net Operational Emissions 1896

39




By meeting the City’s threshold of reducing GHG emissions by more than 28.3 percent below
business as usual levels, La Jolla Commons I1I project developed as a hotel, would not generate
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment.

Office Building and Hotel

Table 16 presents the estimated GHG emissions for the project as an office building and hotel,
with implementation of the GHG reduction measures summarized. As shown in Table 16,
emissions from La Jolla Commons ITI with office and hotel uses, considering GHG reduction
measures discussed above, would be more than 28.3 percent below business as usual levels for
each development scenario. Accordingly, the project would meet the goals of AB 32 and would
not result in cumulatively considerable significant global climate impacts.

Annual Emissions
Emission Source {Metric tons/year)

co: | CH: N20 COze
Operational Emissions ~ Office and 175-Room Hotel
Electricity Use 920 0.0384 0.0103 924
Natural Gas Use 609 0.0677 0.0011 611
Water Use 64 0.0027 0.0007 64
Solid Waste Management 88 - - 38
Vehicle Emissions 1,704 0.0756 0.0850 1,732
Amortized Construction Emissions 56 - - 56
Total 3,441 0.1844 0.0971 3,475
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
CQO: Equivalent Emissions 3,441 3.8724 30.101 3,475
TOTAL CO: Equivalent Emissions 3,475
Business as Usual COz Equivalent
Emissions 4,964
Percent Reduction 30.00%

Table 17 presents a summary of the GIG reduction measures and their effectiveness.
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Transportation Emissions

Business as Usual, CO2e

2469

Reductions due to Statewide Measures

Measure Percent Reduction Emissions Reduction

Pavley Motor Vehicle Standards 20% 494

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10% (CO2 and CH4) 244

Total Reductions 738

Net Transportation Emissions 1732

Operational Emissions

Business as Usual, CO2e . 2438

Reductions due to Project Design Features and Statewide Measures

Measure Percent Reduction Emissions Reduction
12.36% of indoor water

CalEEMod Water Conservation Measures, including low- | use, 8.7% of outdoor

flow toilets and sinks, and outdoor water conservation water use 10
87.5% of outdoor water

Recycled Water Use use 37

15% of electricity use and

Meet Title 24 Standards as of 2008 15% of natural gas use 332

27%  (electricity and
embodied energy of

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33% renewables) water) 373
Total Reductions 752
Net Operational Emissions 1686

By meeting the City’s threshold of reducing GHG emissions by more than 28.3 percent below
business as usual levels, La Jolla Commons 11 developed as office building and hotel, would
not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment.

Consistency with City Plans and Policies

The project, whether developed as an office building, hotel, or mix of office and hotel uses,
would meet the goals of the City’s Conservation Element, and would therefore be consistent
with the City’s GHG reduction plans and policies. The following policies would be adopted for
the project:

Policy CE-A.5 Employ sustainable or “green” building techniques for the construction and
operation of buildings.
{(a) Develop and implement sustainable building standards for new and significant
remodels of residential and commercial buildings to maximize energy efficiency,
and to achieve overall net zero energy consumption by 2020 for new residential
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buildings and 2030 for new commercial buildings. This can be accomplished
through factors including, but not limited to:

¢ Designing mechanical and electrical systems that achieve greater energy
efficiency with currently available technology;

* Minimizing energy use through innovative site design and building
orientation that addresses factors such as sun-shade patterns, prevailing
winds, landscape, and sun-screens;

» Employing self generation of energy using renewable technologies;

» Combining energy efficient measures that have longer payback periods with
measures that have shorter payback periods;

¢ Reducing levels of non-essential lighting, heating and cooling; and

» Using energy efficient appliances and lighting.

The La Jolla Commons III project would meet the most recent Title 24 energy efficiency
standards, which are estimated to exceed Title 24 standards as of 2005 by 15 percent. The
project is therefore employing sustainable building development practices to maximize energy
efficiency.

Policy CE-A-7 Construct and operate buildings using materials, methods, and mechanical and
electrical systems that ensure a healthful indoor air quality. Avoid contamination by
carcinogens, volatile organic compounds, fungi, molds, bacteria, and other known toxins.

(a) Eliminate the use of chlorofluorocarbon-based refrigerants in newly constructed
facilities and major building renovations and refrofits for all heating, ventilation, air
conditioning, and refrigerant-based building systems.

(b) Reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous or potentially
irritating to protect installers and occupants’ health and comfort. Where feasible,
select low-emitting adhesives, paints, coatings, carpet systems, composite wood,
agri-fiber products, and others.

The La Jolla Commons III project would be constructed in a manner that would ensure
healthful indoor air quality.

Policy CE-A.8 Reduce construction and demolition waste in accordance with Public Facilities
Element, Policy PF-1.2, or by renovating or adding on to existing buildings, rather than
constructing new buildings.

The La Jolla Commons III project would reduce construction and demolition waste to the extent
feasible.

Policy CE-A.9 Reuse building materials, use materials that have recycled content, or use

materials that are derived from sustainable or rapidly renewable sources to the extent possible,
through factors including:
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e Scheduling time for deconstruction and recycling activities to take place
during project demolition and construction phases;

» Using life cycle costing in decision making for materials and construction
techniques. Life cycle costing analyzes the costs and benefits over the life of a
particular product, technology, or system;

e Removing code obstacles to using recycled materials and for construction;
and

s Implementing effective economic incentives to recycle construction and
demolition debris.

The La Jolla Commons 11T project would use recycled/sustainable materials for construction and
during operation to the extent feasible. The project would recycle construction and demolition
debris as appropriate.

Policy CE-A.10 Include features in buildings to facilitate recycling of waste generated by
building occupants and associated refuse storage areas.
s Provide permanent, adequate, and convenient space for individual building
occupants to collect refuse and recyclable material. _
e Provide a recyclables collection area that serves the entire building or project.
The space should allow for the separation, collection and storage of paper,
glass, plastic, metals, yard waste, and other materials as needed.

The La Jolla Commons III project would provide space for individual building occupants to
implement recycling practices within their buildings.

Policy CE-A.11 Implement sustainable landscape design and maintenance.

(a) Use integrated pest management techniques, where feasible, to delay, reduce, or
eliminate dependence on the use of pesticides, herbicides, and synthetic fertilizers.

(b) Encourage composting efforts through education, incentives, and other activities.

(c) Decrease the amount of impervious surfaces in developments, especially where
public places, plazas and amenities are proposed to serve as recreation
opportunities.

(d) Strategically plant deciduous shade trees, evergreen trees, and drought tolerant
native vegetation, as appropriate, to contribute to sustainable development goals.

(e) Reduce use of lawn types that require high levels of irrigation.

(f) Strive to incorporate existing mature frees and native vegetation into site designs.

(g) Minimize the use of landscape equipment powered by fossil fuels.

(h) Implement water conservation measures in site/building design and landscaping.

(i) Encourage the use of high efficiency irrigation technology, and recycled site water to
reduce the use of potable water for irrigation. Use recycled water to meet the needs
of development projects to the maximum extent feasible.
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The La Jolla Commons III project would use landscaping that minimizes water use, utilizes
efficient irrigation practices, and reduces the use of pesticides. Further, the La Jolla Commons
III project would utilize recycled water for frrigation, flushing, and cooling tower make-up
water.

Through implementation of these practices, the La Jolla Commons III project would not conflict
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases.

CONCLUSIONS

Emissions of GHGs were quantified for both construction and operation of La Jolla Commons
IT1. Operational emissions were calculated assuming a “business as usual” operational scenario
as well as an operational scenario with GHG reduction measures employed. Based on the
analysis, quantifiable emission reductions that would be implemented through state and local
requirements demonstrate that emissions will be reduced by more than 28.3 percent below
“business as usual” levels. The project would therefore not:

» Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment.

o Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

The La Jolla Commons III project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32, and would not
result in a significant global climate change impact.

Sclid Waste

Per the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, the project would result in a potentially
significant solid waste direct impact if the project construction, demolition, and/or renovations
meet or exceed 1,000,000 square feet of building space that would generate approximately 1,500
tons or more of waste. A cumulative impact may oceur if the project construction, demolition,
and/or renovations meet or exceed 40,000 square feet of building space that would generate 60
tons or more of waste. To avoid or mitigate potentially significant impacts, the Significance
Determination Thresholds require the preparation of a Waste Management Plan (WMP). LEED
Silver or better certifications may also be used to reduce or avoid solid waste impacts, as this
would ensure implementation of sustainability measures intended to assure minimal project
“environmental footprint” and solid waste impacts. The project meets the City’s 40,000-square-
foot threshold. A WMP for the project has been prepared. With the Environmental Services
Department’s approval and implementation, the WMP would ensure that the project would
reduce waste by a minimum of 75% of construction-related waste, and implement waste
reduction measures during the occupancy phase of the project. The measures identified in the
Waste Management Plan, when implemented, would ensure that potential impacts to solid
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waste management facilities, including landfills, materials recovery facilities and transfer
stations, and services, including collection, would be below a level of significance.

VI MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP})
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT:

The La Jolla Commons I1I project shall be required to comply with all mitigation measures
outlined within the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program of the previously certified
EIR 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 and the project specific subsequent technical studies required.
The following MMRP identifies measures which specifically apply to this project.

A,

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS —~ PART I Plan Check Phase (prior to permit
issuance)

Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed {NTP) for a subdivision, or
any construction permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or
beginning any construction-related activity on-site, the Development
Services Department (DSD) Director’s Environmental Designee (ED) shall
review and approve all Construction Documents (CD), {plans,
specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP requirements are
incorporated into the design.

In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that
apply ONLY to the construction phases of this project are included
VERBATIM, under the heading, “ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION
REQUIREMENTS.”

These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the
construction documents in the format specified for engineering
construction document templates as shown on the City website:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-
services/industry/standtemp.shtml

The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the
“Environmental/Mitigation Requirements” notes are provided.

SURETY AND COST RECOVERY - The Development Services Director
or City Manager may require appropriate surety instruments or bonds
from private Permit Holders to ensure the long-term performance or
implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is
authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses
for City personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects.
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B.

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - PART II Post Plan Check {After permit
issuance/Prior to start of construction)

PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10}
WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS
PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is responsible to arrange and
perform this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT ENGINEER (RE)
of the Field Engineering Division and City staff from MITIGATION
MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees must also include
the Permit holder’s Representative(s), Job Site Superintendent, and the
following consultants: Qualified paleontological monitor

Note: Failure of all responsible Permit Holder’s representatives and
consultants to attend shall require an additional meeting with all
parties present,

CONTACT INFORMATION:

a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field
Engineering Division — 858-627-3200

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS, applicant
tis also required to call RE and MMC at 858-627-3360

MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PT5)
Number 317590 and/or Environmental Document Number 317590, shall
conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated
Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the
DSD’s Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). The
requirements may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e.,
to explain when and how compliance is being met and location of
verifying proof, etc.). Additional clarifying information may also be
added to other relevant plan sheets and/or specifications as appropriate
(i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc.

Note: Permit Holder’s Representatives must alert RE and MMC if there
are any discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due to field
conditions. All conflicts must be approved by RE and MMC BEFORE
the work is performed.

OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all
other agency requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and
MMC for review and acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within
one week of the Fermit Holder obtaining documentation of those permits
or requirements. Evidence shall include copies of permits, letters of
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resolution, or other documentation issued by the responsible agency: Not
Applicable.

MONITORING EXHIBITS: All consultants are required to submit, to RE
and MMC, a monitoring exhibit on a 11x17 reduction of the appropriate
construction plan, such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc., marked to
clearly show the specific areas including the LIMIT OF WORK, scope of
that discipline’s work, and notes indicating when in the construction
schedule that work will be performed. When necessary for clarification, a
detailed methodology of how the work will be performed shall be
included.

NOTE: Surety and Cost Recovery - When deemed necessary by the
Development Services Director or City Manager, additional surety
instruments or bonds from the private Permit Holder may be required
to ensure the long-term performance or implementation of required
mitigation measures or programs. The City is authorized to recover its
cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City personnel and
programs to monitor qualifying projects.

OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Permit
Holder/Owner’s representative shall submit all required documentation,
verification letters, and requests for all associated inspections to the RE
and MMC for approval per the following schedule:

DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Issue Area Document Submittal Associated Inspection/Approvals/Notes
General Consultant Qualification Letters Prior to Preconstruction Meeting
General ](:j:;s;};ant Construction Monitoring Prior to or at Preconstruction Meeting
Paleontology Paleontology Reports Paleontology Site Observation
Waste Management Waste Management Reports Waste Management Inspections

Bond Release

Request for Bond Release Letter

Final MMRP Inspections Prior to Bond Release
Letter

C. SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

I Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Entitlements Plan Check
1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the
first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a
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Notice to Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting,
whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental
designee shall verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have
been noted on the appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring

Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring
program, as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

1I. Prior to Start of Construction
A, Verification of Records Search
1. The PIshall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has

been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited fo a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution
or, if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the
search was completed.

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

B. PIShall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall
arrange a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM)
and/or Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. If the PIis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule
a focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a

Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based
on the results of a site-specific records search as well as information regarding
existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

3. When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.
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b. The PImay submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program.
This request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil
resources, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be
present.

III.  During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1.

The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction
activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern within the area being
monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety requirements may
necessitate modification of the PME.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies to
MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1.

In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the
contractor to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and
immediately notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

'The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1.

The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PL

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to
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IV.

V.

significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils} the PI shall notify the RE, or BI
as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to
MMC unless a significant resource is encountered.

The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.

Night and/or Weekend Work

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract

When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

The following procedures shall be followed.

1.

a.

No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or
weekend work, The PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit
to MMC via fax by 8AM on the next business day.

Discoveries

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction.

Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made,
the procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be
followed.

The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next business day
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section 11I-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.

2. The RE, or Bl as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

Post Construction
A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90
days following the completion of monitoring,
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a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

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

preparation of the Final Report.

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

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

MMC shall notify the RE or B, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring

Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

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

1.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
moniforing for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate
institution.

The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1.

The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has
been approved.

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC, which includes the
Acceptance Verification from the curation institution.

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

The FIR indicates that the direct significant impacts on the following issues would be
substantially lessened or avoided if all the proposed mitigation measures recommended in the
EIR are implemented: biological resources, transportation/circulation (partially mitigated),
noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleontological resources. Significant direct impacts related
to transportation and circulation would not be fully mitigated to below a level of significance.
With respect to cumulative impacts, the La Jolla Commons project would result in significant
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ATTACHMENT 7

Rezone Ordinance

(O-INSERT~)

ORDINANCE NUMBER O- (NEW SERIES)

ADOPTED ON Month Day, Year

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
CHANGING 17- ACRES LOCATED AT 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 AND 4757
EXECUTIVE DRIVE, WITHIN THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA,
IN THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, FROM THE CV-1-2 ZONE
INTO THE CO-3-1 ZONE, AS DEFINED BY SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL
CODE SECTION 131.0505.
WHEREAS, AAT LA JOLLA COMMONS 3, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company,
Owner/Permittee, filed an applied to rezone a 17-acre site located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and

4757 Executive Drive, as legally described below, within the University Community Plan area from

CV-1-2 (Commercial--Visitor) to CO-3-1 (Commercial--Office) zone; and

WHEREAS, the project is legally described as Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons llI, in the
City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed
in the office of the County Recorder for San Diego County on December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-
7000533 of Official Records; in the University Community Plan area, in the CV-1-1 zone which is

proposed to be rezoned to the CO-3-1 zone; and

WHEREAS, the matter was set for public hearing on September 20, 2022, testimony having
been heard, evidence having been submitted, and the City Council having fully considered the

matter and being fully advised concerning the same; NOW, THEREFORE,
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ATTACHMENT 7

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

findings based on evidence presented; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, as follows:

Section 1. That 17-acre site located at 4707, 4727, 4747, 4750 and 4757 Executive Drive and
legally described as Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons IlI, in the City of San Diego, County of San
Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the County
Recorder for San Diego County on December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-7000533 of Official Records;
in the University Community Plan area, in the University Community Plan area, in the City of San
Diego, California, as shown on Zone Map Drawing No. B-4361 filed in the office of the City Clerk as

Document No. OO- is rezoned from the CV-1-2 zone to the CO-3-1 zone, as the described

and defined by San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 13 Article 1 Division 131.0406. This action

amends the Official Zoning Map adopted by Resolution R-301263 on February 28, 2006.

Section 2. That a full reading of this Ordinance is dispensed with prior to its final passage, a
written or printed copy having been available to the City Council and the public a day prior to its final
passage.

Section 3. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force on the thirtieth
day from and after its passage, and no building permits for development inconsistent with the
provisions of this Ordinance shall be issued unless complete applications for such permits are
submitted to the City prior to the date on which the applicable provisions of this Ordinance become

effective.
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ATTACHMENT 7

APPROVED: MARA ELLIOTT, CITY ATTORNEY

By

Deputy City Attorney
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1 - ATTACHMENT9

(R-2001-1009)
RESOLUTION NUMBER R-294150

ADOPTED ON NOVEMBER 14, 2000

WHEREAS, ?olygon Shelter, Inc., Owner and La Jolla Commons/Polygon, Permitteg,
filed an application with the City of San Diego fbr a Planned Commercial Developnllent [PCDY/
Resource Protection Ordinance [RPO] Permit to develop a 327 room, fifteen-story hotel, 115
unit, thirty-two-story condominium, 450,000 square foot, twenty-étory office building, 30,000 .
square foot, two-story scientific research building and separate eight level parking structure
d;zvelopment, the construction of a segment of Judicial Drive, Nexus Center Drive, and Executive
Drive, construction of four west-bound laneé and a bike-lane within La Jolla Village Drive from
Judicial Drive fo the Intérstate 805 interchange, and other improvements in the puBiic right-of-
way, located eést of the planned extension of Judicial Drive, south of Nexus Center Drive, north
of La Jolla Village Drive and west of Interstate 805, legally d_escribed as being a portion of Pueblo
Lot 1307, Map 36, filed November 14, 1921., in thé University Community Plan area, in the
existing RS zone (pre;/iously referred to as the R1-5000 zone) (proposed CV-1-2 and IP-1-1 -
zones (previously referred to as the CV and SR zones, respectively); and

WHEREAS, on Octéber 19, 2000, the Planning Commission of The City of San Diego

considered Vesting Tentative Map No. 99-0762, énd pursuanf to Reso]ution No. 3036-PC voted
fo recommend City Council approval of the ‘map; and
. WHEREAS, the .mattér §vas set for public hearing on November 14, ZOOO, testimony

having been heard, evidence having been submitted, and the City Council having fully considered
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the matter and being fully advised concerning the same, puréuant to San Dieéo_Municipal Code
[SDMC] sections 101.0910 and 101.0462; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, that this Council adopts the
following findings with respect to PCD/RPO Permit No. 99-0762:

FINDINGS:

Planned Commercial Dev‘elopyment

1. The proposed use will fulfill a community need and will not adversely affect the
City's Progress Guide and General Plan or the adopted Community Plan. The proposed
project site is designated for commercial and scientific research uses by the University Community
Plan. The proposed development is consistent with this designation of the Community Plan. The

- proposed use will provide a mixed use project and gateway into the University community. As
the proposed project is consistent with the community plan, consistency with the City's Progress
Guide and General Plan is also achieved and adverse affects to the Progress Guide and General
Plan will not result from implementation of the proposed project. The proposed use has been
planned to occur at this location consistent with the policy documents.

2. - The proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety and general

welfare of persons residing or working in the area and will not adversely affect other
properties in the vicinity. The permit controlling the development and continued use of the
proposed development for this site contains conditions addressing the proposed project
compliance with the City's regulations and other regional, State and Federal regulations to prevent
detrimental impacts to the health, safety, and general welfare of persons residing and/or working
in the area. Conditions of approval require compliance with several operational constraints and
development controls intended to assure the continued health, safety and general welfare of
persons residing or working in the area. All Uniform Building, Fire, Plumbing, Electrical,
Mechanical Code and the City regulations governing the construction and continued operation of -
the development apply to this site to prevent adverse affects to those persons or other properties
in the vicinity.

3. The proposed use will fully comply with the relevant regulations of the

Municipal Code in effect for this site. Specific conditions of approval require the continued °
compliance with all relevant regulations of the City of San Diego effective for this site and have
been written as such into the permit. Development of property shall meet the requirements of the
regulations and development criteria of the proposed CV-1-2 and IP-1-1 zones, as allowed with
the approval of a planned commercial development permit. Concept plans for the proposed
project identify all other development criteria in effect for the site. All relevant regulations shall
be complied with at all times for the life of the proposed project.
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Resource Protection Ordinance

4, The proposed development will not adversely affect the Clty of San Dlego s Progress
Guide and General Plan. See finding number one.

S. The proposed development will conform to the community plan for the area and any
other applicable plans, policies and ordinances. The proposed project is consistent with the
adopted University Community Plan, which identifies this property for Visitor Commercial [VC]
and Scientific Research uses. The proposed project is proposing a hotel, office and residential
uses over that portion of the site designated in the community plan for Visitor Commercial uses

_consistent with the proposed Commercial Visitor zone. The project proposes scientific research
land use over the remaining balance of the site designated in the community plan for scientific
research uses. The proposed project would be consistent with MCAS Miramar, Comprehensive
Land Use Plan adopted October 1990 and amended in September 1992 and the designated Air
Influence Area of the base. The proposed project would accommodate the future implementation
of Metropolitan Transit Development Board's [MTDB] proposed Light Rail Transit [LRT]
Station.

6. ' The proposed development will be sited, designed, constructed and maintained to
minimize, if not preclude, adverse impacts on environmentally sensitive lands. The
proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive lands to the
maximum extent feasible. Impacts to the isolated coastal sage scrub and southern mixed chaparral
are acceptable with the proposed project features to include off-site mitigation in accordance with
the adopted Multiple Habitat Planning Area [MHPA] and Biology Guidelines. Impacts to 0.10
acre of southern willow scrub and unvegetated streambed are not avoidable with the
implementation of the required circulation element roadway improvements designated in the
community plan. In consideration of the existing topography of the site, impacts to 0.04 acre of
southern willow scrub would not be avoidablé in allowing a reasonable use of the site due to the
configuration of the existing topography on the property. Avoidance of the remaining steep
slopes after implementation of the required circulation element roadway improvements and
considering the restrictions on the site imposed by the NAS Miramar Comprehensive Land Use
Plan [CLUP] and a restrictive use easement [RUE] is not feasible due to the topographic
configuration of the site.

7. The proposed development will be sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts on
any environmentally sensitive lands and resources located in adjacent parks and public
open space areas and will provide adequate buffer to protect such resources. The proposed
development is sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive
habitats and resources located within the sensitive slopes and biologically sensitive resources to
the greatest extent possible while allowing for the implementation of circulation element roads

and a reasonable use of the site. No parks or recreation areas exist adjacent to this site, and
provisions to protect such resources by means of buffer areas have not been necessary.

_PAGE 3 OF 10-

£ 28150



’

8. The proposed development will minimize the alterations of natural landforms and .
will not result in undue risks from geological and erosional forces and/or flood and fire
hazards. Due to the required circulation element road's construction adjacent to the site there are
no measures that would be implemented by any proposed project to further minimize the potential
adverse effects on steep hillsides. Implementation of the community plan circulation
improvements would impact the canyon within the proposed project site with or without
construction of the proposed project. . There are no feasible alternative alignments for these public
improvements which would result in less impacts to the site. The existing topography of the
property makes an alternative that avoids steep slope encroachments infeasible given the land
form composition of the existing topography.

Preliminary geotechnical reports have been submitted to and reviewed by the City's geologist to
confirm the applicant's geotechnical consultant has adequately addressed the soil and geologic
conditions present on the site. The proposed project site does not contain any unique geological
features. Accepted professional practices to address remedial grading and seismic safety building
design would address any potential unforseen geological hazards discovered during construction
of the proposed project at the site. The City's geologist has determined the proposed design is
appropriate at this site.

The proposed landscape concept plan includes provisions to address erosion control for all. slopes
created by the development of the property to prevent soil erosion and downstream silting of
water courses and estuaries. By planting groundcovers, shrubs, and trees of varying rooting
depth, the proposed erosion control will provide additional stability to manufactured slopes.
Adverse impacts from flooding will not occur with the development of the site. Engineering and
site design will direct, capture, and control all runoff from the site to preclude adverse impacts
from potential runoff.

" A brush management plan would be implemented to provide protection of persons and property
from the risks of potential wildfires. The proposed project would implement erosion control
measures to fully mitigate water quality impacts downstream. There are no unique flood or fire
hazards associated with the proposed project at this site.

9. Feasible measures, as defined in this section, to protect and preserve the special

character or the special historical, architectural, archaeological or cultural value or the

- affected significant prehistoric or historic site or resources have been provided by the -

applicant. The environmental review of the proposed site indicates there are no special

historical, architectural, archaeological or cultural resources located on the site. The proposed
project is required to implement mitigation measures to address any potential impacts to
paleontological resources on the site that may occur during grading operations.

-PAGE 4 OF 10- f 294156




Required Findings for AlternatiQe Compliance

10. There are special circumstances or conditions applying to the land that are peculiar
to such land and not of the applicant’s making whereby the strict application of the
provisions of this section would deprive the property owner of reasonable use of the land or
the project provides extraordinary benefits to the general public based on findings of
overriding social and economic considerations. The proposed project is located on one of the
few remaining infill properties in the University Community Plan [Community Plan] area.
Development has occurred around the perimeter of the property. Extensive grading of the area
will be required on the southerly and westerly sides of the site in order to provide for the
construction of Judicial Drive between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village Drive, the widening
of westbound La Jolla Village Drive to provide for an additional travel lane, and the widening of
Executive Drive to accommodate MTDB's future LRT Station located easterly of Judicial Drive.
There are no other feasible alternative alignments for these public improvements which would
result in less impacts to the site.

The existing canyon on the property was initially bifurcated by the original construction of La -
Jolla Village Drive. The canyon bottom has been the site of several public construction projects
including; the Sorrento-Rose Canyon Interceptor Sewer, the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer, and the
North City Tunnel Connector project. The canyon-was bisected again by the recently constructed
easterly extension of Executive Drive, as a condition of project approval for the Nexus project.
-When Judicial Drive is constructed between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village Drive, the
canyon bottom will lose all connectivity to any other canyon feature. Some of the steep slopes in
the canyon already have been graded as a result of these previous projects. The remaining natural
~ slopes are not highly visible from surrounding viewsheds.

With regard to development potential on other areas of the property, the northeasterly portion of
the property is constrained by the NAS Miramar CLUP and a RUE that was obtained in a federal
condemnation action. The CLUP and RUE prohibit residential, office, and hotel development and
limit other types of development on the northeasterly portion of the property. Development
limited to these restricted portions of the property would not achieve the type or intensity of
development contemplated by the Community Plan: These restrictions limit the feasibility of an
alternative that would avoid encroachment into steep slopes. As such, retention of the pre-
existing canyon topography, by not allowing for alternative compliance to the strict application of
the provisions of Resource Protection Ordinance, would not allow for the uses of the sité as
comtemplated by the adopted University Community Plan.

The proposed project also will provide extraordinary benefits to the public if allowed to develop
as proposed. The proposed project will provide for the location of a Light Rail Transit Station
[LRT Station] to serve the central and eastern portions of the Community Plan area and
encourage use of mass transit. The proposed project will provide the construction of Judicial
Drive and the widening of La Jolla Village Drive along-the property frontage. The proposed
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project also will provide unique public open space through the construction of a park located at
the corner of Judicial Drive and Executive Drive, a publicly accessible plaza in the center of the
project with unique landscape and water features and payment of Facilities Benefit Assessment

[FBA] fees in the estimated amount of $5,800,000.

11.  There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse
effects on environmentally sensitive lands. There are no other measures that could be
implemented by the proposed project to further minimize altering the slopes of the steep hillsides.
Extensive grading of the area will be required on the southerly and westerly sides of the site to
provide for the construction of Judicial,Drive between Executive Drive and La Jolla Village
Drive, the widening of westbound La Jolla Village Drive to provide for an additional travel lane,
and the widening of Executive Drive to accommodate MTDB's future LRT Station located
easterly of Judicial Drive regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. There are no
alternative alignments for these public improvements which would avoid or reduce the potential -
impacts to sensitive lands. Any development of this site would require these public road
improvements and impacts to the sensitive lands. The grading proposed by the project would fill
an existing canyon that has been extensively disturbed by construction of several public projects.
The topography of the property makes an alternative that avoids impacts to the steep slopes
infeasible due to the topographic configuration. The proposed grading of the property has been
designed to respect the landform conditions existing at the perimeter of the project site. As
opposed to a flat pad, the site has been designed to step downward from north to south, with the
lowest portion of the site actually situated in the center of the project where the plaza, with its
unique landscaping and water features, will be located. Avoidance of the slopes surrounding the
topographic low point would render a significant portion of the property undevelopable, which
makes avoidance infeasible because of additional site restrictions imposed by the CLUP and RUE
on the property. The proposed grading would remove an unlandscaped, fifty foot high, south-
facing cut slope constructed as part of La Jolla Village Drive and Interstate 805, and would
replace it with a landscaped gentle slope that is less than ten feet in height, resultlng in a greatly
enhanced streetscape along La Jolla Village Drive.

12. . Alternative compliance for the development will not adversely affect the Progress
Guide and General Plan for the City of San Diego. Granting alternative compliance for the
proposed project would be consistent with the Progress Guide and General Plan as the property is
designated for development by the community plan. This proposed project maintains and '
implements the desired development set forth in the community plan and the General Plan. The

proposed project would implement a circulation element component of the community roadway
system planned for the community.

13.  The proposed development will conform to the adopted community plan for the area
and any other applicable plans, policies and ordinances. The proposed project is consistent
with the adopted Univeristy Community Plan, which identifies this property for Visitor .
Commercial and Scientific Research uses. The project proposes hotel, office and residential uses
over that portion of the site designated in the Community Plan for VC, which is consistent with
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the City’s Commercial Visitor zone. The proposed project includes scientific research land use
over the balance of the site designated in the Community Plan for SR uses.- The proposed project
also would be designed to accommodate the future implementation of MTDB's LRT Station. The
proposed project would be consistent with NAS Miramar's CLUP and the RUE.

Findings for Impacts to Sensitive Biological Resources

14. The proposed development will not adversely affect the appllcable land use plan
See finding number one.

18. The proposed development will not be detrimental to the pubhc health, safety, or
welfare. See finding number two.

16.  The proposed development will comply with the applicable regillatiohs of the
Municipal Code. See finding number three.

17. The site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the proposed development
and the development will result in minimum disturbance to sensitive biological resources.
The proposed project site is designated in the Community Plan for development and with the
proposed grading will be physically suited for the amount and type of proposed development.
There are no physical conditions on the proposed project site that would present any unique
grading or seismic safety issues. The proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts to
sensitive biological resources to the maximum extent practicable. Impacts to the isolated coastal
sage scrub and southern mixed chaparral are acceptable with the proposed off-site mitigation in
accordance with the MHPA and the City’s Biology Guidelines. Impacts to 0.10 acre of southern
willow scrub and unvegetated streambed cannot be avoided if the proposed project is to
implement the required Community Plan roadway improvements. Impacts to 0.04 acre of
southern willow scrub cannot be avoided if a reasonable use of the proposed project site is to be
permitted in consideration of the existing site topography.

18.  The proposed development will be sited and designed to prevent adverse impacts on
any adjacent sensitive biological resources. The proposed project is not located adjacent to

any sensitive biological resources identified for conservation by the Community Plan or the
MHPA.

19.  The proposed development will be consistent with the City of San Diego’s Multiple
Species Conservation Program [MSCP] Subarea Plan. The proposed project is not located.
within the MHPA, there are no narrow endemic species on the site, and no federal or state listed
species would be impacted by the proposed project. The proposed project would comply with the
off-site mitigation requirements of the MHPA and the City’s Biology Guidelines.

20. The nature and extent of mitigation required as a condition of the permit is
reasonably related to, and calculated to alleviate, negative impacts created by the proposed
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development. The proposed project is being required to fully mitigate all impacts to sensitive
biological resources consistent with the City’s Biology Guidelines and the MHPA. Impacts to
wetlands are being mitigated at a ration of 3:1. This ratio of mitigation to impact is reasonable
given the type and quality of the resources being impacted by development of the site with the
proposed project.

‘

Deviation Findings for Impacts to Sensitive Biolog'ical Resources

21.  There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse
effects on sensitive biological resources. Wetland resources on the two legal parcels and
adjacent affected lands are limited to 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of
unvegetated streambed for a total of 0.14 acre of City-regulated wetlands. The implementation of
future Community Plan designated roadway improvements, with or without the proposed project,
would impact all but 0.04 acre of these wetlands. There are no alternative alignments available
for these improvements which would result in less of an impact. The use of retaining walls to
reduce the grading footprint impacts to wetlands for these roads was considered. The use of
retaining walls for the fill slopes on either side of Judicial Drive would not reduce the impact to
wetlands, because the 0.10 acre of southern willow scrub impacted by Judicial Drive is located
beneath the central portion of the alignment. The small pocket of wetlands, 0.005 acre, just south
of the existing fill slope from Executive Drive could not be avoided by building a retaining wall,
nor could a similar encroachment from the fill slope from La Jolla Village Drive widening be
reduced by building a retaining wall. In order to construct a retaining wall at the toe of these two
existing slopes, regardless of the desired height of the wall, the area within the wetlands pockets
would also have to be excavated i order to provide a structural fill beneath the footing of the
retaining wall. As such, the benefits from the use of retaining walls to reduce wetland impacts
would be not be realized. | '

Avoidance of impacts to the remaining 0.04 acre of wetlands would require adoption of a project
alternative that would result in not developing the S-acre and 1.89-acre legal parcels. Due to the
topography of these two parcels, no development could occur without the filling of the canyon,
including the 0.04 acre of wetlands that run through the center of the two parcels. The
topography of these two parcels slopes on all sides down at such a steep angle towards the main
drainage containing the wetlands, that avoidance of the wetlands is impossible. There is no area
of the site which is reasonably level on which to build without grading the site for building pads.
No reasonable use could be made of these two legal parcels under existing zoning -and also avoid
impacts to these wetlands. ‘ "

In addition to complete avoidance of wetlands, alternatives were considered involving partial
avoidance of wetlands. For the 1.89-acre parcel, such an alternative would involve creating a
residential pad adjacent to La Jolla Village Drive. This alternative would result in filling of the
drainage to create a buildable residential pad. The configuration of the lot, narrow east-west
trending lot, along La Jolla Village Drive makes use of this lot for residential purposes difficult. -
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In addition, there is no way to provide direct access to this lot from public roadways due to the
adjacent proposed tunnel section for the construction of Judicial Drive and the difference in
elevation between the pad and roadway. Driveway access to a residential development from La
“Jolla Village Drive is not allowed under City regulations.

Another partial avoidance alternative, construction of a pad in the northern portion of the five
.acre parcel would impact the small area of wetlands near the Executive Drive slope and the
unvegetated streambed, yet would retain the wetlands in the south end of the drainage, was
examined. The topography of this parcel makes construction of a pad difficult due to the grade
differential between the street and the bottom of the drainage. There is approximately sixty-five
to seventy feet of vertical difference between Executive Drive and the bottom of the drainage
course. Because there is no level ground in this area to site the construction of a development
pad, the fill required to create a pad would extend down to the bottom of the drainage course due
to the steepness of the slopes.

This alternative would require encroachment into some of the steep slopes, and encroachment into
the parcel to the east, unless the development was sited immediately adjacent to the southeast
corner of Judicial Drive and Executive Drive, or unless a retaining wall was used in the drainage
to confine slopes to the western portion of the site. It is possible to construct a pad for a single-
.family residence consisting of approximately 0.2 acres, which would impact only 0.01 acre of City
wetland and preserve 0.03 acre of wetland. The size of the pad would allow one single-family
residence under existing zoning; however, the construction of one single-family residence under
the partial encroachment alternative is not feasible due to the City requirement that the
development of the five acre parcel construct a portion of Judicial Drive and Executive Drive.
The cost of the road improvements, combined with the cost to grade both the roadways and the
residential building pad, would total an estimated $825,000, making development of one single
family residence infeasible.

It is concluded that there are no feasible alternatives that avoid or partially avoid wetland impacts
on site. The proposed impacts to these wetlands would be mitigated off-site at a ratio of 3:1 as

" required by the United States Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and
Game.

22.  The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief from special
circumstances or conditions of the land not of the applicant’s making. The proposed
encroachment into 0.14 acre of City-defined wetlands is the only deviation from biology
regulations that would result from the proposed project. The proposed project is not located
within the MHPA, there are no narrow endemic species on the site, and no federal or state listed
species would be impacted by the project. Impacts to native upland vegetation are allowed under
the Resource Protection Ordinance, provided mitigation is provided in accordance with ordinance
requirements. Efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands were analyzed extensively. Due
to the location of the 0.14 acre of wetlands which occurs within the alignment of community plan
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designated public roadways and in the approximate center of the two legal parcels in a canyon, it
is impossible to avoid wetland impacts while meeting the circulation needs of the community and
achieving a reasonable use of the two legal parcels based upon the existing underlylng zoning of
these parcels. -

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

* incorporated by reference.

{

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Planned Commercial Development/Resource Protection
Ordinance Permit No. 99-0762 is hereby granted to Polygon Shelter, Inc., Owner and La Jolla
Commons/Polygon, under the terms and condit_ibns set forth in the permit attached hereto and

made a part hereof.

APPROVED: CASEY GWINN, City Attorney

'WM@MﬂW%r
MaryJo antatamd] (/[ [

Deputy City Attorney

MIL:pev
1/31/01
Or.Dept:Clerk
R-2001-1009
Form=permitr.frm
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY -
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
CITY CLERK
MAIL STATION 2A

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT/RESOURCE PROTECTION ORDINAN CE
PERMIT NO. 99-0762 [MMRP]
LA JOLLA COMMONS

City Council

This permit is granted by the Council of the City of San Diego to Polygon Shelter, Inc., Owner, a
Washington corporation and La Jolla Commons/Polygon, Permittee pursuant to San Diego
Municipal Code sections 101.0910 and 101.0462. The approximately seventeen-acre site is
located east of the planned extension of Judicial Drive, south of Nexus Center Drive, north of La
Jolla Village Drive and west of Interstate 805 in the existing RS zone (previously referred to as
the R1-5000 zone) (proposed CV-1-2 and IP-1-1 zones (previously referred to as the CV and SR
zones) of the University Community Plan. The project site a portion of Pueblo Lot 1307, Map 36,
filed November 14, 1921 as more fully described in the legal description Wthh is attached as
Exhibit “A,” and 1ncorporated by reference herein.

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this permit, permission is granted to Owner/
Permittee to develop a 327 room, fifteen-story hotel, 115 unit, thirty-two-story condominium,
450,000 square foot, twenty-story office building, 30,000 square foot, two-story scientific
research building and separate eight level parking structure development, the construction of a
portion of Judicial Drive, Nexus Center Drive, and Executive Drive, construction of a fourth
west-bound lane and a bike-lane within La Jolla Village Drive from Judicial Drive to the Interstate
805 interchange, and other improvements in the public right-of-way described as, and identified
by size, dimension, quantity, type and location on the approved Exhibits "A," dated November 14,
2000 on file in the Development Services Department. The facility shall include:

a. Three hundred twenty-seven room, fifteen-story hotel, 115 unit, thirty-two-story
condominium, 450,000 square foot twenty-story office bu11d1ng, 30,000 square foot,
two-story scientific research bulldmg and separate eight level parkmg structure; and

b.  Landscaping (planting, irrigation and landscape related improvements); and

c. 2,320 off-street parking spaces; and

d.  Accessory improvements determined by the City Manager to be consistent with the
land use and development standards in effect for this site per the adopted Community

Plan, California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] guidelines, public and private
improvement requirements of the City Engineer, the underlying zone(s), conditions of
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this permit, and any other applicable regulations of the Municipal Code in effect for
this site.

1. Construction, grading or demolition must commence and be pursued in a diligent manner
within 36 months after the effective date of final approval by the City, following all appeals.
Failure to utilize the permit within 36 months will automatically void the permit unless an
Extension of Time has been granted. Any such Extension of Time must meet all the Municipal
Code requirements and applicable guidelines in effect at the time the extension is considered by
the appropriate decision maker.

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

a.  The Permittee signs and returns the permit to the Development Services Department;
and

b.  The permit is recorded in the office of the San Diego County Recorder.

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

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

5. This permit shall conform to the provisions of Tentative Map No. 99-0762.

6.  The utilization and continued use of this permit shall be subject to the regulations of this and
any other applicable governmental agencies. '

7.  The issuance of this permit by The City of San Diego does not authorize the applicant to
violate any Federal, State or City laws, ordinances, regulations or policies including, but not
limited to, the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and any amendments thereto (16 U.S.C.
§ 1531 et seq.).

8.  In accordance with authorization granted to The City of San Diego from the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] pursuant to Section 10(a) of the ESA and by the California
Department of Fish and Game [CDFG] pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2835 as part of
the Multiple Species Conservation Program [MSCP], The City of San Diego through the issuance
of this permit hereby confers upon Permittee the status of Third Party Beneficiary as provided for
in Section 17 of The City of San Diego Implementing Agreement [IA], executed on July 16,
1997, and on file in the Office of the City Clerk as Document No. O0-18394. Third Party
Beneficiary status is conferred upon Permittee by the City: (1) to grant Permittee the legal
standing and legal right to utilize the take authorizations granted to the City pursuant to the
MSCP within the context of those limitations imposed under this permit and the IA, and (2) to
assure Permittee that no existing mitigation obligation imposed by The City of San Diego
pursuant to this permit shall be altered in the future by The City of San Diego, USFWS or CDFG,
except in the limited circumstances described in Sections 9.6 and 9.7 of the IA. If mitigation
lands are identified but not yet dedicated or preserved in perpetuity, maintenance and continued
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recognition of Third Party Beneficiary status by the City is contingent upon Permittee maintaining
the biological values of any and all lands committed for mitigation pursuant to this permit and of
full satisfaction by Permittee of mitigation obligations required by this permit, as described in
‘accordance with Section 17.1D of the IA. ‘ ‘

9. The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary building permits. The Owner/Permittee is
informed that to secure these permits, substantial modifications to the building and/or site

- improvements to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical and plumbing codes and State
law requiring access for disabled people may be required.

10.  Prior to recording the final map, the Owner/Permittee shall enter into an agreement with the
City of San Diego and the San Diego Housing Commission to provide six low income rental
housing units at rates affordable at no more than 65 percent of the median area income, as
adjusted for utilities and assumed household size, for a duration of fifty-five years. The units shall
be located at a site within the University community determined to be acceptable to the City
Manager and the Chief Executive Officer of the Housing Commission.

11.  Prior to the sale of any condominium units and office suites, potential owners and/or lessees
shall be provided a disclosure advising of the properties proximity to Miramar Flight path.

12.  Prior to issuance of any occupancy permit, the Owner/Permittee shall submit, for review and
approval, a Transportation Demand Management Program, with more than bike racks, sidewalks
and a shuttle service to the Sorrento Valley Coaster Station, to the satisfaction of the City
Manager

13.  The Owner/Permittee shall encourage the utilization of “green building technology” in the
project design and construction where feasible

14, Prior to the issuance of any permits, the Owner/Permittee shall provide a downstream
drainage study, satisfactory to the City Engineer, that demonstrates that no adverse impacts will
occur to downstream properties including existing drainage facilities as a result of the increased
runoff from this development or, if substantial impacts are anticipated, what measures must be
taken to mitigate such impacts. ‘

15.  Before issuance of any building or grading permits, complete grading and working drawings
shall be submitted to the City Manager for approval. Plans shall be in substantial conformity to
Exhibit "A," dated November 14, 2000, on file in the Development Services Department. No
changes, modifications or alterations shall be made unless appropriate applications or amendment
of this permit shall have been granted.

16. All of the conditions contained in this permit have been considered and have been
determined to be necessary in order to make the findings required for this discretionary permit. It
is the intent of the City that the holder of this permit be required to comply with each and every
condition in order to be afforded special rights which the holder of the permit is obtaining as a
result of this permit. It is the intent of the City that the Owner of the property which is the subject
of this permit either utilize the property for any use allowed under the zoning and other
restrictions which apply to the property or, in the alternative, that the Owner of the property be
allowed the special and extraordinary rights conveyed by this permit, but only if the Owner
complies with all the conditions of the permit.
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In the event that any condition of this permit, on a legal challenge by the Owner/Permittee
of this Permit, is found or held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, unenforceable or
unreasonable, this permit shall be void. However, in such an event, the Owner/Permittee shall
have the right, by paying applicable processing fees, to bring a request for a new permit without
the "invalid" conditions(s) back to the discretionary body which approved the permit for a
determination by that body as to whether all of the findings necessary for the issuance of the new
permit can still be made in the absence of the "invalid" condition(s). Such hearing shall be a
hearing de novo and the discretionary body shall have the absolute right to approve, disapprove or
modify the proposed new permit and the condition(s) contained therein. -

17.  Prior to the issuance of any building permit, all turf or grass products used in conjunction
with Fire Department vehicle access shall comply with the Bureau of Fire Life and Safety Policy
A-96-9 for Access Roadways: Modified Roadway Surface in conformance with Uniform Fire
Code section 902.

18.  Rezoning of the subject property shall become effective with recordation of the
corresponding final subdivision map for the project site.

19.  This permit may be developed in phases. Each phase shall be constructed in a manner that
each individual building shall be built with adequate parking, landscape and amenities. Each phase
shall be constructed prior to sale or lease to individual owners or tenants to ensure that all
development is consistent with the conditions and exhibits approved for each respective phase
(per the approved Exhibits "A," dated November 14, 2000 on file in the Development Services
Department).

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT:

20.  Prior to issuance of any building permit, the project shall conform to the North University
Public Facilities Phasing Plan. '

21.  Prior to issuance of any building permit, the project shall conform to the La Jolla
Commons City staff recommended Transportation Phasing Plan Alternative/Option 1, satisfactory
to the City Engineer.

22, Prior to issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall provide a shared parking
agreement, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

23.  Prior to issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall provide a shared access
agreement, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

24. The project shall comply with all current street lighting standards according to the City of
San Diego Street Design Manual (Document No. 769830, filed January 30, 1997) and the
amendment to Council Policy 200-18 approved by City Council on January 10, 2000.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENTS:

25.  No improvements or landscaping, including private sewer facilities and enhanced paving,
shall be installed in or over any easement prior to the applicant obtaining an encroachment

removal agreement.
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.26.  For public on-site sewer facilities located within a gated community, the Owner/Permittee
shall provide the Wastewater Collection Divisions with keyed access satisfactory to the
Metropolitan Wastewater Department Director. The City will not be held responsible for any
issues that may arise relative to possession of the keys.

27.  No trees or shrubs exceeding three feet in height at maturity shall be installed within ten
feet of any public sewer facilities.

28.  Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure, by permit
and bond, the design and construction of all public sewer facilities necessary to serve this
development.

29.  The subdivider agrees to assume full responsibility for any damage caused to or by the
existing trunk sewers as a result of the construction activities associated with this development.

30. The Owner/Permittee shall design all proposed public sewer facilities to the most current
edition of the City of San Diego's sewer design guide. Proposed facilities that do not meet the
current standards shall be private or re-designed.

31 The Owner/Permittee shall provide evidence, satisfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater
Department Director, indicating that each lot will have its own sewer lateral or provide CC&R's
for the operation and maintenance of on-site private sewer mains that serve more than one lot.

32.  All proposed private sewer facilities, including sewer laterals to the property line, that
serve more than one lot shall have pipe sizes and slopes designed per the California Uniform
Plumbing Code but shall be constructed per the most current City of San Diego sewer design
guide. :

33, Prior to the submittal of any public improvement drawings including grading plans, the
Owner/Permittee shall submit a sewer study satisfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater
Department Director, for the sizing, grade and alignment of private sewer facilities, including
sewer laterals to the property line, that serve more than one lot.

34.  Proposed private underground sewer facilities located within a single lot shall be designed
to meet the requirements of the California Uniform Plumbing Code and the Owner/Permittee shall
obtain a plumbing permit for this work. In addition, the Owner/Permittee shall submit
calculations, satisfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater Department Director, for sizing of the
proposed sewer lateral from the property line to its connection with the public sewer main.

WATER REQUIREMENTS:

35.  Prior to the issuance of any building or engineering permits, the Owner/Permittee shall
process an easement abandonment for the existing water easement over the existing 36-inch high
pressure reclaimed water pipeline and grant a new easement over the relocated pipeline in a
manner satisfactory to the Water Department Director. Easement width shall be 50-feet-wide or
as determined appropriate at final engineering.

36.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure,
by permit and bond, the design and construction of the relocated 36-inch reclaimed water pipeline
as required in the accepted pipeline relocation study in a manner satisfactory to the Water
Department Director, the City Geologist and the City Engineer. The design of the reclaimed
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water pipeline shall meet an engineering standard approved by the Water Department Director, -
the City Geologist, and the City Engineer, that allows for the location of structures over the
easement. The Owner/Permittee shall enter into an encroachment agreement acceptable to the
Water Department Director and the City Engineer.

37.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure,
by permit and bond, the design and construction of a minimum 24-foot-wide paved vehicular
access to all public water facility appurtenances located on-site, including, but not limited to, the
westerly tunnel portal, in a manner satisfactory to the Water Department Director and the City
Engineer.

38.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall grant a
minimum 24-foot-wide, fully paved, easement to provide vehicular access to the existing westerly
tunnel portal and any other public water facility appurtenances, in a manner satisfactory to the
Water Department Director and the City Engineer.

39.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure,
by permit and bond, the design and construction of all necessary mitigation measures to protect
 the public health and safety, to provide reasonable, legal, and practical access to all public water
facilities on-site, and to contain any pipeline failure. Measures may include, but not be limited to,
pipeline relocation, tunnel extension, and tunnel portal extension, as required in the accepted
pipeline failure analysis and relocation study, in a manner satisfactory to the Water Department
Director, the City Geologist and the City Engineer.

40.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure,
by permit and bond, the design and construction of 12-inch water facilities within the Executive
Drive right-of-way from Judicial Drive to the easterly cul-de-sac in a manner satisfactory to the
Water Department Director and the City Engineer.

41.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure,
by permit and bond, the design and construction of 12-inch water facilities within the Judicial
Drive right-of-way from Executive Drive, extending south to La Jolla Village Drive, in a manner
satisfactory to the Water Department Director and the City Engineer.

42.  Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure,
by permit and bond, the design and construction of a looping system of 12-inch water facilities
on-site, with a minimum of two points of connection in a manner satisfactory to the Water
Department Director and the City Engineer.

43.  Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure, by permit
and bond, the installation of fire hydrants at locations satisfactory to the Fire Department, the
Water Department Director, and the City Engineer.

44, The Owner/Permittee agrees to design and construct all proposed public water facilities in
accordance with established criteria in the most current edition of the City of San Diego Water
Design Guide and City regulations, standards and practices pertaining thereto. All existing and
proposed water facilities that do not meet current standards shall be private.

45.  Ifany portion of the development is gated, then prior to the issuance of any building
permits, the Owner/Permittee shall provide keyed access to the Water Operations Division in a
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manner satisfactory to the Water Department Director. The City will not be held responsible for
any issues that may arise relative to the availability of keys.

ENVIRONMENTAIL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

46.  The Owner/Permittee shall comply with the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
Program [MMRP] as specified in the Environmental Impact Report, LDR No. 99-0762,
satisfactory to the City Manager and the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of any grading permit
or building permit, all mitigation measures as specifically outlined in the MMRP shall be
implemented for the following issue areas:

Biological Resources
Transportation/Traffic Circulation
Noise

Hydrology/Water Quality
Paleontological Resources.

47.  Prior to the issuance of building permits for the condominium and office buildings, the
Owner/Permittee shall provide the Federal Aviation Administration's [FAA] response to the
Notice of Proposed Construction for the applicable buildings to the Development Services -

.Department. The City Manager shall ensure that the proposed construction plans for these
buildings comply with the recommendations and/or requirements of the FAA.

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS: -

48.  Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall obtain a bonded grading
permit from the City Engineer, referred to as an engineering permit, for the grading proposed for
this project. All grading shall conform to requirements in accordance with the City of San Diego
Municipal Code in a manner satisfactory to the City Engineer.

49. The drainage system proposed for this development is subject to approval by the City
Engineer.

50.  Prior to building occupancy, the applicant shall conform to the Municipal Code, "Public
Improvement Subject to Desuetude or Damage." If repair or replacement of such public
improvements is required, the owner shall obtain the required permits for work in the public
right-of-way, satisfactory to the permit-issuing authority.

51.  Development of this project shall comply with all requirements of State Water Resources
Control Board [SWRCB] Order No. 92-08-DWQ [NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002],
Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated With
Construction Activity. In accordance with said permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
[SWPPP] and a Monitoring Program Plan shall be developed and implemented concurrently with
the commencement of grading activities, and a complete and accurate Notice of Intent [NOI] shall
be filed with the SWRCB. A copy of the acknowledgment from the SWRCB that an NOI has
been received for this project shall be filed with the City of San Diego when received; further, a
copy of the completed NOI from the SWRCB showing the permit number for this project shall be
filed with the City of San Diego when received.
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In addition, the owner(s) and subsequent owner(s) of any portion of the property covered
by this grading permit and by SWRCB Order No. 92-08-DWQ, and any subsequent amendments
thereto, shall comply with special provisions as set forth in Section C.7 of SWRCB
Order No. 92-08-DWQ.

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

52.  No fewer than 2,320 off-street parking spaces shall be maintained on the property at all
times in the approximate locations shown on the approved Exhibits "A," dated November 14,
2000, on file in the Development Services Department. Parking spaces shall comply at all times
with the Municipal Code and shall not be converted for any other use unless otherwise authorized
by the City. Manager. '

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

54.  The height(s) of the building(s) or structure(s) shall not exceed those heights set forth in
the conditions and the exhibits (including, but not limited to, elevations and cross sections) or the
maximum permitted building height of the underlying zone, whichever is lower.

55.  All signage associated with this development shall be consistent with sign criteria
- established by the City-Wide Sign Regulations. '

56.  Prior to the issuance of any building permits, complete outdoor lighting information shall
be submitted to the Development Services Department, Land Development Review Division for
review and approval. Complete lighting information shall include a plan view photometric
analysis indicating an isofoot candle plot and a point by point plot to include all areas within the
private property and to extend a minimum of 50 feet beyond the property line, construction details
as necessary to direct installation of the outdoor lighting system, manufacturers name, visors,
prisms, lenses and reflectors and a lighting plan locating each fixture in plan view and a legend.
The outdoor lighting system shall be designed, manufactured and installed to allow shading,
adjusting, and shielding of the light source so all outdoor lighting is directed to fall only onto the
same premises as light sources are located. :

Prior to the issuance of any occupancy permit, a night inspection shall be required to
verify compliance of the outdoor lighting system. No light shall be directed to fall outside the
property line. Light levels along the perimeter of the property shall be measured no higher than
three footcandles. Light levels throughout the development shall be the least practical level
necessary to effectively illuminate the operation. Sky glow or light halo shall be reduced to the
greatest extent practical and in no case shall initial light levels be measured exceeding eight
footcandles anywhere within the site. The Owner/Permittee, or an authorized representative, shall
provide an illuminance meter to measure light levels as required to establish conformance with the
conditions of this permit during the night inspection. Night inspections may be required additional
fees as determined by the Development Services Department Manager.
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57. The use of textured or enhanced paving shall meet applicable City standards as to location,
noise and friction values.

58.  The subject property and associated common areas on site shall be maintained in a neat
and orderly fashion at all times.

59. No mechanical equipment, tank, duct, elevator enclosure, cooling tower or mechanical
ventilator or air conditioner shall be erected, constructed, converted, established, altered, or
enlarged on the roof of any building, unless all such equipment and appurtenances are contained
within a completely enclosed architecturally integrated structure whose top and sides may include
grillwork, louvers and latticework.

60. No merchandise, materi.al or equipment shall be stored on the roof of any building.

61.  Prior to the issuance of building permits, construction documents shall fully illustrate
compliance with the Citywide Storage Standards for Trash and Recyclable Materials to the
satisfaction of the City Manager. All exterior storage enclosures for trash and recyclable materials
shall be located in a manner that is convenient and accessible to all occupants of and service

providers to the project, in substantial conformance with the conceptual site plan marked
“Exhibit A.” '

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS:

62.  Prior to issuance of any grading, or building permits, complete landscape construction
documents, including plans, details and specifications (including a permanent automatic irrigation
system unless otherwise approved), shall be submitted to the City Manager for approval. The
construction documents shall be in substantial conformance with Exhibit "A," Landscape Concept
Plan, dated November 14, 2000, on file in the Development Services Department.

63.  Prior to issuance of grading permits, interim landscape and erosion control measures,
including hydro seeding of all disturbed land, shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the City
Manager and City Engineer. All plans shall be in substantial conformance to Exhibit "A," dated
November 14, 2000, on file in the Development Services Department.

64. The timely erosion control including planting and seeding of all slopes and pads consistent
with the approved plans is considered to be in the public interest and the Permittee shall initiate
such measures within forty-five days from the date that the grading of the site is deemed to be
complete. Such erosion control and the associated irrigation systems (temporary and/or
permanent) and appurtenances shall be installed in accordance with the approved plans and the
Landscape Technical Manual.

65.  Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy it shall be the responsibility of the
Permittee to install all required landscape and obtain all required landscape inspections and to
obtain a No Fee Street Tree Permit for the installation, establishment and on-going maintenance
of all street trees. Copies of these approved documents must be submitted to the City Manager.

66.  All required landscape shall be maintained in a disease-, weed- and litter-free condition at
all times and shall not be modified or altered unless this permit has been amended. Modifications
such as severe pruning or "topping" of trees is not permitted unless specifically noted in this
Permit. The Permittee, or subsequent Owner shall be responsible to maintain all street trees and
landscape improvements consistent with the standards of the Landscape Technical Manual.

£~ 254150
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67. Ifany required landscape, including existing or new plantings, hardscape, landscape
features, etcetera, indicated on the approved plans is damaged or removed during demolition, it
shall be repaired and/or replaced in kind and equivalent size per the approved plans within thirty
days of completion of construction by the Permittee. The replacement size of plant material after
three years shall be the equivalent size of that plant at the time of removal (the largest size
commercially available and/or an increased number) to the satisfaction of the City Manager.

68. In the event that a foundation only permit is requested by the Permittee or subsequent
Owner, a site plan or staking layout plan shall be submitted identifying all landscape areas
consistent with Exhibit "A," Landscape Concept Plan, dated November 14, 2000, on file in the
Development Services Department. These landscape areas shall be clearly identified with a distinct
symbol, noted with dimensions and labeled as landscaping area.

69.  Prior to issuance of any building permit for the parking structure, plans and details for
trellis structures and/or planting on the top deck of the parking structure shall provide a
performance standard to achieve a minimum of 30 percent effective shade cover over the top deck
of the parking structure.

70. Prior to issuance of any construction permit for parking structures, the Permittee shall
submit on the planting and irrigation plans a signed statement by a Registered Structural Engineer
indicating that supporting structures are designed to accommodate the necessary structural loads
and associated planting and irrigation.

71.  Prior to issuance of any engineering permits for right-of-way improvements, complete
landscape construction documents for right-of-way and median (if applicable) improvements shall
be submitted to the City Manager for approval. Improvement plans shall identify a station point
for each street tree location. Each street tree location provide a forty square foot area for each
tree ‘which is unencumbered by utilities. Driveways, utilities, drains, water and sewer laterals shall
be designed so as not to prohibit the placement of street trees. Location of street trees shall be
identified and reserved during improvement activities and on all site plans prepared for subsequent
building permit applications with actual installation taking place prior to issuance of a certificate
of occupancy, for a specific building permit. The construction documents shall be in substantial
conformance with Exhibit "A," Landscape Concept Plan, dated November 14, 2000, on file in the
Development Services Department.

72. Prior to final inspection for any building, the approved Brush Management Program shall
be implemented.

73. The Brush Management Program shall be maintained at all times in accordance with the
City of San Diego’s Landscape Technical Manual, Section Six and Appendix C.

74.  The Brush Management Program is based on the Fire Department's Fire Hazard Severity
Classification of High. The Permittee shall implement the following requirements in accordance
with the Brush Management Program shown on Exhibit "A," Brush Management
Program/Landscape Concept Plan, dated November 14, 2000, on file in the Development
Services Department. , :

a. Prior to issuance of any engineering permits for grading, landscape construction
documents required for the engineering permit shall be submitted showing the brush
management Zone 1 on the property in substantial conformance with Exhibit "A."
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75.

Indicate Zone 1 and calculations for the area east of the Scientific Research building.
Brush Management is not required adjacent to the parking deck.

Prior to issuance of any building permits, a complete set of brush management
construction documents shall be submitted for approval by the City Manager and the Flre
Marshall. The construction documents shall be in substantial conformance with

Exhibit "A" and shall comply with the Uniform Fire Code, M.C. 55.0889.0201, and
Section Six of the Landscape Technical Manual (document number RR—274506) on file at
the Office of the City Clerk.

Within Zone One combustible accessory structures with less than a one hour fire rating are
not permitted (including, but not limited to decks, trellises, gazebos, etc) while non-
combustible accessory structures and/or combustible accessory structures with a minimum
fire rating of one hour or more may be approved within the designated Zone One area
subject to Fire Marshall and the City Manager's approval. Zone reduction per

Section 6.6-5 of Landscape Technical Manual is acceptable in eastern portion of the

property adjacent to the Scientific Research building. Indicate reduction calculations on
Exhibit "A."

In all brush management zones, plant material shall be selected to visually blend with the ,
existing hillside vegetation. No invasive plant material shall be permitted as determined by
the City Manager.

Provide the following note on the Brush Management Construction Documents: "It shall
be the responsibility of the Owner/Permittee to schedule a pre-construction meeting on
site with the contractor and the Development Services Department to discuss and outline
the implementation of the Brush Management Program."

Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed

as conditions of approval of this development perrmt/tentatlve map, may protest the imposition
within ninety days of the approval of this development permit/tentative map by filing a written
protest with the City Clerk pursuant to California Government Code section 66020.

APPROVED by the Council of the City of San Diego by Resolution No. R-294150 on
November 14, 2000.
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AUTHENTICATED BY THE CITY MANAGER

By

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

POLYGON SHELTER, INC,,

a Washington corporation
Owner/Permittee

By

La Jolla Commons/Polygon

By

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

4/6/01
LALANZAFAM\Resos\Res02001\R-2941 50permit wpd



EXHIBIT "A"

PARCEL 1: (345-010-13)

The West Half of the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Pueblo Lot 1307 of the
Pueblo Lands of San Diego, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of
California, according to Miscellaneous Map thereof No, 36, filed in the Ofﬁce of the

County Recorder of San Diego County, November 14, 1921,
PARCEL 1A: (345-010-96)

The Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Northeast Quarter of Pueblo Lot 1307,
of the Pueblo Lands of San Diego, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of
California, according to Miscellaneous Map thereof No. 36, filed in the Office of the
County Recorder of San Diego County, November 14, 1921,

PARCEL 2: (345-010-54)

The Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Pueblo Lot 1307, of the Pueblo Lands
of San Diego, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California,
according to Miscellaneous Map thereof No. 36, filed in the Office of the County Recorder
of San Diego County, November 14, 1921,

EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion lying Southerly of the Northerly line of that part
of La Jolla Village Drive (126.00 feet wide) as described in Parcel 1 in deed to the Clty of
San Diego, recorded December 2, 1970 as File No. 220037, of Official Records, and in
Parcel 3 in deed to the City of San Dxego, recorded June 25 1975 as File No. 75-161524,
of Official Records.

PARCEL 3: . (345-010-69)

The East Half of the Northwest Quaxter of the Northeast Quarter and the Northeast Quarter
of the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Pueblo Lot 1307 of the Pueblo Lands
of San Diego, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California,
according to Miscellaneous Map thereof No. 36, filed in the Office of the County Recorder
of San Diego County, November 14, 1921.
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Environmental Impact Report

' Land Develcpment
Review Division
(619} 446-5460

SUBJECT:

UPDATE:

LDR No. 99-0762
SCH No. 2000031087

La Jolla Commons Project: PROGRESS GUIDE & GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT, COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT, REZONE, VESTING
TENTATIVE MAP/PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/
RESOURCE PROTECTION PERMIT NO. 98-0762 for the construction of a
325327-room, 15-story hotel, a 428115-unit, 3832-story condominium, &
450,000 square-foot, 3820-story office building, a2 30,000 square-foot, 2-story
scientific research building, and an eight-level stand-alone parking structure
on an approximately 17-acre site. The project site is generally bound by the
planned extension of Judicial Drive to the west, Nexus Centre Drive to the

“north, approximately nine acres of vacant land to the east, and La Jolla

Village Drive to the south. The site is bisected by the. partially-improved
east-west extension of Executive Drive which terminates approximately mid-
way through the site. The La Jolla Commons Project is within the University
Community Planning Area (A portion of Pueblo Lot No. 1307, Map No. 36).
Applicant: Polygon Development, Inc.

Minor revisions/corrections have been made to the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) subsequent to the distribution of the draft EIR and the completion of the public
review period. Scme of these revisions/corrections were made in response to
comments received on the draft EiR, as specified in the applicable responses (o
comments. Revisions are denoted by strikeout and underling.

CONCLUSIONS:

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the environmental impacts of the
proposed La Jolla Commons Project. The proposed discretionary actions consist of a
Progress Guide and General Plan Amendment, Community Plan Amendment, Rezone.
and Vesting Tentative Map/Planned Cemmercial Davelopment Permit/Resource Protection
Permit No. 89-0762, |
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Implementation of lhe proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP),
which is attached to this EIR, would reduce the environmental effects of the project to
below a level of significance with the exception of significant, unmitigated tandwse—and
transportation/circulation impacts. Implementation of the proposed MMRP would reduce
the following impacts to below a level of significance: biological resources, transportation/
circulation (partially mitigated), noise, hydrology/water quality, and paleantological
resources.

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

The addition of traffic generated by the proposed project is projected to contribute to long
delays and lengthy queues at three Interstate 805 (I-805) access ramps. Although two
segments of I-805 would operate at LOS F with or without the proposed project, impacts
to segments of I-805 and the interchange of I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive projected to
result from the addition of project-generated traffic would constitute significant, unmitigated
transportation impacts.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:
Brojact Al t'

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition as
an undeveloped and partially disturbed vacant site, and in the near-term the only man-
made improvements on-site would consist of the City wtility infrastructure currently located
within the main canyon. The proposed mix of land uses would not be constructed and the
Circulation Element improvements along two of the site boundaries (i.e., construction of
the full width of the Judicial Drive extension and the westbound lane on La Jolla Village
Drive ) would not be provided in the near-term by the project applicant,

Development Under the Exisiing Communitv Plan

Under the existing University Community Plan, the land use designations of the site consis
of primarily Visitor Commerciai (VC) south of Executive Drive and Scientific Research (SK)
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north of Executive Drive and a Development Intensity Element allowance of 3,811 average
daily trips (ADTs). Based upon the existing Community Plan land use designations and
the ADT allocation for the site, various land uses compatible with the VC and SR
designations could be developed, such as a 100-room extended stay hotel and 100,000
square-foot scientific research facility, or a 295,000 square-foot office building.

PO Consistent A "

Implementation of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPQO) Consistent Alternative would
restrict development to the scutheast corner of the site. Approximately 2.5 acres of
developable land would be available for pad grading and a building footprint outside the
top of slope that protects the wetlands and wetland buffers. The RPO Consistent
Alternative would include a 285,000 square-foot office building located in the southeast
corner of the project site, with a multi-level parking structure located north of the office
building and east of the ssetback from the canyon slopes.

Enyi lv Superior Al 2

Implementation of the “RPO Consistent Alternative” would avoid tothof the significant,
unmitigated impacts of the proposed project (kand-Use-and-Transportation/Circulation) and
would not result in the creation of any new significant Impacts. Therefore, this alternative
is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed project.

Unless a project alternative is adopted which would avoid the significant, unmitigated
impacts of the proposal, project approval will require the decision maker to make findings,
substantiated in the record, which state that: a) individual project alternatives are infeasible,

and b) the overall project is acceptable despite significant impacts because of specific
overriding considerations. '

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO THE
PROJECT:

iological F rCEes

Grading assoclated with proposed site development would result in the loss of sensitive
upland habitat, consisting of 3.24 acres of coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern
mixed chaparral, and wetlands, consisting of 0.13 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01

cre of unvegetated streambed. The applicant shall mitigate for impacts to 3.24 acres of
coastal sage scrub and 10.57 acres of southern mixed chaparral through the preservation
of 8.53 acres off-site of Tier [-H| habitat within the Multi-Habiiat Planning Area (MHPA) of
the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or as appropriate outside
the MHPA in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology
Guicelines (adopied 9/28/99). The applicant shall assure wetland mitigation at z ratio of
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3:1. The applicant proposes to mitigate for wetland impacts through the restoration of 0.42
acre of wetland habitat within Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon watershed on land owned and
managed by the California State Department of Parks and Recreation. The proposed
wetland restoration site is currently occupied by giant reed (Arundo donax) which is
proposed to be removed followed by replanting of the cleared area with southern willow
scrub species.

T CRICHG

The project would result in significant traffic impacts to certain roadway segments and
intersections including La Jolla Village Drive, Towne Centre Drive, Nobel Drive, Interstate
805 (1-805), and the intersection of Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall, Either of two mitigation
options would be satisfied by the applicant to reduce the significant traffic impacts of the
project, other than the project impacts to segments of [-805 and the [-805/ La Jolla Village
Drive interchange, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consists of development in
three phases (transportation phasing plan), while Option 2 consists of a non-phased
development. Traffic circulation improvements to be completed by the applicant under
both options include &) the construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive
Drive and Judicial Drive; b) the construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane
major street along the project frontage; c) the construction of one additional westbound
lane for La Jolla Village Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the 1-805
interchange; and d) the construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street between
Towne Centre Drive and Judicial Drive. A

MNaise

Exterior ambient noise levels at the project site would exceed an exterior Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 65 decibels (dB) at the proposed hotel outdeor swimming pool
area. Exterior noise levels greater than 60 dB CNEL associated with automobile traffic and
MCAS Miramar aircraft operations could result in interior noise levels in excess of 45 dB
CKNEL for hotel and condominium uses, and exterior noise levels greater than 65 dB could
result in interior noise levels in excess of 50 dB for office uses. The applicant shall
construct a minimum six- to seven-foot high permanent noise barrier along the western ‘and
southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area. The applicant shall also submit a final
acoustical report Identifying all mitigation measures which are necessary in the design of
the proposed structures to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB CNEL for the
condominium and hotel and 50 dB CNEL for the office building.

HydrologviWater Quality

Fotential erosion during construction could significantly impact the ability of downsiream
areas 10 accommodate silt-laden runoff or the accumulation of silt. During post-
construction conditions, contaminants transported off-sile by stormwaier runoff (e.c.
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grease, oils, and synthetic organic chemicals) would impact the water quality of
downstream waters, Comprehensive short-term Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall
be incorporated into the project plans to control construction-related erosion and
sedimentation. Permanent post-construction BMPs, consisting of catch basin filtration
devices within all on-site storm drain inlets collecting runoff from the proposed structures,
walkways, the private street, parking and landscape areas, as well as a street swesping
program for the private street and parking areas, shall be provided by the applicant. The
applicant will be the responsible party for the permanent maintenance of all BMPs.

Paleontological Resources

The project would invalve substantial grading within potentially fossil-bearing geologic
formations to prepare the site for development which may result in significant impacts to
palecntological (fossil) resources. The applicant will retain a qualified paleontologist and/or
paleontological monitor to implement a paleontological monitoring program. The
paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on-site full-time during the initial cutting

of previously undisturbed formational materials. Any discovered fossil sites shall be
ecorded by the paleonlulugist al the San Diego Natural History Museum.

The Mitigation, Manitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) shall require a deposit of
$5,000 to be collected prior to the issuance of any grading permit and/or recordation of the
final map to cover the City's costs associated with implementation of the MMRP.

MM July 27. 2000
Lawrence C. Monrserrate Date of Draft Report

Environmental Review Manager

Planning and Development Review QOctober §, 2000
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Thomas

FUBLIC REVIEW:

The foliowing individuals, crganizations, and agencies received a copy or notice of the draft
EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency:

Federal Government

Department of the Intericr, Fish and Wildlife Service (23}
Environmental Protection Agency (18)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)

tdarine Carps Air Station Miramar, Commanding General {13)
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State of California

State Clearinghouse (46)

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11 (31)
Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics (51)

Department of Fish and Game (32A)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Regron g (44)
Air Resources Board (49)

City of San Diego :
Councilmember Mathis, District 1 (MS 10A)
Planning & Development Review

Sacretary 10 the Historical Resources Board (87)
Wetlands Advisory Board (81A)

University City Library (488)

- s { Individual
University Community Planning Group (480)

Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)

San Diego Highway Development Association (117)

San Diego Unified School District (125)

County of San Diego Air Pollution Control District (65)

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114)

San Diego Natural History Museum (1686)

EC Allison Research Center, San Diego State University {181}
Citizens Coordinate for Century 111 (179)

Opal Trublood (485)

Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce (492)

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165)

Carolyn Chase, San Diego Earth Times (165A)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (176}

Endangered Habitats League (182)

San Diego County Archaeclogical Society, Inc. (218)

Dr. Florence Shipek (208)

Dr. Lynne Christenson (2084)

South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State University (210)
Save Cur Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman *”?'1"“

Louie Guassac {215A4)

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committes (225)

Barona Group of Capltan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2254)
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Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians (225C)

Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (225D)
Jamul.Band of Mission Indians (225E)

La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)
Sycuan Band of Mission Indiane (225H)

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225()
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J)
San Pasgual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians (225L)
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Fauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)
Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians (225Q)
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225R)
Polygon Development, Inc.

Janay Kruger

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review Division, or
purchased for the cost of reproduction.

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

() Nocomments were received during the public input period.

()  Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the

end of the EIR.

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were received
' during the public input period. The letters and responses follow.
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PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 252591
LA JOLLA COMMONS [MMRP]
AMENDMENT TO PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND
RESQURCE PROTECTION ORDINANCE PERMIT NO. 99-0762
PLANNING COMMISSION

This Planned Development Permit No, 252591, an amendment to Planned Commercial
Development and Resource Protection Ordinance Permit No. 99-0762, County Recorder’s Office
Document Number 2001-0335035, dated May 24, 2001, is granted by the Planning Corimission
of the City of San Diego to MAKAR PROPERTIES, LLC, Owner/Permittee, pursuant to San
Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] Sections 126.0601. The 16.85 site is located at 4720 La Jolla
Village Drive in the CV-1-2 and IP-1-1, Airport Environs Overlay Zone, Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone-A (CPIOZ-A) and Parking Impact Overlay Zones within the
University Community Plan Area. The project site is legally described as Lots 1 through 5, La
Jolla Commons according to Map No. 14466.

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to
Owner/Permittee to construct a 581,557 square foot, 350 foot high, 32-story Hotel/Condominium
Tower; a 287,771 square foot, 348 foot high, 32-story, Condominium Tower; a 340,405 square
foot, 220°-6" high, 15-story office building, 30,000 square foot, two-story scientific research
building and a 501,994 square foot, eight level parking structure, described and identified by size,
dimension, quantity, type, and location on the approved exhibits, dated June 15, 2006, on file in
the Development Services Department,
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The project shall include the following buildings as shown in the below table:

a.
Lot Building Name Stories Square Footage Height Rooms/Units
Lot2 Hotel/Condo Tower | 32-story | 581,557 sq. fi, 35007 213 hotel rooms
and 112 condo
’ . units
Lot3 Condo Tower 32-story | 287,771 sq. ft. 348'-0” 156 units
Lot 1 Office Building 15-story | 340,405 sq. ft. 220°-6
Lot4 Parking Structure 8levels | 501,994 sq. fi. K
: Scientific Research | 2-story 30,000 sq. fi

b. Landscaping (planting, irrigation and landscape related improvements);

c. Provide 2,390 off-street parking spaces (required 2,167 shared off-street parking
spaces); and :

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

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

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

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

on the premises until: -

a.  The Permittee signs and retums the Permit to the Development Services Department;
and

b.  The Permit is recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder
3. Unless this Permit has been revoked by the City of San Diego the property included by

reference within this Permit shall be used only for the purposes and under the terms and
conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise avthorized by the City Manager.
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4.  This Permit is a covenant running with the subject property and shall be binding upon the
Permittee and any successor or successors, and the interests of any successor shall be subject to
each and every condition set out in this Permit and all referenced documents.

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

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

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

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

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

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

10. At all bus stops within the project area, if any, the applicant shall be responsible for
installing sidewalk improvements where needed to comply with Americans with Disability Act
(ADA) requirements and in accordance with standards contained in the City of San Diego Street
Design Manual. '
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ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

11. Mitigation requirements are tied to the environmental document, specifically the
Mitigation, Moniloring, and Reporting Program (MMRP). These MMRP conditions are
incorporated into the permit by reference or authorization for the project.

12.  As conditions of prior approved Planned Commercial Development and Resources
Protection Ordinance Permit No. 99-0762, the following mitigation measures specified in the
MMRP, and outlined in Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 99-0762, SCH No.
2000031097, have been met as part of the grading permit issued for the site. The mitigation
measures for the following areas have been satisfied:

Land Use

Biological Resources
Hydrology/Water Quality
Paleontological Resources

13.  As conditions of Planned Development Permit No. 252591, the mitigation measures
specified in the MMRP, and outlined in the Addendum to Environmental Impact Report No. 99-
0762 shall be noted on the construction plans and specifications under the heading
ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS.

14.  The Owner/Permittee shall comply with the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
Program (MMRP) as specified in the Addendum to Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762
shall be satisfactory to the City Manager and City Engineer. Prior to issuance of the first
building permit, all conditions of the MMRP shall be adhered to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. All mitigation measures as specifically outlined in the MMRP shall be implemented
for the following issue areas:

Transportation/Traffic Circulation
Noise

15.  Prior to issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall pay the Long Term Monitoring
Fee in accordance with the Development Services Fee Schedule to cover the City’s costs
associated with implementation of permit compliance monitoring.

- AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIkEMENTS:

16. Prior to receiving the first building permit, the Owner/Permittee shall comply with the
Affordable Housing Requirements of the City's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Chapter 14,
Article 2, Division 13 of the Land Development Code, The Owner/Permittee has elected to meet
these requirements by selling at least nine units to, and at prices affordable to, households
eaming no more than 100% AMI,
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17. Prior to receiving the first residential building permit, the Owner/Permittee must enter into
an agreement with the San Diego Housing Commission to assure that the affordable units are
built, sold at restricted prices, and occupied by eligible households.

18. In addition, the Owner/Permittee will pay a pro-rated in-lieu fee to meet the remainder of
their requirements under the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Prior to receiving the first building

- permit, the Owner/Permittee must pay the entire pro-rated in-lieu fee.

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS:

19.  The Permit shall comply with the conditions of Vesting Tentative Map No. 340259.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS:;

20. Prior to issuance of any engineering permits for public right-of-way improvements,
complete landscape construction documents for right-of-way improvements shall be submitted to
the City Manager for approval. Improvement plans shall take into account a 40 square foot area
around each tree which is unencumbered by utilities. Driveways, utilities, drains, water and sewer
laterals shall be designed so as not to prohibit the placement of street trees.

21. Installation of slope planting and erosion contro! including seeding of all disturbed land
(slopes and pads} consistent with the approved landscape and grading plans is considered to be in
the public interest. The Owner/Permittee shall initiate such measures as soon as the grading and
disturbance has been completed. Such erosion control/slope planting and the associated irrigation
systems (temporary and/or permanent) and appurtenances shall be installed in accordance with
the approved plans and the Land Development Manual: Landscape Standards,

22. Prior to issuance of any building permits, complete landscape construction documents,
including an automatic permanent irrigation system, shall be submitted to the Development
Services Department for approval. The plans shall be in substantial conformance to Exhibit “A”,
on file in the office of Development Services.

23.  Prior to issuance of any construction permits for buildings (including shell), complete
landscape and irrigation construction documents consistent with the Land Development Manual:
Landscape Standards shall be submitted to the City Manager for approval. The construction
documents shall be in sabstantial conformance with Exhibit “A”, Landscape Development Pian,
on file in the Office of the Development Services Department. Construction plans shall take into
account a 40 square foot area around each tree which is unencumbered by hardscape and utilities
as set forth under LDC 142.0403(5)(5). 7

24. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for grading or improvement the Permittee shall
complete a Maintenance Assessment District Agreement form for early confirmation.

25. Priorto Final Inspection, it shall be the responsibility of the Owner/Permittee to install all
required landscape and obtain all required landscape inspections. A "No Fee" Street Tree Permit
shall be obtained for the installation, establishment, and on-going maintenance of all street trees.
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26.  Allrequired landscape improvements shall be maintained, on a permanent basis, by the
Owner/Permittee. All required landscape shall be maintained in a disease, weed, and litter free
condition at all times. Severe pruning or "topping" of trees is not permitted. The trees shall be
maintained in a safe manner to allow each tree to grow to its mature height and spread,

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

28. The Owner/Permittee shall be responsible for the installation of all landscape
improvements consistent with the Land Development Code: Landscape Regulations and the Land
Development Manual: Landscape Standards. Invasive species are prohibited from being planted
adjacent to any canyon or native habitats within the city limits of San Diego. Invasive plants are
those which rapidly self propagate by air born seeds or trailing as noted in Section 1.3 of the
Landscape Standards.

29, Prior to issuance of any construction permit for parking structures, the Permittee shal!
submit on the planting and irrigation plans a signed statement by a Registered Structural
Engineer indicating that supporting structures are designed to accommodate the necessary
structural loads and associated planting and irrigation,

30. Prior to issuance of any construction permit for structures which incorporate above grade
landscape improvements, the Permittee shall submit on the planting and irrigation plans a signed
statement by a Registered Structural Engineer indicating that supporting structures are designed
to accommodate the necessary structural loads and associated planting and irrigation,

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

31. No fewer than 2,167 shared off-street parking spaces (2,424 required without proposed
shared parking, 2,390 parking spaces provided) shall be permanently maintained on the property
within the approximate locations shown on the project's Exhibit "A". Further, all on-site parking
stalls and aisle widths shall be in compliance with requirements of the City's Land Development
Code, and shall not be converted and/or ufilized for any other purpose.

32, Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the Owner/Permittee shall record a grant
deed to the City of San Diego restricting the overall development height for the property to 703
mean sea level (MSL).

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

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

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

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

37. All signs associated with this development shall be consistent with sign criteria established
by either of the following:

a.  Approved project sign plan (Exhibit “A,” on file in the Development Services
Department); or

b,  Citywide sign regulations

38. The applicant shall post a copy of the approved discretionary permit or Vesting Tentative
Map in the sales office for consideration by each prospective buyer

39. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, complete outdoor lighting information shall
be submitted to the Development Services Department, Land Development Review Division, for
review and approval. Complete lighting information shall include a plan view photometric
analysis indicating an isofoot candle plot and a point by point plot to include all areas within the
private property and to extend a minimum of 50 feet beyond the property line, construction
details as necessary to direct installation of the outdoor lighting system, manufacturers name,
visors, prisms, lenses and reflectors and a lighting plan locating each fixture in plan view and a
legend. The outdoor lighting system shall be designed, manufactured and installed to allow
shading, adjusting, and shielding of the light source so all outdoor lighting is directed to fall only
onto the same premises as light sources are located.

Prior to the issuance of any occupancy permit, a night inspection shall be required to verify
compliance of the outdoor lighting system. No light shall be directed to fall outside the property
line. Light levels along the perimeter of the property shall be measured no higher than three
footcandles. Light levels throughout the development shall be the least practical level necessary
to effectively illuminate the operation. Sky glow or light halo shall be reduced to the greatest
extent practical and in no case shall initial light levels be measured exceeding eight footcandles
anywhere within the site. The Owner/Permittee, or an authorized representative, shall provide an
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illuminance meter to measure light levels as required to establish conformance with the
conditions of this Permit during the night inspection. Night inspections may be required
additional fees as determined by the City Manager.

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

4], The use of textured or enhanced paving shall meet applicable City standards as to location,
noise and friction values.

42, The subject property and associated common areas on site shall be maintained in a neat and
orderly fashion at all times.

43,  All uses, except storage and loading, shall be conducted entirely within an enclosed
building, Outdoor storage of merchandise, material and equipment 1s permitted in any required
interior side or rear yard, provided the storage area is completely enclosed by walls, fences, or a
combination thereof. Walls or fences shall be solid and not less than six feet in height and,

“provided further, that no merchandise, material or equipment stored not higher than any adjacent
wall.

44. No mechanical equipment, tank, duct, elevator enclosure, cooling tower, mechanical
ventilator, or air conditioner shall be erected, constructed, converted, established, altered, or
enlarged on the roof of any building, unless all such equipment and appurtenances are contained
within a completely enclosed, architecturally integrated structure whose top and sides may
include grillwork, louvers, and latticework.

45. Prior to the issuance of building permits, construction documents shall fully illustrate
compliance with the Citywide Storage Standards for Trash and Recyclable Materials (SDMC) to
the satisfaction of the City Manager, All exterior storage enclosures for trash and recyclable
materials shall be located in a manner that is convenient and accessible to all occupants of and
service providers to the project, in substantial conformance with the conceptual site plan marked
Exhibit “A,” on file in the Development Services Department.

46. The Owner/Permittee shall be required to provide additional right-of-way and adequate
pedestrian access between the La Jolla Commons project and the Super Loop station designated
io serve ihe development, as may be required by SANDAG andfor MTS for the Super Loop
Transit Project in the University Community.

47. The Owner/Permittee shall participate in and not oppose the formation of an assessment
district or other financing mechanism for construction of Super Loop stations and/or ongoing
operation for the Super Loop Transit Project.

48. The Owner/Permittee shall provide a kiosk or bulletin board that displays information on

transit use, carpooling, and other forms of ridesharing for office, residential and hotel
tenants/guests,
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. TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS:

49. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the Owner/Permittee shall assure by permit
and bond the construction of a raised median and any other traffic control measures needed to
minimize potential for vehicular conflict along approximately 100 linear feet of the project's

_ eastern frontage on Executive Drive, satisfactory to the City Engineer. Owner/Permittee shall re-
gvaluate these traffic control measures one (1) year after occupancy of both the Nexus University
Science Center Project No. 5906 and La Jolla Commons Project No. 79804, and make any
appropriate changes, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

50. A minimum of 102 (indudcd in the 2,167 spaces) office-use carpool spaces shall be clearly
marked permanently maintained on the property within the approximate locations shown on the
project's Exhibit "A".

51.  All residential automobile tandem parking spaces must be assigned to the same dwelling
unit.

52, Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the applicant shall assure by permit and
bond, construction of a traffic signal and the striping configuration at the Intersection of Judicial
Drive and Executive Drive and any appropriate interconnect, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

53. The Owner/Pemmittee shall coordinate all transportation related public improvements with
the Nexus University Science Center Project No. 5906 to the east and the property owner to the
west of the subject site, satisfactory to the City Engineer.8 -

54. All transportation conditions and requirements of Environmental Impact Report No. 99-
0762, and its Appendix-Traffic Study, dated October 5, 2000, shall be satisfied, satisfactory to
the City Engineer.

55. The Owner/Permittee shall relinquish the right to utilize, sell, and/or transfer 941 “unused”
Average Daily Trips (ADTS) as a result of this project from the approved Planned Commercial
Development/Resource Protection Ordinance Permit No, 99-0762.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENTS:

56. All proposed onsite sewer facilities will be private,
l

57. Prior to the issuance of any enginecring or building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall
obtain an Encroachment Maintenance and Removal Agreement for all proposed improvements,
including grading, utilities, landscaping, and enhanced paving located in or over any public sewer
easements,

58. Prior to the issuance of any engineering or building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall

grant adequate sewer, and/or access eascments for all public sewer facilities that are not located
within public rights of way, satisfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater Department Director.
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Vehicular aceess roadbeds shall be a minimum of 20 feet wide and surfaced with suitable
approved material satisfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater Department Director.

59.  Only trees or shrubs satlsfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater Department Director shall
be installed in the median in Judicial Drive,

60. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall provide evidence,
satisfactory to the Metropolitan Wastewater Department Director, indicating that cach
condominium will have its own sewer lateral or provide Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) for the operation and maintenance of on site private sewer mains that serve more than
one ownership.

61. The Owner/Permittee shall design and construct any proposed public sewer facilities to the
most current edition of the City of San Diego's Sewer Design Guide.

62. Proposed private underground sewer facilities located within a single lot shall be designed
to meet the requirements of the California Uniform Plumbing Code and shall be rev1ewed as part
of the building permit plan check,

WATER REQUIREMENTS:

63, The Owner/Permittee shall provide a minimum 24-foot-wide paved vehicular access,
located within an easement, to all public water facility appurtenances located on-site in a manner
satisfactory to the Water Department Director.

64. The Owner/Permittee shall design and construct a looping system of 12-inch water facilities
on-site, with a minimum of two points of connection to prowdc redundancy, in a manner
satisfactory to the Water Department Director,

65. The Dwner/Permittee shall design and construct 12-inch water facilities within the Judicial
Drive right-of~way from Executive Drive, extending south to and crossing La Jolla Village
Drive, and connecting to the 16-inch water main in Judicial Drive, in a manner satisfactory to the
Water Department Director.

66. The Owner/Permittee shall install fire hydrants at locations satisfactory to the Fire
Department and the City Engineer. If more than two (2) fire hydrants or thirty (30) equivalent
dwelling units are located on a dead-end main, then the Owner/Permittee shali install a redundant
water system.

67. The Owner/Permittes shall grant adequate water easements, including vehicular access to
each appurtenance (meters, blow-offs, air valves, fire hydrants, etc.) for all public water facilities
~ that are not [ocated within fully improved public rights-of-way with minimum pavement width of
24-feet, satisfactory to the Water Department Director.,
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68. No structures or landscaping of any kind shall be installed in or over any easement utilized
for vehicular access. Easements, as shown on the approved tentative map, may require
modification based on city regulations, standards and practices pertaining thereto.

69. All water services to the site, including domestic, irrigation and fire, will require private,
above-ground back flow prevention devices (BFPDs). The Water Department will not permit
BFPD installations below grade or within structures. All water services to the site, mcludmg fire,
must pass through a BFPD installation before entering a structure.

70. To reduce the potential of "stop work" orders bemg issued due to conflicts between
engineering and building permits, the Owner/Permittee should be diligent in providing
appropriate locations for water services, meters and BFPDs,

71. The Owner/Permittee shall provide evidence, satisfactory to the Water Department
Director, indicating that each lot/unit will have its own water service or provide Conditions,
Covenants and Restrictions {CC&Rs) for the operation and maintenance of on-site private water
facilities that serve more than one lot/unit,

72. The Owner/Permittee agrees to design and construct all proposed public water facilities in
accordance with established criteria in the most current edition of the City of San Diego Water
Design Guide and City regulations, standards and practices pertaining thereto. Proposed
facilities that do not meet the current standard shall be private or redesigned.

INFORMATION ONLY:

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

¢ This development may be subject to impact fees at the time of building/engineering permit

issuance

APPROVED by the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego on June 15, 2006,

Resolution No. 4064-PC. -
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ALL-PURPOSE CERTIFICATE

Planned Development Permit No. 252551
Date of Approval: June 15, 2006

STATE OF CALIFORNIA .

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

LE(g;a/C( Black¢Development Project Manager

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

WITNESS W\wial seal
Signature,

Joarmna Patric@antillan

ALL-PURPOSE CERTIFICATE
OWNER(S)PERMITTEE(S) SIGNATURE/NOTARIZATION:

THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER(SYPERMITTEE(S), BY EXECUTION THEREOF, AGREES
TO EACH AND EVERY CONDITION OF THIS PERMIT AND PROMISES TO PERFORM
EACH AND EVERY OBLIGATION OF OWNER(S)/PERMITTEE(S) THEREUNDER.

Signed ,%Zﬂ%\f

Michael Gagnet, Makar Properties, LLC

STATE OF ﬂ%f;é;f%,qb
COUNTY OF /R4ANGE

onJuly /3 2006 _ before me,{Qgg So/ane  (Name of Notary Public)

pcrsonaﬂy apf)cared %a{p@é é)ﬁdg/g 7 , personally known to me fee—
' i 1 ) to be the persongsTwhose namets) islare—

subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same

in his/her/thetrauthorized capacityfiesy;and that by histherfheif signature{syon the instrument

the person(sy, or the entity upon behalf of which the personggracted, executed the instrument.
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Addendum to an

' Servi ,
e L Environmental Impact Report

Land Development
Review Division
(619) 446-5460

Project No. 79804
Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762
SCH No. 2000031097

SUBJECT: LA JOLLA COMMONS. MAP WAIVERS/PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP)/SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(SDP) TO AMEND PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
(PCDYRESOURCE PROTECTION ORDINANCE (RPO) NO. 99-0762
to construct a new 581,557 square-foot, 32-story, 213-room/112-unit
hotel/condominium building; a new 287,771 square-foot, 32-story, 156-
unit condominium building; a new 340,405 square-foot, 13-story officc
building; a new 30,000 square-foot, two-story scientific research building;
and a new 501,994 square-foot, eight-story parking structure on an
existing 17-acre site. The project site is hound hy Mudicial Drive to the
west, Nexus Centre Drive to the north, and La Jolla Village Drive to the
south. The siie is bisected by the east-west extension of Executive Drive.
The site is within the University Community Planning Area. Legal
Description: Lots 1-5, La Jolla Commons, Map 14466. Applicant:
Makar Properties, LLC & Makallon La Jolla Properties, LLC.

I.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Development of the proposed project requires the approval of a Planned
Development Permit (PDP) and Site Development Permit (SDP) which would
amend the exis¥ng Planned Commercial Development (PCD) Permit and
Resource Protection Ordirance (RPQO) Permit No. 99-0762. The existing
PCD/RP@® proposed the construction of a 315,272 square-foot, 13-story, 327-
room hotel; a 320,521 square-foot, 32-story, 115-unit condominium building: a
450,000 square-foot, 20-story, office building; a 30,000 square-foot, two-story
scientific research building, and a 501,994 square-foot, eight-story parking
structure.

The project has been redesigned from the original epproval to increase the
proposed hotel builcing to 581,357 square feet and 32 stories with 213 hotel
rooms and 112 condo:ninium units; reduce the propesed condomicium building 1o
287,771 square feet with 136 units; and ta reduce the prapased office huilding to
340.405 square feet and 15 siories. The proposec scientific research buildiag and
the proposec pasiong stucture would remain the sarce es previously approved.

Also included is a map waiver to add residential uses in Lot 2 of La Jolle
Commons, Mag No. 14466; a map waiver to increzse ike number of residential
units entitled iz Lot 2 of Lz Jolla Commons. Map No. 14466; and alot line
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adjustment map to make minor adjustments to lot lines affected by building and
private driveway adjustments.

An updated traffic and parking report was prepared for the revised design by
Darnell & Associates, Inc., titled *“Updated Traffic and Parking Analysis For La
Jolla Commons in the City of San Diego”, dated September 23, 2005, and revised
March 14, 2006. According to the traffic analysis, the proposed project as
redesigned would generate less traffic than the previously approved project. The
revised project would generate approximately 941 fewer daily trips, 103 fewer
morning peak hour trips, and 112 fewer evening peak hour trips. For the purposes
of a comparative analysis, three key intersections were reanalyzed from the 1698
report and compared to the current proposed project. The three intersections were
selected because they are in the closest proximity to the project site and any

charmoe in frafh e ranarntian wonild tranaet fhaea intaraoactinana fhe mact Fuarthar 1 f
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can be stated that a reduction in traffic from the project would reduce any
previously identified impacts. The three intersections are Eastgate Mall and
Genesee, Eastgate Mall and Towne Center, and La Jolla Village Drive and Towne
Center. The results of the comparison indicates that the reduction in project
traffic under the proposed redesign would lessen delay at the study intersections
and would not create additional impacts. Analysis of selected roadway segments
also resulted in lessened impacts and indicates that the proposed redesigned
project would not create the need for additional mitigation. The parking analysis
concluded that a total of 2,390 parking spaces would be required as a result of the
proposed redesign. Seventy additional parking spaces would be added to the
2,320 parking spaces that were originally approved.

The pmjeatl site is near the United States Marins Corps Air Station Miramar
(MCAS Miramar) and has a restricted use overlay zone and accident potential
zone within its boundaries. As part of the original project approval, MCAS

“Miramar restricted all proposed buildings on the project site to no higher than 703

feet above mean sea level (MSL). The proposed redesign would adhere to this
restriction and not exceed 703 feet above MSL.

The end of he nearest runway to the nearest proposed structure is approximately
13,000 feet. This runway is positioned in an east-west alignment. The project
site is located north-west of the runway and, therefore, does not have any angular
or direct glare conflict with aircraft take-offs or landings. At various times,
certain aircraft will take off heading west and turn north-west in a route that
ultimately passes over Sorrento Valley but easterly of the project site. This route
would place aircraft close to the project but, by the time the aircraft make this
route, they are elevated hundreds of feet above any building within the project site
and, thus not vulnerzble to glare. In addition, all exterior wall systems would
employ non-reflective glazing and would be constructed perpendicular to the

ground plane. No angling of the glass would occur resulting in no glare conflicts
to passing aircraft.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: Sec EIR.
PROJECT BACKGROUND:

The previously approved La Jolla Commons project was evaluated in the La Jolla
Commons Project EIR No. 99-0762. The EIR was certified and the project
approved by City Council on November 14, 2000. The approved actions included
a Progress Guide and General Plan Amendment, a Community Plan Amendment,



F.ezone, and Vesting Tentative Map/Planned Commercial Development
Permit/Resource Protection Ordinance Permit. A grading permit has been issued
and the project site has been graded.

For additional project background, please see the attached EIR conclusions.
DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego previously prepared an Environmental Impact Report for
the project described in the subject block of the attached EIR conclusions.

Based upon a review of the current project, it has been determined that:

a.  There are no new significant environmental impacts not considered in the
previous EIR;

b.  No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances
under which the project is undertaken; and

¢.  There is no new information of substantial importance to the project.

Therefore, in accordance with Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines this
addendum has been prepared. No public review of this addendum is required
under CEQA. However, Section 128.0306 of the City of San Diego’s Land
Development Code requires that all addenda for environmental documnents
certified more than three years before the date of application shall be distributed
for public review for 14 calendar days. Therefore, this Addendum to EIR No. 99-
0762 was distributed for public review.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT:

Mitigation measures were incorporated into the previously certified EIR.
Mitigation measures relating to Land Use, Bislogical Resources,
Hydrology/Water Quality, and Paleontology have been met as part of the grading
permit. The following mitigation measures would continue to apply to the
proposed redesigned project.

Transportation/Traffic Circulation

Either of the following two transportation mitigation options would reduce the
significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections, other than I-
805, to below a level of significance. Option 1 consists of development in three
phases (transpoitation phasing plan) and is recommended by City staff. Option 2
consists of a non-phased development which is preferred by the applicant,

Option 1 - Transportation Phasing Plan

Phase 1

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the

satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits
which would result in the generation of up to 3,333 ADT:



a.  The construction of a traffic sipnal at the intersection of Executive
Drive and Judicial Drive;

b.  The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane
major strest along the project frontage;

¢.  The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local
street;

d.  The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive.

Phaze IT

2. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits
which would result in the generation of greater than 3,333 ADT up to 5,455
ADT:

a.  The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village

Dnve along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805
interchange;

b.  The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village
Dnive (North University City project [NUC] 33);

¢.  The construction of Judicial Drive as a four-lane major arterial from
La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel.

Phase III

3. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits

which would result in the gencration of greater than 5,455 ADT up to
10,319 ADT: :

g,  The widening of T.a Jolla Village Tirive to eight lanes from Towne
Center Drive to I-805 (NUC-C);

b.  The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from I-805 to just east
of Eastgate Mall (NUC-50);

¢.  The reconfiguration of the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange to
a partial cloverleal (NUC-C).

Option 2 — Non-Phased Development

The following transportation mitigation measures are identical to those of Option
1 with one exception: Option 2 does not include the canstruction of Judicial
Drive as a four-lane major arterial from La Jolla Village Drive to Nobel,

1. The following transportation mitigation measures must be assured 1o the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of any building
permits which would result in the generation of up 10 10,455 ADT;



a.  The construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Executive
Drive and Judicial Drive;

b.  The construction of the full width of Judicial Drive as a four-lane
major street along the project frontage;

c.  The construction of Nexus Center Drive as a two-lane industrial local
street;

d.  The construction of Executive Drive as a four-lane major street
between Towne Center Drive and Judicial Drive;

€.  The construction of one additional westbound lane for La Jolla Village
Drive along the project frontage from Judicial Drive to the I-805

interchange:

f. The construction of the Judicial Drive tunnel beneath La Jolla Village
Drive (NUC-33);

g2 The widening of La Jolla Village Drive to eight lanes from Towne
Center Drive to I-805 (NUC-C);

h.  The widening of Miramar Road to eight lanes from [-803 to just east
of Eastgate Mall (NUC-50};

i.  The reconfiguration of the [-805/T.a Jolla Village Drive interchange to
a partial cloverleaf (NUC-C).

Noise

The following design measures shall be requirements of the proposed project to
ensure that all potential noise impacts are mitigated to below a level of
significance,

d.

=

Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall incorparate
sound attenuation measures as descried in the 4coustical dssassment Report
Jor La Jolla Commons Project (Pacific Noise Control, March 2000) to the
satistaction of the City Manager. Specifically, a minimum six- and seven-
foot high permanent noise barrier shall be constructed along the western and
southern edges of the hotel swimming pool area (refer to Figure 4.50-6 of
the EIR). The noise barrier may be constructed as a wall, berm, or
combination of both. The materials used in the construction of the barrier
are required 1o have a minimum surface density of 3.5 pounds per square
foot and may consist of masonry material, Plexiglas, tempered glass, or a
combination thereof. The barrier must be designed so that there are no
openings or gaps. The required noisc barriers shall be included o the
construction plans, satisfactory to the City Manager,

Prior to the issuance nf any building permit, the applicant shall submit &
final acoustical report to the satisfaction of the City Manager. The City
Manager shall verify that all measures identified in the approved repart

which are necessary to achieve an interior noise level of 45 dB at the
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condominium and hotel and 50 dB CNEL at the office building have been
incorporated into the design of the proposed structures.

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

There are no new significant impacts identified for the current project. However,
the final FIR for the original project identified significant unmitigated impacts
relating to Transportation/Circulation. Because there were significant
unmitigated impacts associated with the original project approval, the decision
maker was required to make specific and substantiated CEQA Findings which
stated that: (a) other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the final EIR, and (b) these impacts have been
found acceptable because of specific overriding considerations. No new CEQA
Findings are required with this project. However, this approval would also result
in significant impacts; therefore, adoption of a new statement of overriding
considerations is required.

A
M/ . / "/7 | Bf/sa/b@

/ Date of Draft Report
Assistant Deputy Director

Development Services Department May 1, 2006

Date of Final Feport

Analyst: Clark

DISTRIBUTION:

The addendum and conclusions of the final EIR were distributed to:

7.5, Government

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (23)
U.8. Army Corps of Engineers (26)
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, Commanding General (13)

State of California

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11 (31)
Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics (51)

Department of Fish & Game (32)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
Air Resources Board (49)

City of San Diego

Councilmember Peters, District 1, (MS 10A)
Development Services Department

Secretary to the Historical Resources Board (87)
Wetlands Advisory Board (91A)

University City Library (81J7)

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals

University Community Planning Group (480)
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Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)

San Diego Unified School District (125)

County of San Diego Air Pallution Control District (65)

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114)

San Diego Natural History museum (166)

EC Allison Research Center, San Diﬂ%ﬂ State University (181)
Citizens Coordinate for Century III (179)

Deron Bear, Chairman, Marian Bear Natural Park Recreation Council (485)
Greater San Diego Chamber of Comumerce (492)

Sierra Club, San Dicgo Chapter (165)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (176)

Endangered Habitats Leaguz (182)

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)

Jerry Schaefer, PhD (208)

South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State University (210)
Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Louie Guassac (215A)

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)

Ewllaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)

Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (225D)

Jamul Band of Mission Indians (225E)

La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)

Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)

Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)

Santa Ysabel Band of Dicgucno Indians (2251

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)

- Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225R)

* Public Notice only.

Results of Public Review:
() No commeits were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness
of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the lettors arc
attached at the end of the Addendum to EIR No. 99-0762.

K# Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the Addendum to
EIR No. 99-0762 were received during the public input period. The letters
and responses follow.



Copies of the Addendum, the final EIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program, and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land
Development Review Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.



THE ORIGINAL OF THIS DOCUMENT
WaAS RECORDED O MARTE, 2014
DOCUMENT NUMBER 2014-0105763
Etnest J. Dronenburg, Jr, COUNTY RECORDER

RECORDING REQUESTED BY SAN DIEGD COUMTY RECORDER'S OFFICE
CITY OF SAN DIEGO TIME: 1213 Phd
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
CITY CLERK
MAIL STATION 2A

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
INTERNAL ORDER NUMBER: 24003787

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 1153095
LA JOLLA COMMONS III - PROJECT NO. 324553 [MMRP]
AMENDMENT TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 252591
CITY COUNCIL

This Planned Development Permit No. 1153095, Amendment to Planned Development Permit
No. 252591, is granted by the City Council of the City of San Diego to HSPF La Jolla Commons
III Investors LLC, Owner/Permittee, pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC]

section 126.0604. The 1.68 acre site (Lot 3) is located at 4727 Executive Drive, southeast corner
of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive in the CV-1-2 and IP-1-1 Zones, the Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type A), the North University City Facilities Benefit
Area (FBA), the Parking Impact Overlay Zone (Campus Impact Area), and the University
Community Plan Area. The La Jolla Commons Campus is improved with an existing 13-story
office building within Lot One, an existing 13-story office building within Lot Two and a 7-story
parking structure on Lot Four. The project site is legally described as: Lots 1 through 5 of the
resubdivision of La Jolla Commons, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, according to
Map No. 15848, filed in the Office of the County Recorder on November 22, 2011.

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to
Owner/Permittee for the construction of one of three options on Lot 3: option one —a 223,900
square foot (with both subterranean and above grade parking) office building; option two —a
165,780 square foot hotel building (above subterranean parking) (264 hotel room maximum);
and option three — a 285,960 square foot office/hotel building (above subterranean parking) (175
hotel room maximum) described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, type, and location
on the approved exhibits [Exhibit "A"] dated February 24, 2014, on file in the Development
Services Department.

oRIGINAL
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The project shall include:

a. Option One — Construction of an approximately 15 story, 223,900 square foot (with
both subterranean and above grade parking) office building;

b. Option Two — Construction of an approximately 11 story, 165,780 square foot (above
subterranean parking) hotel building, with a maximum of 264 hotel rooms;

c. Option Three — Construction of an approximately 13 story, 285,960 square foot
office/hotel building (above subterranean parking) with a maximum of 175 hotel
ro01ms;

d. A deviation from the maximum allowable building height. The minimum height
proposed is 225 feet, where 45 feet is required. Maximum height limits for each project
scenario shall comply with the building corners approved by MCAS Miramar letter
dated October 31, 2013: the northeast corner shall not exceed 577 feet mean sea level
(MSL); the northwest corner shall not exceed 597 feet MSL, the southeast corner shall
not exceed 582 feet MSL and the southwest corner shall not exceed 602 feet MSL.

e. A deviation from the maximum front and street setback requirement. The project
proposes an average front setback of 25 feet, where 10 feet is required and a maximum
street setback of 12 feet, where 10 feet is required.

f. A deviation from building articulation requirements. The project proposes a single
plane where 6 planes are required for a facade that extends greater than 100 feet.

g. Landscaping (planting, irrigation and landscape related improvements);

h. Off-street parking;

i. Incorporation of sustainable building techniques sufficient to achieve, at a minimum,
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver Certification; and

j. Public and private accessory improvements determined by the Development Services
Department to be consistent with the land use and development standards for this site in
accordance with the adopted community plan, the California Environmental Quality
Act [CEQA] and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Engineer’s requirements, zoning
regulations, conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the
SDMC.

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

1. This permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights
of appeal have expired. If this permit is not utilized in accordance with Chapter 12, Article 6,
Division 1 of the SDMC within the 36 month period, this permit shall be void unless an
Extension of Time has been granted. Any such Extension of Time must meet all SDMC
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requirements and applicable guidelines in effect at the time the extension is considered by the
appropriate decision maker. This permit must be utilized by February 24, 2017.

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

on the premises until:

a.  The Owner/Permittee signs and returns the Permit to the Development Services
Department; and

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

3.  While this Permit is in effect, the subj ect property shall be used only for the purposes and
under the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the
appropriate City decision maker.

4. This Permit is a covenant running with the subject property and all of the requirements and
conditions of this Permit and related documents shall be binding upon the Owner/Permittee and
any successor(s) in interest.

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

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

7. The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary building permits. The Owner/Permittee 1s
informed that to secure these permits, substantial building modifications and site improvements
may be required to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical, and plumbing codes, and
State and Federal disability access laws.

8.  Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “A.” Changes,
modifications, or alterations to the construction plans are prohibited unless appropriate
application(s) or amendment(s) to this Permit have been granted.

9. All of the conditions contained in this Permit have been considered and were determined-
necessary to make the findings required for approval of this Permit. The Permit holder is
required to comply with each and every condition in order to maintain the entitlements that are
granted by this Permit.

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

11. Mitigation requirements in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program [MMRP]
shall apply to this Permit. These MMRP conditions are hereby incorporated into this Permit by
reference. ' :

12. The mitigation measures specified in the MMRP and outlined in Addendum to
Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762, Project No. 324553, shall be noted on the
construction plans and specifications under the heading ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION

REQUIREMENTS.

13. The Owner/Permittee shall comply with the MMRP as specified in Addendum to
Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762, Project No. 324553, to the satisfaction of the
Development Services Department and the City Engineer. Prior to issuance of any construction
permit, all conditions of the MMRP shall be adhered to, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
All mitigation measures described in the MMRP shall be implemented for the following issue
areas:

Paleontological Resources
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AIRPORT REQUIREMENT:

14. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Owner/Permittee shall provide a valid
"Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation" issued by the Federal Aviation Administration

[FAA].

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS:

15. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the Owner/Permittee shall obtain a bonded
grading permit for the grading proposed for this project. All grading shall conform to
requirements in accordance with the City of San Diego Municipal Code in a manner satisfactory
to the City Engineer.

16. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall enter into a
Maintenance Agreement for the ongoing permanent BMP maintenance, satisfactory to the City
Engineer.

17. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall incorporate
any construction Best Management Practices necessary to comply with Chapter 14, Article 2,
Division 1 (Grading Regulations) of the San Diego Municipal Code, into the construction plans
or specifications, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

18. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall submit a Water
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines
in Appendix G of the City's Storm Water Standards, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

19. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall incorporate
and show the type and location of all post-construction Best Management Practices (BMP's) on
the final construction drawings, in accordance with the approved Water Quality Technical
Report, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

20. Development of this project shall comply with all requirements of State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-009 DWQ and the Municipal Storm Water Permit,
Order No. 2009-009(NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002 and CAS0108758), Waste
Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated With Construction
Activity. In accordance with said permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and
a Monitoring Program Plan shall be implemented concurrently with the commencement of
grading activities, and a Notice of Intent (NOI) shall be filed with the SWRCB.

21. A copy of the acknowledgment from the SWRCB that an NOI has been received for this
project shall be filed with the City of San Diego when received; further, a copy of the completed
NOI from the SWRCB showing the permit number for this project shall be filed with the City of
San Diego when received. In addition, the owner(s) and subsequent owner(s) of any portion of
the property covered by this grading permit and by SWRCB Order No. 2009-009 DWQ), and any
subsequent amendments thereto, shall comply with special provisions as set forth in SWRCB
Order No. 2009-009 DWQ.
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22. This project proposes to export 44,000 cubic yards of material from the project site. All
export material shall be discharged into a legal disposal site. The approval of this project does
not allow the onsite processing and sale of the export material unless the underlying zone allows
a construction and demolition debris recycling facility with an approved Neighborhood Use
Permit or Conditional Use Permit per LDC Section 141.0620(1).

23. This Planned Development Permit shall comply with the conditions of Vesting Tentative
Map No. 1153096.

24. The drainage system proposed within this development and outside the public right-of-way
shall be private, privately maintained and subject to the approval of the City Engineer.

GEOLOGY REQUIREMENTS:

25. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Owner/Permittee shall submit a geotechnical
investigation report or update letter that specifically addresses the proposed construction plans.
The geotechnical investigation report or update letter shall be reviewed for adequacy by the
Geology Section of the Development Services Department prior to issuance of any construction

permits.

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

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS:

27. In the event that the Landscape Plan and the Site Plan conflict, the Site Plan shall be
revised to be consistent with the Landscape Plan such that landscape areas are consistent with the
Exhibit 'A' Landscape Development Plan.

28. Prior to issuance of any engineering permits for public right-of-way improvements,
complete landscape construction documents for right-of-way improvements shall be submitted to
the City Manager for approval. Improvement plans shall take into account a 40 square foot area
around each tree which is unencumbered by utilities. Driveways, utilities, drains, water and
sewer laterals shall be designed so as not to prohibit the placement of street trees.

29. Installation of slope planting and erosion control including seeding of all disturbed land
(slopes and pads) consistent with the approved landscape and grading plans is considered to be in
the public interest. The Owner/Permittee shall initiate such measures as soon as the grading and
disturbance has been completed. Such erosion control/slope planting and the associated irrigation
systems (temporary and/or permanent) and appurtenances shall be installed in accordance with
the approved plans and the Land Development Manual: Landscape Standards.
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30. Prior to issuance of any grading permits, complete landscape construction documents,
including an automatic permanent irrigation system, shall be submitted to the Development
Services Department for approval. The plans shall be in substantial conformance to Exhibit 'A’,
on file in the office of Development Services.

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

32. All required landscape improvements shall be maintained, on a permanent basis, by the
Owner/Permittee. All required landscape shall be maintained in a disease, weed, and litter free
condition at all times. Severe pruning or "topping" of trees is not permitted. The trees shall be
maintained in a safe manner to allow each tree to grow to its mature height and spread.

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

34. The Owner/Permittee shall be responsible for the installation of all landscape
improvements consistent with the Land Development Code: Landscape Regulations and the
Land Development Manual: Landscape Standards. Invasive species are prohibited from being
planted adjacent to any canyon or native habitats within the city limits of San Diego. Invasive
plants are those which rapidly self propagate by air born seeds or trailing as noted in section 1.3
of the Landscape Standards.

35. Prior to issuance of any construction permit for parking structures, the Owner/Permittee
shall submit on the planting and irrigation plans a signed statement by a Registered Structural
Engineer indicating that supporting structures are designed to accommodate the necessary
structural loads and associated planting and irrigation.

36. Prior to issuance of any construction permit for parking structures, the Owner/Permittee
shall submit on the planting and irrigation plans a signed statement by a Registered Structural
Engineer indicating that supporting structures are designed to accommodate the necessary
structural loads and associated planting and irrigation.

37. Prior to issuance of any grading permit, construction documents shall be submitted that
includes one or a combination of the following for parking structures, with parking spaces open
to the sky. (1) Cover all individual parking spaces open to the sky on the roof with solar panels
(2) Provide one automatically irrigated 24-inch box tree in planter within 30 feet of each
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individual parking space open to the sky (3) Provide shade structure, such as a trellis w/baffling,
to shade 50% of each parking space open to the sky.

38. Owner/Permittee is subject to the requirement for a water budget and is required to conduct
and submit to the City an irrigation audit consistent with Section 2.7 of the Landscape Standards
of the Land Development Manual that includes (1) All irrigation audits shall be conducted by a
California registered landscape architect, a licensed landscape contractor, or other professional
licensed by the State to perform this work and (2) The irrigation audit shall certify that all plant
material, irrigation systems, and landscape features have been installed and operate as approved
by the City; and shall be submitted to the City prior to occupancy and use.

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

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

40, Prior to issuance of building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall provide documentation
that the project has been registered with the U.S. Green Building Council for review and will
achieve at least a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver Certification
or equivalent. Construction documents shall note all criteria included in the design and
construction of the project as identified in the LEED certification application or LEED
equivalent application.

41. The project will target 20% recycled content for construction materials. Upon completion
of recycled content documentation, in advance of the Certificate of Occupancy, applicant will
submit documentation to the City for verification.

42, Allsigns associated with this development shall be consistent with sign criteria established
by the approved Exhibit “A”.

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

44,  This Planned Development Permit shall supersede all previous entitlements granted to Lot

~
2.

45,  Prior to issuance of the building permit, the Owner/Permittee shall incorporate the
requirements for noise permit conditions (as applicable based on the option selected) on the
appropriate construction documents as described in the approved technical report (La Jolla
Commons Tower II1, prepared by dBF Associates, Inc., dated September 4, 2013) to be verified
at plan check by appropriate City staff.

46.  Prior to issuance of the building permit, appropriate City staff shall verify the placement
and incorporation of appropriate sound attenuation project design features / measures (if

SINAL
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applicable based on option selected) as identified in the technical report (La Jolla Commons
Tower III, prepared by dBF Associates, Inc., dated September 4, 2013). The project design
sound attenuation features/measures shall ensure that interior and exterior noise levels are
achieved as outlined within the approved technical report.

47.  Prior to Occupancy, the Owner/Permittee shall submit two copies of the final acoustical
report with construction documents to the Building Inspector, and one copy to the Mitigation
Monitoring Coordinator (MMC). MMC shall verify the sound attenuation project features/
measures have been constructed in accordance with the construction documents and that interior
and exterior acoustical levels have been achieved per the approved technical report.

TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS:

48. Owner/Permittee shall maintain a minimum of the following, depending on option selected:

All Office (Option One) - 739 off-street parking spaces, including 15 disabled/accessible,

18 1nn ndan A 27 hirvela enacec:
19 LUUTULC_)/CLG, and 37 blUYClC Spaces;

All Hotel (Option Two) - 288 off-street parking spaces including 7 disabled/accessible, 6
motorcycle, and 15 bicycle spaces;

Office/Hotel (Option Three) - 440 off-street parking spaces, including 9
disabled/accessible, 9 motorcycle, and 22 bicycle spaces.

All parking spaces shall be permanently maintained on the property within the approximate
locations shown on Exhibit “A”. All on-site parking stalls and aisle widths shall comply at all
times with the SDMC and shall not be converted for any other use unless otherwise authorized
by the appropriate City decision maker in accordance with the SDMC. Note: Parking will be
provided for the project in accordance with the parking tables shown on Sheet Al.1 of approved
Exhibit “A” dated February 24, 2014.

49. The project’s trip generation shall not exceed any of the following values: 10,319 Average
Daily Trips (ADTs), 939 AM Peak hour inbound trips, 222 AM peak hour outbound trips, 382
PM peak hour inbound trips, and 896 PM peak hour outbound trips; to the satisfaction of the City

Engineer.
These values were developed from the original EIR and analyzing the following scenarios:

All Office (Option One) — 7,971 ADT including 1,043 (939 in: 104 out) trips during the
AM peak hours and 1,116 (220 in: 896 out) trips during the PM peak hours for the entire
' LaJolla Commons Campus.

All Hotel (Option Two) - 9,216 ADT including 1,020 (871 in: 149 out) trips during the
AM peak hours and 1,132 (307 in: 825 out) trips during the PM peak hours for the entire
La Jolla Commons Campus. .
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Office/Hotel (Option Three) - 9,182 ADT including 1,078 (939 in: 139 out) trips during
the AM peak hours and 1,181 (288 in: 891 out) trips during the PM peak hours for the
entire La Jolla Commons Campus.

The 10,319 ADT is based on the original project analyzed in EIR No. 99-0762.

50. The Owner/Permittee shall be required to comply with the approved Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Plan. The existing Plan shall be augmented as necessary to
incorporate bike racks, lockers, showers, priority spaces for carpool vehicles and hybrid vehicles,
and attempt to work with tenants regarding partially subsidized transit passes for employees and
flexible work schedules, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS:

51. The Owner/Permittee shall assure, by permit and bond, the design and construction of any
new water and sewer service(s) outside of any driveway, and the disconnection of existing
unused water and sewer service adjacent to the project site, in a manner satisfactory to the
Director of Public Utilities and the City Engineer.

52. The Owner/Permittee shall be responsible for any damage caused to City of San Diego
water and sewer facilities in the vicinity of the project site, due to the construction activities
associated with this project, in accordance with Municipal Code section 142.0607. In the event
that any such facility loses integrity then, the Owner/Permittee shall repair or reconstruct any
damaged public water and sewer facility in a manner satisfactory to the Director of Public
Utilities and the City Engineer.

53. The Owner/Permittee shall process encroachment maintenance and removal agreements,
for all acceptable encroachments into the water and sewer easement, including but not limited to
structures, enhanced paving, or landscaping; No structures or landscaping of any kind shall be
installed in or over any vehicular access roadway.

54. Allirrigation systems must be designed to utilize reclaimed water. This will necessitate a
separate irrigation service.

55. No trees or shrubs exceeding three feet in height at maturity shall be installed within ten
feet of any sewer facilities and within five feet of any water facilities.

56. Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy, all public water and sewer facilities
shall be complete and operational in a manner satisfactory to the Director of Public Utilities and
the City Engineer.

57. The Owner/Permittee shall design and construct all proposed public water and sewer
facilities, if required in accordance with established criteria in the current edition of the City of
San Diego Water and Sewer Facility Design Guidelines and City regulations, standards and
practices.
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INFORMATION ONLY:

e The issuance of this discretionary use permit alone does not allow the immediate
commencement or continued operation of the proposed use on site. The operation allowed
by this discretionary use permit may only begin or recommence after all conditions listed
on this permit are fully completed and all required ministerial permits have been issued and
received final inspection.

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

e This development may be subject to impact fees at the time of construction permit

issuance.
APPRC '\/3E8§¥7t%e §ity Council of the City of San Diego on February 24, 2014 and Resolution
No. A~ ) [«
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Planned Development Permit No. 1153095
Date of Approval: February 24, 2014

AUTHENTICATED BY THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT

aura C_Rlack, AICP
Development Project Manager

NOTE: Notary acknowledgment
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1189 et seq.

The undersigned Owner/Permittee, by execution hereof, agrees to each and every condition of
this Permit and promises to perform each and every obligation of Owner/Permittee hereunder.

HSPF La Jolla Commons III Investors LLC
Owner/Permittee

SN 7 N

Paul Twardowski
Senior Managing Director

NOTE: Notary acknowledgments
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1189 et seq.
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of California ‘
County of San Diego )

on March 12, 2014 before me, . Anthony, Public Notary
(insert name and title of the officer)

personally appeared ___Laura C. Black ’
who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are

subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

| certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct.

. ANTHONY
Cominission # 1989273
Notary Public - Califoraia
™/ $an Diago Caunty 2

My Comm. Expires Sap 23, 2016

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signaturé\%l&\\&’{{ UZQL‘(/((S ' (Seal)




State of California = ) CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE
County of Y D\%@ ) CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT
Oon MO(\CY\) l\ ;Q_O\L“’ before me, C&(‘\& 'A.ﬁlﬁmdef‘ ,,[(‘)cf)-kmf\f;/ poblic |
(here insert name and title of the officer)
personally appeared PO\U\ TWG\(@O\MQ&\
T T ————

!

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person&) whose name(y) is/are subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/hetftheis
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/ker/their signature(§) on the instrument the person(\;), or the entity
upon behalf of which the person[‘f\). acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the

" CARLA A, ALEXANDER

State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. é 4 COMM. #1907784 z?
£ Notary Public - California 3
San Diego County -+
WITNESS my hand and official seal. My Comm. Expires Oct. 11,2014 }
Signature //?% 7 ﬁ . 7%4&/’7
(Seal)

OPTIONAL INFORMATION

Although the information in this section is not required by law, it could prevent fraudulent removal and reattachment of this
acknowledgment to an unauthorized document and may prove useful to persons relying on the attached document.

Description of Attached Document

The preceding Certificate of Acknowledgment is attached to a document | Method of Signer Identification

titled/for the purpose of P D P MO H b%oq 5 Proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence:
B ‘—O form(s) of identification (O credible witness(es)

(DCTC Proeat No ., Z24E52 ( MMEP) , I | |

< Notarial event is detailed in notary journal on:
containing pages, and dated Page # Entry #

The signer(s) capacity or authority is/are as: Notary contact:
[ Individual(s) Other
D Attorney-in-Fact l:] Additional Signer(s) (7] signer(s) Thumbprint(s)
] Corporate Officer(s)
Title(s) D

[ Guardian/Conservator
[] Partner - Limited/General
] Trustee(s)

] Other:

representing:

Name(s) of Person(s) or Entity(ies) Signer is Representing

3
5
2
K3
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© Copyright 2007 Notary Rotary, Inc. 925 29th St,, Des Moines, A 50312-3612  Form ACK03. 10/07.  To re-order, call toll-free 1-877-349-6588 or visit us on the Internet at http://www.notaryrotary.com
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RESOLUTION NUMBERR- 308756 rdi

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE  FEB 24 2014

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SAN DIEGO GRANTING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT NO. 1153095 FOR LA JOLLA COMMONS III
PROJECT NO. 324553 [MMRP].
WHEREAS, HSPF La Jolla Commons III Investors LLC, Owner/Permittee, filed an
application with the City of San Diego for a Planned Development Permit, an amendment to
Planned Development Permit No. 252591, to construction one of three options: option one —a

. 2 QATIare ot (vrith Q11 1vammann and ahave orade navlos ra il din o
15~St01)/, 223,900 square foot (V\hﬂ both subterranean and above Eiadc Palklllg) office bhddulé,

—

option two — an 11-story, 165,780 square foot hotel building (above subterranean parking) (264
hotel room maximum); and option three — a 13-story, 285,960 sqﬁare' foot office/hotel building
(above subterranean parking) (175 hotel room maximum) known as the La Jolla Commons III
project, located at 4727 Executive Drive, southeast coﬁler of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive,
and legally described as Lot 3 of the resubdivision of La Jolla Commons, in the City of

- San Diego, County of San Diego, according to Map No. 15848, filed in the Office of the County
Recorder on November 22, 2011, in the CV-1-2 and IP-1-1 Zones, the Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type A), the North University City Facilities Benefit
Area (FBA), the Parking Impact Overlay Zone (Campus Impact Area) within the University

Community Plan area; and

WHEREAS, on January 30, 2014, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego
considered Planned Development Permit (PDP) Permit No. 1153095, and pursuant to Resolution

No. 4579-PC voted to recommend to the City Council their approval; and
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WHEREAS, under Charter section 280(a)(2), this resolution is not subject to veto by the
Mayor because this matter requires the City Council to act as a quasi-judicial body and where a
public hearing was required by law implicating due process rights of individuals affected by the
decision and where the Council was required by law to consider evidence at the hearing and to
make legal findings based on the evidence presented; NOW, THEREFORE,

WHEREAS, the matter was set for public hearing on February 24, 2014, testimony
having been heard, evidence having been submitted, and the City Council having fully
considered the matter and being fully advised concerning the same; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of San Diego, that it adopts the

following findings with respect to Planned Development Permit No. 1153095:

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

1. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable land use plan. The
proposed development is located within the University Community Plan (UCP) and is consistent
with the City’s General Plan, adopted in 2008. The proposed development contains three options
of constructing office, hotel, or a combination of office and hotel in a single high-rise tower,
approximately 13 stories tall. The project site is designated for high density residential, visitor
and office commercial, and scientific research uses in the UCP. The project site is located in
Subarea 29 and 31 in the Land Use and Development Intensity Table of the Development
Intensity Element of the UCP. The goals of the Development Intensity Element include creating
an Urban Node with high density mixed-use development in the University Town Center area,
developing an equitable allocation of development intensity among properties based on the
concept of the “urban node”, and providing a workable circulation system.

The proposed development does not propose to include a residential component and is requesting
a Community Plan Amendment to eliminate residential use from the La Jolla Commons campus.
Within the past ten years, approvals of three amendments to the University Community Plan
have resulted in the conversion of non-residential land to residential and commercial mixed-use
land. These amendments have created the potential for development of approximately 1,200
additional residential units within close proximity to the project site. The reduction of 86
residential units at the project site would not result in a net decrease of residential units within
the University Community. The Urban Node has been achieved at the La Jolla Commons
campus to date with the pedestrian linkage and high intensity high-rise commercial office uses.
The proposed hotel and/or office uses are consistent with the Urban Node objectives of high
intensity mixed use development with the University Community. Therefore, the proposed
development will not adversely affect the applicable land use plans.
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2. The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and
welfare. The proposed development as currently designed will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety, and welfare. The proposed development contains three options of constructing
office, hotel, or a combination of office and hotel in a single high-rise tower, approximately 11 to
15 stories tall. The proposed development will construct necessary sewer and water facilities to
serve the occupants. The proposed development will enter into a Maintenance Agreement for the
ongoing permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) maintenance and will comply with all
requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board and Municipal Storm Water Permit,
Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associate with
Construction Activity. The proposed building will be reviewed by City staff for compliance with
all relevant and applicable building, electrical, mechanical, and fire codes to assure the structures
will meet or exceed the current City regulations.

The proposed development has been reviewed by City staff and is consistent with the City’s
policies and requirements. Further, the project is being processed with the Sustainable Expedite
Program. The existing Tower [ office building, achieved Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) CS Gold status and Tower I, currently under construction, has
been designed to be the largest net zero energy office building in the United States. The LEED-
CS target for Tower II is Platinum. The proposed development, which would be the third (and
final) tower on the La Jolla Commons campus, will be designed to similar sustainable standards
with an emphasis on studying new sustainable technologies and considering the implementation
of those technologies sustainable design. Additionally, the permit controlling the development
contains conditions addressing the project compliance with the City's regulations and policies,
and other regional, state, and federal regulations to prevent detrimental impacts to the public
health, safety, and welfare. Compliance with these regulations and project conditions would
result in a development that will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare.

3. The proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land
Development Code including any proposed deviations pursuant to Section 126.0602(b)(1)
that are appropriate for this location and will result in a more desirable project than would
be achieved if designed in strict conformance with the development regulations of the
applicable zone; and any allowable deviations that are otherwise authorized pursuant to
the Land Development Code. The proposed development complies with the relevant
regulations of the Land Development Code. Conditions of approval require compliance with all
relevant regulations of the City of San Diego effective for this site and incorporated into Planned
Development Permit No. 1153095 and Vesting Tentative Map No. 1153096. The project
proposes a total of three (3) deviations from the Land Development Code. These deviations
provide for a project that meets the purpose and intent of the University Community Plan. The
project site is located in Subarea 29 and 31 in the Land Use and Development Intensity Table of
the Development Intensity Element of the UCP. The goals of the Development Intensity Element
include creating an Urban Node with high density mixed-use development in the University
Town Center area, developing an equitable allocation of development intensity among properties
based on the concept of the “urban node”, and providing a workable circulation system.

A deviation is being requested for the maximum building height of the proposed building. The
minimum height proposed is 225 feet, where 45 feet is allowed. Maximum height limits for each
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project scenario shall comply with the building corners approved by Marine Corps Air Station
(MCAS) Miramar: the northeast corner shall not exceed 577 feet mean sea level (MSL); the
northwest corner shall not exceed 597 feet MSL, the southeast corner shall not exceed 582 feet
MSL and the southwest corner shall not exceed 602 feet MSL. The two towers currently located
on the La Jolla Commons campus are 13 stories tall, approximately 199 feet above grade, and the
proposed building will be consistent with the established height on the La Jolla Commons
campus. In order to incorporate an urban node development for the La Jolla Commons campus,
the building height deviation is being requested.

A deviation is being requested for the required front and street setbacks. The project proposes an
average front setback of 25 feet, where 10 feet maximum is required, and proposes a maximum
street setback of 12 feet, where 10 feet maximum is required. The main arterial adjacent to the
project is La Jolla Village Drive. The University Community Plan envisioned La Jolla Village
Drive as an attractive parkway recognized for its landscaping, art, fountains, and night
illumination. Allowing the building to set back beyond the 10 foot maximum front and street side
setback will provide the opportunity for a landscaped frontage, achieving the vision of La Jolla
Village Drive consistent with the University Community Plan.

A deviation is being requested for the required building articulation. The project proposes a
single plane where 6 planes are required for a facade that extends greater than 100 feet. The
proposed project will provide visual interest with changes in glass types, materials, and fagade
features, but will not be able to meet the required building articulation per the CV-1-2 Zone. The
planned features of visual interest for the proposed project will allow the opportunity to
compliment the two existing building facades on the La Jolla Commons campus. If the proposed
building was built precisely to the requirements of the CV-1-2 Zone, the building would appear
dissimilar and inconsistent with the other two existing buildings on the campus.

The above findings are supported by the minutes, maps and exhibits, all of which are

incorporated herein by this reference.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planned Development Permit No. 1153095 is
granted to HSPF La Jolla Commons III Investors LLC, Owner/Permittee, under the terms and

conditions set forth in the attached permit which is made a part of this resolution.

APPROVED: JAN I GOLDSMITH, City Attorney

yy A —

Corrine L. Neuffer
Deputy City Attorney

CLN:dkr

2/4/2014

2/12/2014 Cor. Copy
Or.Dept:DSD

Doc. No. 708606 2

-PAGE 5 OF 5-



FEB 24 204

Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego on . by the following vote:
Councilmembers Yeas Nays Not Present Recused
Sherri Lightner ’:/ [ J U
Kevin Faulconer Z 0 | U
Todd Gloria 7z 0 0 0
Myrtle Cole Z [ U 0
Mark Kersey Z 0 L B
Lorie Zapf L_A/ B L 0
Scott Sherman Vi L] ] U
David Alvarez 7 0 ] U
Marti Emerald /| L L 0

FEB 24 2014

Date of final passage

(Please note: When a resolution is approved by the Council President as interim Mayor, the date of final
passage is the date the approved resolution was returned to the Office of the City Clerk.)

TODD GLORIA. COUNCIL PRESIDENT

AUTHENTICATED BY: as interim Mayor of The City of San Diego, California.
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Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego on February 24, 2014, by the following

vote:

YEAS:
NAYS:

NOT PRESENT:
RECUSED:

(Seal)

LIGHTNER, FAULCONER, GLORIA, COLE, KERSEY, ZAPF,
SHERMAN, ALVAREZ. & EMERALD.

NONE.

NONE.

NONE.

AUTHENTICATED BY:
_TODD GLORIA, COUNCIL PRESIDENT
as interim Mayor of The City of San Diego, California
ELIZABETH S. MALAND
City Clerk of The City of San Diego, California

By: _ GIL SANCHEZ . Deputy

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of

RESOLUTION NO. __R-308756 _, approved by the Council President as interim Mayor of The

City of San Diego, California on ___February 24, 2014 . The date of final passage is February

24,2014,

(Seal)

ELIZABETH S. MALAND
City Clerk of The City of San Diego, California
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RESOLUTION NUMBERR- 308757

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE  FEB 24 2014

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

SAN DIEGO APPROVING VESTING TENTATIVE MAP NO.
1153096 FOR LA JOLLA COMMONS III PROJECT NO. 324553
[MMRP].

WHEREAS, HSPF La Jolla Commons III Investors LLC, Subdivider, and Leppert
Engineering Corporation, Engineer, submitted an application to the City of San Diego for a
Vesting Tentétive Map No. 1153096, amendment to Vesting Tentative Map No. 340259, for the
La Jolla Commons III Project that requests the construction of one of three options: option
one — a 15-story, 223,900 square foot (with both subterranean and above grade parking) office
building; option two — an 11-story, 165,780 square foot hotel building (above subterranean
parking)‘(264 hotel room maximum); and option three — a 13-story, 285,960 square foot
office/hotel building (above subterranean parking) (175 hotel room maximum). The project site
is located at 4727 Executive Drive, southeast corner of Executive Drive and Judicial Drive, in
the CV-1-2 and IP-1-1 Zones, the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ Type
A), the North University City Facilities Benefit Area (FBA), the Parking Impact Overlay Zone
(Campus Impact Area) wi.thin the University Community Plan area. The property is legally
described as Lots 1 through 5 of the resubdivision of La Jolla Commons, in the City of

San Diego, County of San Diego, According to Map thereof No. 15848, filed in the Office of the

County Recorder on November 22, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Map proposes the Subdivision of a 12.34 acre site into five (5) lots to
reflect moving the westerly lot line of existing Lot 4 westerly approximately 4.6 feet so that the

existing parking structure is entirely within Lot 4; alter the lot lines for Lot 5 adjacent to
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Executive Drive to acknowledge the prior street vacations and adjust the line between Lots 2 and

3 to ensure that the currently proposed building is entirely within Lot 3; and

WHEREAS, the project complies with the requirements of a preliminary soils and/or
geological reconnaissance report pursuant to Subdivision Map Act sections 66490 and 66491

(b)-(f) and San Diego Municipal Code section 144.0220; and

WHEREAS, on January 30, 2014, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego
considered Vesting Tentative Map No. 1153096, and pursuant to Resolution No. 4579-PC, the

- Planning Commission voted to recommend City Council approval of the map; and

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

WHEREAS, on February 24, 2014, the City Council of the City of .San Diego considered
Vesting Tentative Map No. 1153096, amendment to Vesting Tentative Map No. 340259,
pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code section 125.0440 and Subdivision Map Act section
66428, received for its coﬁsideration written and oral presentations, evidence having been
submitted, and testimony having been heard from all interested parties at the public hearing, and
the City Council having fully considered the matter and being fully advised concerning the same;

NOW THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of San Diego, that it adopts the

following findings with respect to Vesting Tentative Map No. 1153096:" =~ -

-PAGE 2 OF 7-



(R-2014-425)

1. The proposed subdivision and its design or improvement are consistent with
the policies, goals, and objectives of the applicable land use plan (San Diego Municipal
Code § 125.0440(a) and Subdivision Map Action §§ 66473.5, 66474(a), and 66474(b)). The
proposed subdivision modifications involve adjustments of existing lot lines for the existing five
(5) lots. These adjustments are internal to the La Jolla Commons subdivision and do not impact
the public right-of-way. The proposed development is consistent with the policies, goals, and
objectives of the University Community Plan. The site is located in an Urban Node in a sub
regional employment center in proximity to public transit. The site is across from existing
residential with more units remaining to be developed. The proposed uses within the project
allow for additional employment with office use and the potential for mixed use with
development of a hotel. Both uses are encouraged in the high intensity mixed use Urban Node of
the University Community Plan. The design of the proposed development will compliment the
two existing office buildings at the La Jolla Commons subdivision.

2. The proposed subdivision complies with the applicable zoning and development
regulations of the Land Development Code, including any allowable deviations pursuant to
the land development code. The proposed development complies with the relevant regulations
of the Land Development Code. Conditions of approval require compliance with all relevant
regulations of the City of San Diego effective for this site and incorporated into Planned
Development Permit No. 1153095 and Vesting Tentative Map No. 1153096. The project
proposes a total of three (3) deviations from the Land Development Code. These deviations
provide for a project that meets the purpose and intent of the University Community Plan. The
project site is located in Subarea 29 and 31 in the Land Use and Development Intensity Table of
the Development Intensity Element of the UCP. The goals of the Development Intensity Element
include creating an Urban Node with high density mixed-use development in the University
Town Center area, developing an equitable allocation of development intensity among properties
based on the concept of the “urban node”, and providing a workable circulation system.

A deviation is being requested for the maximum building height of the proposed building. The
minimum height proposed is 225 feet, where 45 feet is allowed. Maximum height limits for all
project scenarios shall comply with the building corners approved by Marine Corps Air Station
(MCAS) Miramar: the northeast corner shall not exceed 577 feet mean sea level (MSL); the
northwest corner shall not exceed 597 feet MSL, the southeast corner shall not exceed 582 feet
MSL and the southwest corner shall not exceed 602 feet MSL. The two towers currently located
on the La Jolla Commons campus are 13 stories tall, approximately 199 feet above grade, and the
proposed building will be consistent with the established height on the La Jolla Commons
campus. In order to incorporate an urban node development for the La Jolla Commons campus,
the building height deviation is being requested.

A deviation is being requested for the required front and street setbacks. The project proposes an
average front setback of 25 feet, where 10 feet maximum is required, and proposes a maximum
street setback of 12 feet, where 10 feet maximum is required. The main arterial adjacent to the
project is La Jolla Village Drive. The University Community Plan envisioned La Jolla Village
Drive as an attractive parkway recognized for its landscaping, art, fountains, and night
illumination. Allowing the building to set back beyond the 10 foot maximum front and street side
setback will provide the opportunity for a landscaped frontage, achieving the vision of La Jolla
Village Drive consistent with the University Community Plan.
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A deviation is being requested for the required building articulation. The project proposes a
single plane where 6 planes are required for a facade that extends greater than 100 feet. The
proposed project will provide visual interest with changes in glass types, materials, and facade
features, but will not be able to meet the required building articulation per the CV-1-2 Zone. The
planned features of visual interest for the proposed project will allow the opportunity to
compliment the two existing building facades on the La Jolla Commons campus. If the proposed
building was built precisely to the requirements of the CV-1-2 Zone, the building would appear
dissimilar and inconsistent with the other two existing buildings on the campus.

3. The site is physically suitable for the type and density of development
(San Diego Municipal Code § 125.0440(c) and Subdivision Map Act §§ 66474(c) and
66474(d)). The site was mass graded between 2002 and 2006 for high intensity use and
specifically for vertical high rise structures, consistent with the original entitlements for the
La Jolla Commons subdivision. The formational material, coupled with some deep fill, allow
vertical development and a number of foundation types that will work for the site. The acreage of
the site and proximity to I-805 and La Jolla Village Drive allows for well positioned vertical
development coupled with open space that is all within close proximity to transit and freeway
access. The technical studies reviewed for the proposed development concluded that the site is
physically suitable for the type and density of the proposed development.

4. The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are not likely to
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or
wildlife or their habitat (San Diego Municipal Code § 125.0440(d) and Subdivision Map
Act § 66474(e)). The development was previously analyzed under Planned Development Permit
No. 252591 and Vesting Tentative Map No. 340259 (Project No. 79804); approved by Planning
Commission in June 2006 and subsequently mass graded. The prior development contained
residential use which is proposed to be removed within this development as part of the
Community Plan Amendment. The project site is designated for high density residential, visitor
and office commercial, and scientific research uses in the University Community Plan (UCP).
The project site is located in Subarea 29 and 31 in the Land Use and Development Intensity
Table of the Development Intensity Element of the UCP. The goals of the Development Intensity
Element include creating an Urban Node with high density mixed-use development in the
University Town Center area, developing an equitable allocation of development intensity
among properties based on the concept of the “urban node”, and providing a workable
circulation system. The Urban Node has been achieved at the La Jolla Commons campus to date
with the pedestrian linkage and high intensity high-rise commercial office uses. The proposed
hotel and/or office uses are consistent with the Urban Node objectives of high intensity mixed
use development with the University Community. All other uses are the same for the current
development. There are no sensitive habitats, species or water courses located on the site.
Additionally, the proposed development includes the Addendum to Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), Project No. 324553, Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No.
200003197, which properly analyzed potential impacts associated with the proposed
development. No new mitigation will be required for the proposed development. In terms of
sustainability and concerns for the environment, the first office tower built achieved LEED-CS
Gold Certification and the second office tower, currently under construction, will be the largest
net zero energy office building in the United States. A LEED-CS Platinum level of certification -
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is being pursued for that project. The third tower, the subject of this development, will be
designed to achieve a similar caliber of sustainability.

5. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvement will not be
detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare (San Diego Municipal Code §
125.0440(e) and Subdivision Map Act § 66474(f)). The proposed development as currently
designed will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare. The proposed
development contains three options of constructing office, hotel, or a combination of office and
hotel in a single high-rise tower, approximately 11 to 15 stories tall. The proposed development
will construct necessary sewer and water facilities to serve the occupants. The proposed
development will enter into a Maintenance Agreement for the ongoing permanent Best
Management Practices (BMPs) maintenance. The proposed development will comply with all
requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board and Municipal Storm Water Permit,
Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associate with
Construction Activity. The proposed building will be reviewed by City staff for compliance with
all relevant and applicable building, electrical, mechanical, and fire codes to assure the structures
will meet or exceed the current City regulations. The proposed development has been reviewed
by City staff and is consistent with the City’s policies and requirements. Further, the project is
being processed with the Sustainable Expedite Program. The existing Tower I office building
achieved Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) CS Gold status and Tower II,
currently under construction, has been designed to be the largest net zero energy office building
in the United States. The LEED-CS target for Tower I is Platinum. The proposed development,
which would be the third (and final) tower on the La Jolla Commons campus, will be designed to
similar sustainable standards with an emphasis on studying new sustainable technologies and
considering the implementation of those technologies sustainable design. Additionally, the
permit controlling the development contains conditions addressing the project compliance with
the City's regulations and policies, and other regional, state, and federal regulations to prevent
detrimental impacts to the public health, safety, and welfare. Compliance with these regulations
and project conditions would result in a development that will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety, and welfare.

6. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict
with easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of property within
the proposed subdivision (San Diego Municipal Code § 125.0440(f) and Subdivision Map
Act § 66474(g)). The design of the development is such that it will not conflict with any
easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property within the
proposed development as demonstrated by the City Engineer. A number of easements exist
throughout the La Jolla Commons Campus, including a tunnel structure that bisects the site,
which houses effluent and reclaimed water infrastructure, which has been constructed to where
the access is convenient from an open air service yard. Utility easements exist within the La Jolla
Commons Campus; however, support structures have been built over sewer infrastructure to
provide adequate structural support to allow structures to be built over the infrastructure. Two
easements are being modified with the proposed Vesting Tentative Map. An easement for access
for maintenance of public sewer facilities has been modified due to this current campus building -
configuration. An easement for a 42” sewer easement has been modified to the correct, and final,
location on the map. All easements granted to the City over the property have been left in place
or have been relocated and improved in a manner that allows for public access that 1s better than
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access formerly provided by the unimproved easements, as reflected on the Vesting Tentative
Map.

7. The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities (San Diego Municipal Code
§ 125.0440(g) and Subdivision Map Act § 66473.1). The design and proposed improvements
for the subdivision are consistent with California Government Code Section 66473.1 and San
Diego Municipal Code Section 125.0440(g) regarding the design of the subdivision for future
passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities. The proposed subdivision and associated
project have the potential for passive cooling design, where an air economizing strategy is
implemented. The air economizing strategy would increase the volume of outside air at
seasonally appropriate times to reduce the burden on the building’s cooling system. This practice
reduces the energy demand on the building and potentially further enhances occupant comfort by
providing more fresh air to the building environment. The proposed building shape of a compact
square or L and the use of highly efficient glass and envelope materials will assist in the
insulation of the interior from solar heat gain as well as air infiltration. Passive heating
techniques being considered include the use of filtered ceiling plenum air mixing with primary
cooler discharge air to meet the comfort of the occupant’s space. The use of plenum air reduces
the demand on the building’s heating system during cooler months. Additional strategies such as
photo-voltaic embedded glass and vacuum glass are being studied and may be considering in the
final building design. The second office tower, currently under construction within the
subdivision, consists of an under floor air system throughout the building as well as high
efficiency glass. '

8. The decision maker has considered the effects of the proposed subdivision on
the housing needs of the region and that those needs are balanced against the needs for
public services and the available fiscal and environmental resources (San Diego Municipal
Code § 125.0440(h) and Subdivision Map Act § 66412.3). The proposed subdivision is an
existing urbanized area and the subdivision as a whole is less intense than what was approved in
previous entitlements. Therefore, the burden on public services and availability for fiscal and
environmental resources had been considered for a larger scale than what will ultimately be built.
That is due in large part on the height constraints in place relative to MCAS Miramar. With
respect to housing needs, the proposed subdivision includes the elimination of the currently
approved 86 residential units from the University Community Planning area. Residential growth
has been significant in the University Community Planning area and there are still a number of
units in the pipeline to be built including 309 units at La Jolla Crossroads (directly across the
street), 250 units at University Towne Center and 560 units at Monte Verde. The currently
proposed project within the subdivision consisting of office, hotel, or a combination of those two
uses will provide the residents in the Community with enhanced employment opportunities in an
existing sub regional employment center per the General Plan’s Economic Prosperity as well as
reduced traffic to travel to the project based on proximity to public transit. The hotel use would
serve the existing office sector in accommodating visiting business clientele in addition to
increasing employment opportunities in the service sector.

The decision maker has reviewed the administrative record including the project plans, technical

studies, environmental documentation and heard public testimony to determine the effects of the
proposed subdivision on the housing needs of the region and; that those needs are balanced.
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against the needs for public services and the available fiscal and environmental resources and
found that elimination of residential uses at this specific site will not impact the housing needs
anticipated for the University Community Planning area.

The above findings are supported by the minutes, maps, and exhibits, all of which are

herein incorporated by reference.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that based on the Findings hereinbefore adopted by the
City Council, Vesting Tentative Map No. 1153096, is hereby granted to HSPF La Jolla
Commons III Investors LLC, subject to the attached conditions which are made a part of this

resolution by this reference.

APPROVED: JAN 1. GOLDSMITH, City Attorney

o S

Corrine L. Neuffer
Deputy City Attorney

CLN:dkr
2/24/2014
Or.Dept:DSD
Doc. No. 708618

Attachment: Vesting Tentative Map Conditions
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: CITY COUNCIL
CONDITIONS FOR VESTING TENTATIVE MAP NO. 1153096
LA JOLLA COMMONS III - PROJECT NO. 324553 [MMRP]
AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE MAP NO. 340259

ADOPTED BY RESOLUTION NO.R-30875'7oN FER 9 4 2014

GENERAL

1. This Vesting Tentative Map will expire February 24, 2017.

2. Compliance with all of the following conditions shall be completed and/or
assured, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, prior to the recordation of the
Final Map, unless otherwise noted.

3. Prior to the recordation of the Final Map, taxes must be paid on this property
pursuant to Subdivision Map Act section 66492. To satisfy this condition, a tax
certificate stating that there are no unpaid lien conditions against the subdivision
must be recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder.

4, The Final Map shall conform to the provisions of Planned Development Permit
No. 1153095. -

5. The Subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold the City (including its agents,

officers, and employees [together, “Indemnified Parties”]) harmless from any
claim, action, or proceeding, against the City and/or any Indemnified Parties to
attack, set aside, void, or annul City’s approval of this project, which action is
brought within the time period provided for in Government Code section
66499.37. City shall promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or
proceeding and shall cooperate fully in the defense. If City fails to promptly
notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if City fails to cooperate
fully in the defense, Subdivider shall not thereafter be responsible to defend,
indemnify, or hold City and/or any Indemnified Parties harmless. City may
participate in the defense of any claim, action, or proceeding if City both bears its
own attorney’s fees and costs, City defends the action in good faith, and
Subdivider is not required to pay or perform any settlement unless such settlement
is approved by the Subdivider.

Project No. 324553
VTM No. 1153096
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6.

' AIRPORT

Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the Subdivider shall provide a valid
“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation” issued by the Federal Aviation
Administration [FAA].

ENGINEERING

7.

The Subdivider shall underground any new service run to any new or proposed
structures within the subdivision.

The Subdivider shall ensure that all existing onsite utilities serving the
subdivision shall be undergrounded with the appropriate permits. The Subdivider
shall provide written confirmation from applicable utilities that the conversion has
taken place, or provide other means to assure the undergrounding, satisfactory to
the City Engineer.

Conformance with the “General Conditions for Tentative Subdivision Maps,”
filed in the Office of the City Clerk under Document No. 767688 on May 7, 1980,
is required. Only those exceptions to the General Conditions which are shown on
the Vesting Tentative Map and covered in these special conditions will be
authorized. All public improvements and incidental facilities shall be designed in
accordance with criteria established in the Street Design Manual, filed with the
City Clerk as Document No. RR-297376.

MAPPING

10.

11.

12.

“Basis of Bearings” means the source of uniform orientation of all measured
bearings shown on the map. Unless otherwise approved, this source shall be the
California Coordinate System, Zone 6, North American Datum of 1983

[NAD 83].

“California Coordinate System” means the coordinate system as defined in
Section 8801 through 8819 of the California Public Resources Code. The
specified zone for San Diego County is “Zone 6,” and the official datum is the
“North American Datum of 1983.”

The Final Map shall:

a. Use the California Coordinate System for its “Basis of Bearing” and
express all measured and calculated bearing values in terms of said
system. The angle of grid divergence from a true median (theta or
mapping angle) and the north point of said map shall appear on each sheet

Project No. 324553
VTM No. 1153096 -
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thereof. Establishment of said Basis of Bearings may be by use of existing
Horizontal Control stations or astronomic observations.

b. Show two measured ties from the boundary of the map to existing
Horizontal Control stations having California Coordinate values of Third
Order accuracy or better. These tie lines to the existing control shall be
shown in relation to the California Coordinate System (i.e., grid bearings
and grid distances). All other distances shown on the map are to be shown
as ground distances. A combined factor for conversion of grid-to-ground
distances shall be shown on the map.

GEOLOGY

13.  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Subdivider shall submit a
geotechnical report prepared in accordance with the City of San Diego’s
“Guidelines for Geotechnical Reports,” satisfactory to the City Engineer.

INFORMATION:

. The approval of this Tentative Map by the City Council of the City of San
Diego does not authorize the subdivider to violate any Federal, State, or
City laws, ordinances, regulations, or policies including but not limited to,
the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and any amendments thereto
(16 USC § 1531 et seq.).

o If the Subdivider makes any request for new water and sewer facilities
(including services, fire hydrants, and laterals), the Subdivider shall design
and construct such facilities in accordance with established criteria in the
most current editions of the City of San Diego water and sewer design
guides and City regulations, standards and practices pertaining thereto.
Off-site improvements may be required to provide adequate and
acceptable levels of service and will be determined at final engineering.

. Subsequent applications related to this Vesting Tentative Map will be
subject to fees and charges based on the rate and calculation method in
effect at the time of payment.

. Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions
have been imposed as conditions of approval of the Vesting Tentative
Map, may protest the imposition within ninety days of the approval of this
Vesting Tentative Map by filing a written protest with the San Diego City
Clerk pursuant to Government Code sections 66020 and/or 66021.

Project No. 324553
VTM No. 1153096
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. Where in the course of development of private property, public facilities
are damaged or removed, the Subdivider shall at no cost to the City, obtain
the required permits for work in the public right-of-way, and repair or
replace the public facility to the satisfaction of the City Engineer (San
Diego Municipal Code § 142.0607).

Internal Order No. 24003787

Project No. 324553
VTM No. 1153096
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Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego on FEB 24 2014 . by the following vote:

Councilmembers Yeas Nays Not Present Recused
Sherri Lightner Qf H H O
Kevin Faulconer @/ O 0 U
Todd Gloria / [ N N
Myrtle Cole M L U [
Mark Kersey E U ] [
Lorie Zapf /] L U 0
Scott Sherman i] 0 O 0
David Alvarez Vi 0 N 0
Marti Emerald (ZT 0 U l

Date of final passage FEB 2 4 2014

(Please note: When a resolution is approved by the Council President as interim Mayor, the date of final
passage is the date the approved resolution was returned to the Office of the City Clerk.)

TODD GLORIA. COUNCIL PRESIDENT
AUTHENTICATED BY: as interim Mayvor of The City of San Diego, California.

ELIZAB ETHS. MALAND

(Seal)

. Deputy

Office of the City Clerk, San Diego, California

308757
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. 308754
RESOLUTION NUMBER R Monday 2 [ry)y

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE FEB 24 2014

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

SAN DIEGO CERTIFYING ADDENDUM TO ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT REPORT NO. 99-0762, AND ADDENDUM NO. 79804;

ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND

REPORTING PROGRAM FOR LA JOLLA COMMONS III

PROJECT NO. 324553.

WHEREAS, on August 27, 2013, HSPF La Jolla Commons III Investors LLC submitted

an application to Development Services Department for a Community Plan Amendment, Planned
Development Permit, amendment to Planned Development Permit No. 252591, and Vesting

Tentative Map, amendment to Vesting Tentative Map No. 340259, for the La Jolla Commons III

(Project); and

WHEREAS, on November 14, 2000, the City Council adopted Resolution No. R-294147,
certifying Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 99-0762, a copy of which is on file in the
Development Services Department in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
of 1970 (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), as amended, and the State
CEQA Guidelines thereto (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et
seq.); and |

WHEREAS, on June 15, 2006, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. PC-
4064 certifying Addendum No. 79804, a copy of which is on file in the Development Seﬁices
Department in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA)
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), as amended, and the State CEQA Guidelines

thereto (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et seq.); and
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WHEREAS, State CEQA Guidelines section 151 64.(a) alléwé alead agéncy to prepare an
Addendum to a final Environmental Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 and
Addendum No. 79804 if such Addendum meets the requirements of CEQA; and

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

BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Saﬁ Diego, that the as follows:

1. That the information contained in the final EIR No. 99-0762/SCH No.
2000031097 and Addendum No. 79804 along with the Addendum thereto, including any
comments received during the public review process, has been reviewed and considered by this
City Council prior to making a decision on the Project.

2. That there are no substantial changes proposed to the Project and no substantial
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is to be undertaken that would
require major revisions in the EIR No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 and Addendum No. 79804
for the Project.

3. That no-new information of substantial importance has become available showing
that the Project would have any significant effects not discussed previously in EIR No.
99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 and Addendum No. 79804 or that any significant effects
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the EIR No. 99-0762/SCH

No. 2000031097 and Addendum No. 79804,

-PAGE 2 OF 3-



(R-2014-423)

4. That no new informatioh of substantial .impoﬂance haé become avai]ablé shdwing
that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be fez;sible are in fact feasible
which would substantially reduce any significant effects, but that the Project proponents decline
to adopt, or tha t there are any considerably different mitigation measures or alternatives not
previously considered which would substantially reduce any significant effects, but that the
Project proponents decline to adépt. |

5. That pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, only minor technical
changes or additions are necessary, and therefore, the City‘Council adopts Addendum No.
324553, with respect to the Pfoject, a copy of which is on file in the office of the City Clerk.

6. That pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6, the City Council adopts the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, or alterations to implement the changes to the project as
required by this City Council in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment,
which is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

7. That City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of Determination with the Clerk of the

Board of Supervisors for the County of San Diego regarding the Project.

APPROVED: JAN I. GOLDSMITH, City Attorney

By &\
Corrine L. Neuffer
Deputy City Attorney

CLN:dkr

2/4/2014

Or.Dept: DSD

CC No. Doc. No. 716266

Attachment: Exhibit A, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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EXHIBIT A
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1153094
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 252591
VESTING TENTATIVE MAP NO. 1153095

LA JOLLA COMMONS III - PROJECT NO. 324553

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is designed to ensure compliance with Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6 during implementation of mitigation measures. This program
identifies at a minimum: the department responsible for the monitoring, what is to be monitored,
how the monitoring shall be accomplished, the monitoring and reporting schedule, and
completion requirements. A record of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be
maintained at the offices of the Entitlements Division, 1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor, San
Diego, CA, 92101. All mitigation measures contained in the Addendum to Environmental
Impact Report No. 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097, Project No. 324553, shall be made conditions
of Community Plan Amendment No. 1153094, Planned Development Permit No. 1153095,
Amendment to Planned Development Permit No. 252591, and Vesting Tentative Map No.
1153096, Amendment to Vesting Tentative Map No. 340259, as may be further described below.

The La Jolla Commons III project shall be required to comply with all mitigation measures
outlined within the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program of the previously certified
EIR 99-0762/SCH No. 2000031097 and the project specific subsequent technical studies
required. The following MMRP identifies measures which specifically apply to this project.

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS — PART I Plan Check Phase (prior to permit
issuance)

I. Prior to the issuance of a Notice To Proceed (NTP) for a subdivision, or
. any construction permits, such as Demolition, Grading or Building, or
beginning any construction-related activity on-site, the Development
Services Department (DSD) Director’s Environmental Designee (ED)
shall review and approve all Construction Documents (CD), (plans,
specification, details, etc.) to ensure the MMRP requirements are
incorporated into the design.

2. In addition, the ED shall verify that the MMRP Conditions/Notes that
apply ONLY to the construction phases of this project are included
VERBATIM, under the heading, “ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION
REQUIREMENTS.”
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These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the
construction documents in the format specified for engineering
construction document templates as shown on the City website:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/industry/standtemp.shtml

The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the
“Environmental/Mitigation Requirements” notes are provided.

SURETY AND COST RECOVERY - The Development Services
Director or City Manager may require appropriate surety instruments or
bonds from private Permit Holders to ensure the long-term performance or
implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is
authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses
for City personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects.

B. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS — PART II Post Plan Check (After permit
issuance/Prior to start of construction)

1.

PRE CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED TEN (10)
WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THIS
PROJECT. The PERMIT HOLDER/OWNER is responsible to arrange
and perform this meeting by contacting the CITY RESIDENT
ENGINEER (RE) of the Field Engineering Division and City staff from
MITIGATION MONITORING COORDINATION (MMC). Attendees
must also include the Permit holder’s Representative(s), Job Site
Superintendent, and the following consultants: Qualified paleontological
monitor

Note: Failure of all responsible Permit Holder’s representatives and
consultants to attend shall require an additional meeting with all
parties present.

CONTACT INFORMATION:

a) The PRIMARY POINT OF CONTACT is the RE at the Field
Engineering Division — 858-627-3200

b) For Clarification of ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS,
applicant t is also required to call RE and MMC at 858-627-3360

MMRP COMPLIANCE: This Project, Project Tracking System (PTS)
Number 317590 and/or Environmental Document Number 317590, shall

. conform to the mitigation requirements contained in the associated
“Environmental Document and implemented to the satisfaction of the
'DSD’s Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). The
~requiremeénts may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to
“explain when and how compliance is being met and location of verifying
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[ssue Area

proof, etc.). Additional clarifying information may also be added to other

relevant plan sheets and/or specifications as appropriate (i.e., specific
locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc.

Note: Permit Holder’s Representatives must alert RE and MMC if
there are any discrepancies in the plans or notes, or any changes due
to field conditions. All conflicts must be approved by RE and MMC
BEFORE the work is performed.

OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with
all other agency requirements or permits shall be submitted to the RE and
MMC for review and acceptance prior to the beginning of work or within
one week of the Permit Holder obtaining documentation of those permits
or requirements. Evidence shall include copies of permits, letters of
resolution, or other documentation issued by the responsible agency: Not
Applicable.

MONITORING EXHIBITS: All consultants are required to submit, to
RE and MMC, a monitoring exhibit on a 11x17 reduction of the
appropriate construction plan, such as site plan, grading, landscape, etc.,
marked to clearly show the specific areas including the LIMIT OF
WORK, scope of that discipline’s work, and notes indicating when in the
construction schedule that work will be performed. When necessary for
clarification, a detailed methodology of how the work will be performed
shall be included.

NOTE: Surety and Cost Recovery — When deemed necessary by the
Development Services Director or City Manager, additional surety
instruments or bonds from the private Permit Holder may be
required to ensure the long-term performance or implementation of
required mitigation measures or programs. The City is authorized to
recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and expenses for City
personnel and programs to monitor qualifying projects.

OTHER SUBMITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Permit
Holder/Owner’s representative shall submit all required documentation,
verification letters, and requests for all associated inspections to the RE
and MMC for approval per the following schedule:

DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST

Document Submittal Associated 'Inspection/Approvals/N otes
General Consultant Qualification Letters  Prior to Preconstruction Meeting
General CO:'I 1§ult2}nt Con;tr}lct}on' Prior to or at Preconstruction Meeting
: Monitoring Exhibits : <
Pale;éntology Pa}eontology Reports . Paleontology Site Observation -
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Waste
Management

Bond Release

C.

Waste Management Reports Waste Management Inspections

Final MMRP Inspections Prior to Bond

Request for Bond Release Letter Release Letter

SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS/REQUIREMENTS

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

I. Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Entitlements Plan Check

1.

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

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1.

The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (P1) for the project
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring program
as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.

Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

)

1I. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search

1.

2.

The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or,
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the
search was completed.

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

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.
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2.

3.

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a

Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based
on the results of a site-specific records search as well as information regarding
existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Occur

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

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of excavation
and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources, etc.,
which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present.

III.  During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1.

The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities such as in the case of a potential safety concern within
the area being monitored. In certain circumstances OSHA safety
requirements may necessitate modification of the PME.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
to MMC.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1.

In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate. o

The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovety. .
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3. ThePI shaﬂ immediétely notify MMC by phone of the discovery, aﬁd shall also

submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1.

The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.
a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PI.

. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery

Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

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

. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be

collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.

IV.  Night and/or Weekend Work
A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract

1.

2.

When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or
weekend work, The PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit
to MMC via fax by 8AM on the next business day.

Discoveries

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction.

Potentially Significant Discoveries

If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be followed.
The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next business day
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1.

The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. -
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V.  Post Construction
A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1.

B w

The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90
days following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

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

preparation of the Final Report.

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

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

MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring

Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

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

1.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate
institution. ' :
The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1.

The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has
been approved.

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC, which includes the
Acceptance Verification from the curation institution.

The above mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or
deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or
final maps to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program.
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Passed by the Council of The City of San Diego on . FEB 24 2014 . by the following vote: |

Councilmembers Yeas Nays Not Present Recused

Sherri Lightner

]
[

Kevin Faulconer
Todd Gloria
Myrtle Cole
Mark Kersey

[ I
B T O A

Lorie Zapf

Scott Sherman
David Alvarez
Marti Emerald

NESENENE SESESENRS]
Y Y O N

i

N O A

Date of final passage FEB 24 2014

(Please note: When a resolution is approved by the Council President as interim Mayor, the date of final
passage is the date the approved resolution was returned to the Office of the City Clerk.)

TODD GLORIA. COUNCIL PRESIDENT
AUTHENTICATED BY: as interim Mayor of The City of San Diego, California.

l ELIZABETH S. MALAND

{Seal)

. Deputy

Office of the City Cierk, San Diego, California

Resolution Number R- 308754




ATTACHMENT 10

HUITT-ZOLLARS, INC. - 2603 Main Street * Suite 400 * Irvine, CA 92614-4250 - 949.988.5815 phone * 949.988.5820 fax * huitt-zollars.com

R311142.01
02-17-2022
EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
REZONING

The Land referred to herein below is situated in the City of San Diego, County of San
Diego, State of California, and is described as follows:

Lots 1 through 5 of La Jolla Commons III, in the City of San Diego, County of San
Diego, State of California, according to Map thereof No. 16247, filed in the office of the
County Recorder for San Diego County on December 28, 2017 as File No. 2017-7000533
of Official Records.

Excepting therefrom that portion of said Lot 5 Northerly of the Southerly Right of Way
of Executive Drive.

Containing an area of 9.968 acres, more or less.

Subject to covenants, conditions, reservations, restrictions, rights-of-way and easements,
if any, of record.

As shown on Exhibit B attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof.

W 7%/\/_\/ RUSSELL H.
HANSON

RUSSELL H. HANSON, PLS 8873 0\ NO. 8873
4

Q:\R311142.01\02\02.10\La Jolla Lots 1-5 Legal.doc
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ATTACHMENT 11

From: Chris Nielsen

To: Galvez I11. Oscar

Cc: Clifton.Williams@Iw.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] La Jolla Commons Rezone PTS 698279
Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 1:28:59 PM
Attachments: imaqge001.png

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.**

Hello Oscar,
At its meeting on February 8, 2022, the University Planning Group
recommended approval for PTS 698279, La Jolla Commons Rezone, by a vote

of 13 Yes, 0 No, 1 Abstain, and O recusals, with the Chair not voting.

Please let me know if you require anything further by the UCPG for
this project.

Thank you,

(Pl

Chris Nielsen
UCPG Chair


mailto:cn@adsc-xray.com
mailto:GalvezO@sandiego.gov
mailto:Clifton.Williams@lw.com
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DocuSign Envelope ID: D5D260D1-5177-47E3-99C5-2D23FBC1COE2

Attachment 12

City of San Diego FORM

pevelopment services  QwWnership Disclosure

S D’) San Diego, CA D101 statement| D5-318
(619) 446-5000

October 2017

Approval Type: Check appropriate box for type of approval(s) requested: 1 Neighborhood Use Permit 1 Coastal Development Permit
1 Neighborhood Development Permit [ Site Development Permit U Planned Developm ermit O Conditional Use Permit [ Variance
0 Tentative Map [ Vesting Tentative Map O Map Waiver 1 Land Use Plan Amendment | X Other_lRezone

Project Title: _LaJolla Commons Rezone Project No. For City Use Only:

Project Address: 4707,4727, 4747, 4750 & 4757 Executive Drive, San Diego, CA 92121

Specify Form of Ownership/Legal Status (please check):

O Corporation @& Limited Liability -or- Q General - What State? DE Corporate Identification No. AAT LaJolla Commons 3, LLC - 3595417
AAT La Jolla Commons, LLC - 7428573

Q Partnership QO Individual

By signing the Ownership Disclosure Statement, the owner(s) acknowledge that an application for a permit, map or other matter will be filed
with the City of San Diego on the subject property with the intent to record an encumbrance against the property. Please list below the
owner(s), applicant(s), and other financially interested persons of the above referenced property. A financially interested party includes any
individual, firm, co-partnership, joint venture, association, social club, fraternal organization, corporation, estate, trust, receiver or syndicate
with a financial interest in the application. If the applicant includes a corporation or partnership, include the names, titles, addresses of all
individuals owning more than 10% of the shares. If a publicly-owned corporation, include the names, titles, and addresses of the corporate
officers. (A separate page may be attached if necessary.) If any person is a nonprofit organization or a trust, list the names and addresses of
ANY person serving as an officer or director of the nonprofit organization or as trustee or beneficiary of the nonprofit organization.
A signature is required of at least one of the property owners. Attach additional pages if needed. Note: The applicant is responsible for
notifying the Project Manager of any changes in ownership during the time the application is being processed or considered. Changes in
ownership are to be given to the Project Manager at least thirty days prior to any public hearing on the subject property. Failure to provide
accurate and current ownership information could result in a delay in the hearing process.

Property Owner

Name of Individual: _AAT La Jolla Commons, LLC and AAT La Jolla Commons 3, LLC Owner O Tenant/Lessee QO Successor Agency

Street Address: 3420 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 100

City: _San Diego State: CA Zip: 92121
Phone No.: (858)350-2600 Fax No.: (858)350-2620 Email: jgammieri@americanassets.com

Signature: ﬂ:\~ Date: November 1, 2021

Additional pages Attached: Q Yes ™ No

Applicant

Name of Individual: _AAT La Jolla Commons, LLC and AAT La Jolla Commons 3, LLC Owner QO Tenant/Lessee QO Successor Agency
Street Address: 3420 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 100

City: _San Diego State: CA Zip: 92121

Phone No.: (858)350-2600 Fax No.: (858)350-2620 Email: jgammieri@americanassets.com
Signaturegzﬁw Date: November 1, 2021

Additional pages Attached: Q Yes ® No

Other Financially Interested Persons

Name of Individual: Owner QTenant/Lessee 1 Successor Agency
Street Address:

City: State: Zip:

Phone No.: Fax No.: Email:

Signature: Date:

Additional pages Attached: Q Yes ® No

Printed on recK.cIe‘dfpaper.‘ Visit our web site at www.sandiego.gov/development-services.
Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities.

DS-318(10-17)
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