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DATE: November 9, 2007
TO: City Council
FROM: City Attorney

SUBJECT: City.of San Diego Council Docket, November 13, Item 333 Stebbins Residence

On November 13 the City Council will hear and consider Item 333: Stebbins Residence,
demolition of an existing one story duplex, and the construction of a three story-single family
residence. This item is an appeal of the Planning Commission decision of March 1, 2007 to
approve a Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit to allow demolition of an
existing duplex and the construction of a three story single family residence above a basement
garage, including a deviation of the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas, certify
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 51076, and adopt Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. ' o

This item was before the City Council and continued on May 22, 2007, Item 334, June 19, 2007,
Item 331, September 4, 2007, Item 335, September 25, 2007, Item 335, and October 30, 2007,
Item 337. . '

At the City Council hearing of October 30, Councilmember Faulconer requested the matter be
continued and asked the City Attorney to facilitate meetings between the applicant, Mr. Stebbins,
the appellants, Randy Berkinan and Landry Watson, Development Services Department,’ ,
Community Planning and Economic Development, and Councilmember Faulconer’s office. The
City Council members were given an opportunity to express any concerns regarding the
proposed ex parte meetings. No concerns were expressed. Assistant City Attorney Karen
-Heumann offered to monitor the meetings and to report back to the City Council to ensure that
each Council Member would have the full benefit of any information obtained at the meetings.
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By way of this memorandum and oral testimony to be provided at the Novembcr 13 hearing, the
following information is provided.

o
. Meetings ‘

‘There were three meetings involving the ﬁpplicant and appellants. The following individuals met
on October 11 and November 2, 2007:

Councilmember Kevin Faulconer _

James Lawson, Councilmember Faulconer representative
Karen Heumann, City Attorney’s Office

" Shirley Edwards on October 11, Andrea Dixon on November 2 for the Cxty Attorncy s Ofﬁce
Bob Manis, Development Services Department

Laila Iskandar, Planning Department

David Stebbins, Project Applicant

Louis Wolfsheimer, Legal Counsel to- Applicant

Evelyn Heidelberg, Legal Counsel to Applicant

Randy Berkman, Appellant

Landry Watson, Appellant

Additionally, there was a meeting on October 25. Councilmember Faulconer’s office did not
have a representative attend that meeting. Karen Heumann was absent from the meeting due to
.the wildfires.

The appellants and applicant were each afforded ample opportunity to offer information, discuss
concerns, suggest solutions, rebut statements by the other, and work toward resolution of the
appellant’s objections to the project. No compromise resolution was reached. Because each

- party has a perspective that is relevant to the City Council’s consideration of this application,
each should be provided time at the hearing to offer a summary of the meetings from their
viewpoint in addition to providing a presentation of their respective positions on the proposed
‘Council actions. Attached to this memorandum are materials that were distributed by the
appellants at the October 11 and November 2 meetings.

MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

%ZHW =T

Assistant City Attorney
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OFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:  LATLA ISKANDAR

FROM: LAURBNDA-GWENS.

SUBJECT: 5166 WEST POINT LOMA BLVD., OCEAN BEACH
DATE: 8/11/2006

/Commission staff has received an off-line reviewer form for the demolition of an existing
( 1,250 =g ft. residence (constructed in 1955} and the construction of a new three-level,
2,211 sq.ft. single family residence on a 2,500 sq.ft. lot on the north side of West Point
Loma Boulevard fronting on Ocean Beach Park and Dog Beach in Ocean Beach.

Identified issues are provision of adequate parking,.potential public view blockage,
compatiblhty with the community character of the area and water quahty In particular, a
view analysis should be performed as the site is adj: acent t0. the public park and beach. -

- Given the orientation of the residence to the ocean, ‘the proposed development should be
consistent with the policies of the LDC which require open fencing in the side yards, low
level vegetation to preserve public views to the-ocean, etc. Any notential impacts to
public access should also be addressed, including impacts related to construction (i.e., no
work should be permitted during the summer months).

These comments are based on the information provided at this time. Additional
comments may be necessary as the project develops.

This concludes our comments. Thank you.



& “\\:\ f\'\ ! e
~, -_“ | //
AN <\
vy e
'\: /E‘R.:"-----,f- T e
) /{ TN B
/ {1 RNV
P \/ Y %,
- L\ / ) . \‘%
]‘ N, %y
J \ e K »
y”“ Y H__,.—-"""_"ff—"
LA
YL ki
e w prmERE ”':_”_f:—./':"‘-:‘

-

v -

e y s
N Robb Eield s /7

\. N (Mission Bay Master Plan)'f,’//%. {
3 Al T
Als Foad %o

f;'?’ {\
“ N -, -Dusty Rhodes Park 3, \
Ny T i fa{Mission Bay Master Rlan)
k}t\/i{\ﬁ%‘v'{fﬂ. Toa gt ll""’“’/‘{! y
N

s "."'m..\\;" NG g

THE-CITY OF SAN DIEGO .
:Ocean Beach Community Plan
DRAFT ., C
" "Land Use.Flement . .
N Figure OB-?
|| —— | Views . H
\T ~ View Type i
i V \,>< MMMA Obstructed View
N7/ Vas |
‘é."”‘""ad.q.w..g.m : SO0 \/icw
et DY
Sorar of T ooag . o comars - Viewcone - wmﬁzg 2
o e pulicslaa enveicpo a3 defned EFFEA EXPREN U il MCLLOMG SUT &OT LD 100
by 1 i Bmeks of aech aomnar procenty "““‘""“"'&“.'«-.“‘:"&':'L‘:"""
Dosssl 0 T OGN Or Aomelng. / Il

{ T AN N N NN £ K =




--age 1

| Lalla Iskangar - IE: S1epDINs mig.,

From: Tony Kempton

To: . Iskandar, Laila

Date: 11/2/2007 10:55:54 AM
Subject: RE: Stebbins mtg.

View Analysis

A view analysis was conducted for the Stebbins proposal in conjunction with the update'of the Ocean
Beach Precise Plan and the identification of public coastal view corridors in the community for the first
time. '

Coastal views are identified in conjunction with public rights-of-way. Coastal views in north OB, from
‘Castelar to Long Branch are either nonexistent or obstructed. Views across private property, and across
W. Pt. Loma Blvd. from the south side of the street between Abbot and Spray, are not identified in the
draft plan and, being views over private property, would not be protected anyway. This is approximately
where the Stebbins residence is located. There is a view here along the public right-of-way on W. Pt.
Loma that is identified in the draft plan but it is an obstructed view {see map and photo). The obstruction
is essentially the public right-of-way itself, which slopes enough to obstruct water views.

.The design of the Stebbins proposal, with step backed second and third stories, also would protect any
views associated with the public right-of-way, if W. Pl. Loma were a straight east/west street, wheih it isn't.
The stepped back upper stories preserve as much view as possible and stilll altow construction to the 30"
height limt in the coastal overlay zone. A deed restriction limits any construction within the side setbacks
to a height of 3', further protecting views to the north and northwest.



COMMUNICATION PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA EVIDENCE CODE § 1252 ET SEQ.

STEBBINS RESIDENCE

ALTERNATIVE: Same house but no underground garage. Two-car carport in front yard.
This is entirely consistent with Mr. Landry’s email to Mr. Lawson dated 10/25/07, and with Mr.
Berkman'’s statement at the 10/25/07 meetmg that a project that did not involve excavation into
the flood area was acceptable.

REQUIRED DEVIATIONS: In addition to an SDP providing for a deviation from the
requirement that the first floor be two feet above BFE, issuance of a Planned Development
Permit providing for (1) deviation from the front setback requirement (SDMC § 131.0443(e)(1)
to allow the carport parking; and (2) deviation from the requirement that at least 25 percent of
floor area be devoted to parking (SDMC § 131.0446(¢)).

CONDITIONS Necessary due to risk taken by Mr. Stebbins that findings necessary to
support the alternative with its many dev:atlons may not be adopted by City or may be
successfully challenged.

. For City:

= Council puts the éppeal of the existing SDP and CDP in abeyance until
such time as the modified application is acted upon by the City.

e There is no regulation in the SDMC that precludes this option.

# The appeal shall be recalendared for hearing by City Council in the
event that the alternative design were not to be approved by the
Planning Commission, were to be successfully appealed to City
Council, were to be successfully appealed to the Coastal
Commission, or were to be successfully challenged in a court of
law.

e Mr. Stebbins will cancel the SDP and CDP [SDMC § 126.0110],
thus mooting the appeal, in the event that the alternative design is
approved by the Planning Commission and not successfully
challenged administratively or judicially, as provided in the
following section setting forth appellants’ conditions.

» The City Attorney provides Council Member Fauiconer with a
memorandum contatning the following opinions of law:

o That the prov’i§i0n iﬁ?;SDMC § 143.0402, footnote 2 to table 143-
04A, stating that a PDP “may not be requested for a single

[ 14708.000002/760140.01



dwelling unit onan individual, single dwelling unit lot” does not
preclude a PDP being issued for the Stebbins property (which is
zoned to permit a duplex (RM-2-4)).

¢ That the prohibition on PDP deviations from the “floor area ratio
for the entire premises . . . in SDMC § 143.0410(a)(3)(B) does not
apply to prohibit a deviation from the requirement that “a
minimum of one-fourth of the permitted floor area ratio shall be
reserved for required parking” in the RM-2-4 zone [SDMC §
131.0446(¢)].

s That the requirement that “[plarking areas and access drives should
be located to avoid conflicts with internal pedestrian circulation,
street systems, and adjacent properties” in SDMC section
143.0410(d)(2) dbe‘_s_';'rnot preclude a deviation allowing parking in
the area that, absent'a deviation, would be the front setback.

e That the requirement that “fences and walls on individual lots
should be located within the developed portion of the premises and
should not be located in a manner that will encroach into or
enclose or isolate portions of the premises designated to be
preserved as open space” [SDMC § 143.0410(f)] does not preclude

a deviation to permit the proposed carport at the proposed location.

DSD bills to overhead its costs of processing the alternative design
through the Planning Commission and any appeal to City Council. Mr.
Stebbins has already paid approximately $50,000 to DSD to cover fees of
processing his application through the Planning Commission and through
the appeal thus far.

DSD commits to expedite processing of the alternative design and
presentation of it to the Planning Commission.

° For each appellant to agree to in a signed settlement agreement:

114708.000002/760140.01

A covenant that each will pérsonally not oppose in any manner the
alternative design or any discretionary approval or deviation necessary to
entitle the alternative design. This covenant will preclude each from filing
or stating any opposition to any environmental document or determination,
or to any aspect of the alternative design, either in writing or orally to the
Planning Commission, City Council, or Coastal Commission, and from
filing an action to overturn issuance of the City’s entitlements in a court of
law.

A covenant that each will personally, in writing and/or in oral testimony to
the Planning Commission, indicate his support for the alternative design
and all discretionary approvals, deviations and environmentat

-2-



114708.000002/760140.01

determinations proposed to entitle the alternative design. If a third party
were to file an appeal to City Council of any discretionary approval or the
environmental determiiiation, each appellant would indicate his opposition
to the appeal and his support for the alternative design and all
discretionary approvals, deviations and environmental determinations.

A covenant that each will not state any public opposition to the alternative
design.

A covenant that each will not assist or provide, directly or indirectly, by
themselves or through agents, attorneys, or other third parties (a)
cooperation, (b) information which is not a public record, (¢) financial
support, or (d) any other support for efforts by others administratively or
judicially to oppose, appeal, challenge, contest, litigate or sue any aspect
of the alternative design or any discretionary approval, deviation or
environmental document or determination necessary to entitle and
construct the alternative design.
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Office of
The City Attorney
City of San Diego

MEMORANDUM
MS 59

(619) 236-6220

DATE: November 9, 2007

TO: City Council
FROM: City Attorney

SUBJECT: -Cityof San Diego Council Docket, November 13, lem 333 Stebbins Residence

On November 13 the City Council will hear and consider Item 333: Stebbins Residence,
demolition of an existing one story duplex, and the construction of a three story-single family
residence. This item is an appeal of the Planning Commission decision of March 1, 2007 to
_approve a Coastal Development Permit and Site Development Permit to allow demolition of an -
existing duplex and the construction of a three story single family residence above a basement
garage, including a deviation of the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas, certify
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 51076, and adopt Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. -

This item was before the City Council and continued on May 22, 2007, Item 334, June 19, 2007,
Item 331, September 4, 2007, Item 335, September 25, 2007, Item 35, and October 30, 2007,
Item 337.

At the City Council hearing of October 30, Councilmember Faulconer requested the matter be
continued and asked the City Attorney to facilitate meetings between the applicant, Mr. Stebbins,
the appellants, Randy Berkman and Landry Watson, Development Services Department,
Community Planning and Economic Development, and Counciimember Faulconer’s office. The
‘City Council members were given an opportunity to express any concerns regarding the
proposed ex parte meetings. No concerns were expressed. Assistant City Attorney Karen -
Heumann offered to monitor the meetings and to report back to the City Council to ensure that'
each Council Member would have the full benefit of any information obtained at the meetings.
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By way of this memorandum and oral testimony to be provided at the November 13 hearing, the
following information is provided.

s

Meetings

There were three meetings involving the applicant and appellants. The following individuals met
on October 11 and November 2, 2007:

Councilmember Kevin Faulconer

James Lawson, Councilmember Faulconer representative
Karen Heumann, City Attorney’s Office

Shirley Edwards on October 11, Andrea Dixon on November 2, for the City Attorney s Office
Bob Manis, Development Servwes Department

Laila Iskandar, Planning Department

David Stebbins, Project Applicant

Louis Wolfsheimer, Legal Counsel to-Applicant

Evelyn Heidelberg, Legal Counsel to Applicant

Randy Berkman, Appellant

. Landry Waison, Appeilant

Additionally, there was a meeting on October 25. Councilmember Faulconer’s office did not

have a representative attend that meeting. Karen Heumann was absent from the meeting due to
the wildfires.

The appellants and applicant were each afforded ample opportunity to offer information, discuss
concerns, suggest solutions, rebut statements by the other, and work toward resolution of the
.appellant’s objections to the project. No compromise resolution was reached. Because each
party has a perspective that is relevant to the City Council’s consideration of this application,
each should be provided time at the hearing to offer a summary of the meetings from their
viewpoint in addition to providing a presentation of their respective positions on the proposed
Council actions. Attached to this memorandum are materials that were distributed by the
appellants at the October 11 and November 2 meetings.

MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

bty

en Heumann
Assistant City Attorney
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COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP /STAFF’S /PLANNING COMMISSION

Project Manager must complete the foliowing information for the Council docket:

CASE NO. 51076

STAFF’S
DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Stebbins Residence, project No

51076; Certify Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and adopt Mitgation, Monitoring, and Reporting Progr
(MMRP); approve Coastal Development P ermit (CDP), and Site Development Permt (SDP) to allow the de‘nolmon of
the existing duplex, and the conswuction'of a new three-story single farm]y residence above a basement garage, and to

aliow for a deviation from the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas.

PLM\‘NTN G COMMISSION (List names of Commissioners voting vea 6r nay)
and Griswold -

None
ABSTAII\ING (\facant)

TO: Approve Coestal Development Permit, Site Development Permit, Certify Mitigated Negative Declaration, and
adopt associatad MMRP.

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP
LIST NAME OF GROUP:
‘ Nb officially rscégnized'conunumty planning group for this area. -
Communiry Planning Group has been notified of this project and hes not submitted a recommendation.

Community Planning Group has besn notified of this project and has not taken a position.

AN

Community Planning Group has recéammended apprbval of thus préject.

Commﬁniry Planning Group has reconnnended,dsnial of this project.

This is 2 matter of City-wide effect. The fqllowing community group has taken & position on the item:
In favor:”

A
Opposed: 4 By Laila Iskandar
Project Manager
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DATE: June 13, 2007

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers - =
FROM: City Attorney
SUBJECT:

Issuance of a Site Development Permit for the Stebbins Residence, Project
No. 51076

INTRODUCTION

On March 1, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit {CDP]
and Site Development Permit [SDP], certified the Mitigated Negative Declaration [MND] and
adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program [MMRP] for the Stebbins Residence—
a project involving the demolition of an existing single-story duplex and the construction of a
1,749 square-foot three-story single-family residence on a 2,500 square-foot lot. A Site
Development Permit is needed because the project includes a request to deviate from the
applicable Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations to allow a portion of the new
structure to be located below the base flood elevation for below grade parking (subterranean two-
car garage with storage area). The property is located within a 100 year floodplain and is within
a Special Flood Hazard Area [SFHA]. See San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC]

sections 143.0110 Table 143-01A, 126.0504(a)(b)(c) & (d) and 143.0150(a) & (b); Staff Report
to Planning Commission, Report No. PC-07-010 (January 30, 2007).

On or about March 14, 2007, the determination of the Planning Commission was appealed to
City Council. A hearing is currently scheduled for June 19, 2007, at which time the City Council
will be asked to decide whether to grant or deny the appeal. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal
Code section 112.0508(c), grounds for appeal of this Process Four Decision may include:

1. Factual Error. The statements or evidence relied upon by the
decision maker when approving, conditionally approving, or .
denying a permit, map, or other matter were inaccurate;

[

New Information. New information is available to the applicant or
the interested person that was not available through that person’s
‘reasonable efforts or due diligence at the time of the decision;

S0

e

In Relation to the Appeal of the Planning Commission's Decision to Approve the -
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Honorable Mayor

and City Councilmembers
June 13, 2007
Page 2

000454

3. Findings Not Supported. The decision maker’s stated findings to
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the permit, map, or other
matter are not supported by the informatior provided to the
decision maker; ' :

4, Conflicts. The decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny
the permit, map, or other matter is in conflict with a land vse plan,
a City Council policy, or the Municipal Code; or

5. Citywide Significance. The matter being appealed is of citywide
significance.

On appeal of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the City Council, per Section 112.0520(d),
shall, by majority vote:

1. Deny the appeal, uphold the environmental determination and
adopt the CEQA findings of the previous dec1swn-makcr where
appropriate; or

2

Grant the appeal and make a superceding environmental
determination or CEQA findings; or

3. Grant the appeal, set aside the environmental determination, and
remand the matter to the previous decision-maker, in accordance
with section 112.0520(1), to reconsider the environmental
determination that incorporates any direction or instruction the
City Council deems appropriate.

One of the issues on appeal 1s whether the Federal Emergency Management Administration
[FEMA] Regulations, Section 60.6(a) of Title 44 of the Code of Regulations [44 CFR

Section 60.6(a)] (and as expressly referenced in Council Policy 600-14), apply to this project;
.and if so, whether these standards have been complied with. See Report To City Council,
May 16, 2007, Report No. 07-091. In determining whether to approve the Site Development
Permit for this project, the Planning Commission did not make the findings of 44 CFR
Section 60.6(a), which are identified in Council Policy 600.14."

! Although normally the Development Services Department [DSD] makes a written recommendation to City
Council on appeal, DSD is not required to do so in every case. Section 112.0401(b) only requires a written
recommendation where feasible. Given the nature of this appeal and the determinations to be made based upon the
applicability of federal standards to these particular facis (e.g. exceptional hardshlp), it may not be feasible for DSD
to make & written recommendation at this t1mt:
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QUESTION PRESENTED

Do the ﬁndmrrs of 44 CFR Section 69.6(a) (as incorporated into Council Policy 600-14) need to
be made in order to approve an SDP for this project?

SHORT ANSWER

Yes. The findings of 44 CFR Section 69.6(a) (as incorporated into Council Policy 600-14) need
to be made in order to approve an SDP for this project.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

Under FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program [NFIP], the City of San Diego qualifies for
the sale of federally-subsidized flood insurance if the City adopts and enforces its floodplain
management requirements that meet or exceed the minimum NFIP standards and requirements.
See 44 CFR Section 59.2(b) and Part 60. The City’s floodplain management requirements must
at 2 minimun, be designed to reduce or avoid future fiood, mudslide (i.e., mudfiow) or flood-
related erosion damages and must include effective enforcement provisions. See FEMA s
Floodplain Management Requirements A Siudy Guide and Desk Reference jor Locai Officials,
Page 5-4.

t]

FEMA Regulations [44 CFR Section 60.6(a)] expressly identify the procedures for communities
to follow when granting a variance, or in this case a deviation:

1. Variances shall not be issued by a community within any
designated regulatory floodway if any increase in flood levels
during the base flood discharge would result;

2. Variances may be issued by a community for new construction and
substantial improvements to be erected on a lot of one-half acre or
less in size contiguous to and surrounded by lots with existing
structures constructed below the base flood level, in conformance
with the procedures of paragraphs (a)(3), (4), (5) and (6) of this
section;

-

3. Variances shall only be issued by a community upon

1. a showing of good and sufficient cause,

il a determination that failure to grant the variance
would result in exceptional hardship to the
applicant, and

i, a determination that the granting of a variance wil]
not result in increased flood heights, additional
threats to public safety, extraordinary public
expense, create nuisances, canse frand on or
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victimization of the public, or conflict with existing
local laws or ordinances;

4, Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the
variance is the minimum necessary, considering the flood hazard,
to afford relief;

A community shall notify the applicant in writing over the
signature of a community official that

h

L. the issuance of a variance to construct a structure
below the base flood level will result in increased
premium rates for flood insurance up to amounts as
high as $25 for $100 of insurance coverage and

ii. such construction below the base flood level
increases risks to life and property. Such
notification shall be maintained with a recorgd of all
variance actions as required in paragraph (2){6) of
thig nnr-ho-r’ and

6. A community shall (i) maintain a record of all variance actions,
including justification for their issuance, and (ii) report such
variances issued in its annual or biennial report submitted to the
Administrator.

FEMA interprets these requirements to mean that, “{a] review board hearing a variance request
must not only follow procedures given in the NFIP criteria, it must consider the NFIP criteria in
making its decision.” See FEMA’s Floodplain Management Requirements A Study Guide and
Desk Reference for Local Officials, Page 7-45. In interpreting its own standards, FEMA has
provided guidance to assist communities in determining whether the applicant for a project has
demonstrated good and sufficient cause and hardship to justify a deviation:

Good and sufficient cause. The applicant must show good and
sufficient cause for a variance. Remember, the variance must pertain
to the land, not its owners or residents. Here are some common
complaints about floodplain rules that are NOT good and sufficient
cause for a variance:

» The value of the property will drop somewhat.

It will be inconvenient for the property owner.

o The owner doesn’t have enough money to comply.

o The property will look different from others in the neighborhood.

e The owner started building without a permit and now it will cost a
lot to bring the building into compliance.
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Hardship. The concept of unnecessary hardship is the cornerstone of
all variance standards, Strict adherence to this concept across the
country has limited the granting of variances.

The applicant has the burden of providing unnecessary hardship.
Reasons for granting the variance must be substantial; the proof must
be compelling. The claimed hardship must be exceptional, unusual
and peculiar to the property involved. Financial hardship, '
inconvenience, aesthefic considerations, physical handicaps, personal
preferences or the disapproval of one’s neighbors do not qualify as
exceptional hardships.

The local board must weigh the appiicant’s piea of hardship against
the purpose of the ordinance. Given a reguest for a variance from
floodplain elevation requirements, the board must decide whether the
hardship the applicant claims outweighs the long-term risk to the
owners and occupants of the building would face, as well as the
commumty s need for stnctly enforced re!rulatlons that protect its
Qlul;c«llb HUIL[ LIUUU Ud..l.l‘-’Gl a.uu ua.uia.gc

When considering variances to flood protection ordinances, local

boards continually face the difficult task of frequently having to deny
requests from applicants whose personal circumstances evoke .
compassion, but whose hardships are simply not sufficient to justify
deviation from community-wide flood damage prevention
requirements.

See FEMA’s F loodplam Management Requzrements A Study Guide and Desk Reference for
Local Officials, Pages 7-45 and 7-46. 2

Historically, the City of San Diego’s approved floodplain management requirements were a
combination of the City Municipal Code provisions, found at Sections 62.0423, 91.8901 and
101.0462, and Council Policy 600-14. Both Section 62.0423 and 91.8901 incorporated by
reference Council Policy 600-14. After the Land Development Code [LDC] was streamlined and
amended in January 2000, reference to Council Policy 600-14 was removed from the Municipal
Code. Council Policy 600-14, both before and after the January 2000 LDC amendments,

? The requirement for demonstrating good cause and exceptional hardship before granting a deviation dates to 1976,

- The federal regulatory history of 44 CFR Part 60 is found in the Federal Register at 40 Fed. Reg. 13419, 13420
(March 26, 1975) and 41 Fed. Reg. 46961, 46962, 46966 and 46979 (October 26, 1976). “The proposed regulations
did not intend to set absolute criteria for granting of a variance, since it is the community which, afier appropriate
review, approves or disapproves a request. Rather, the regulations support FIA *s authority to review the grounds on
which variances were granted and to take action (including action to suspend) where a pattern of variance issuances
indicates an absence of unusual hardship or just and sufficient cause. For example, in the instance of a community
issuing a variance for a structure to be erected on 2 lot exceeding one-half acre, the final rule reflects FIA s position
that the degree of technical justification required increases greatly and that extreme and undue hardship must be
shown.” 41 Fed. Reg. at 46966,
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identified the criteria for granting a variance consistent with FEMA Regulations 44 CFR.
Section 60.6(a). Although Council Policy 600-14 is no longer incorporated by reference into the
LDC, this Policy still remains in effect and, thus, City Council is subject to its terms. The last

" time Council Policy 600-14 was amended was in December 2000. In addition, Section
143.0145(d) of the LDC makes clear that “...all other applicable requirements and regulations of
FEMA apply to all development proposing to encroach into a Special Fiood Hazard Area,
including both the floodway and flood fringe areas...” Therefore, the LDC on its fact
incorporates by reference the requirements of 44 CFR Section 60.6(a).

Because a Special Flood Hazard Area is considered an environmentally sensitive lands [ESL]
area, a Site Development Permit is necessary per SDMC section 126.0504(a) and (b). The
normal findings for a Site Development Permit for projects on ESLs are:

1. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicabie
land use plan;

2. The proposed dcvelopfncnt will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety, and welfare;

The proposed development will comply with the applicable
regulations of the Land Development Code;

(¥ S

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

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

6. The Iﬁroposed development will be sited and designed to prevent
adverse impacts on any adjacent environmentally sensitive lands;

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

8. The proposed development wil! not contribute to the erosion of
public beaches or adversely impact local shoreline sand supply;
and

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



Honorable Mayor
and City Councilmembers
June 13, 2007
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In addition to the above findings for a Site Development Permit, any deviation from the
Environmentally Sensitive Land Regulations where the project is within a Special Flood Hazard
Area also requires the following supplemental findings be made, pursuant to SDMC

section 143.0150(a) & (b), 126.0504(c) & (d):

1. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the
potential adverse effects on environmentally sensitive lands;

!\J

The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief
from special circumstances or conditions of the land, not of the
applicant’s making;

3. The City Engineer has determined that the proposed deveiopment,
within any designated floodway will not result in an increase in
flood levels during the base flood discharge; and,

.

. The City Engineer has determined that the deviation would not
result in additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public

. .
expenee, or cregate a munNIe NSANCE
expenge, Or Lreale 8 punite nnsanee.

Therefore, in order to grant the deviation for this project under the Land Development Code, all
13 findings, as identified above, must be made, as supported by substantial evidence in the
record. One of the express requirements is that “the proposed development will comply with the
applicable regulations of the Land Development Code.” In as much as the LDC incorporates by
reference the FEMA standards, it is clear that FEMA standards will also apply to this project.
This would include the provisions of 44 CFR Section 60.6{a). Council Policy 600-14 further
demonstrates the need to ensure Section 60.6(a} is complied with before a deviation is granted
since it expressly identifies this FEMA regulatory criteria.

CONCLUSION

Among the many issues the City Council must consider in determining whether to grant or deny
‘the appeal, the City Council must also decide whether substantial evidence in the record supports
the findings for granting a Site Development Permit, which includes the findings of 44 CFR
Section 60.6(a) of the FEMA Regulations (as incorporated by reference into the Land
Development Code and as expressly referenced in Council Policy 600-14).

MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

By m
Shirley R.{Edwards

Chief Deputy City Attorney
SRE:pev
MS-2007-7
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THE CiTY oF SaNn DiEco

ReporT To THE City Councit

DATE ISSUED:  May 16, 2007 REPORT NO.. g7-ge1

ATTENTION: Council President and City Council
Docket of May 22, 2007
SUBJECT: Stebbins Residence - Project No. 5107¢, Council Dismict 2,
Process Four Appeal

REFERENCE: Report to the Planning Commiission No, PC-07-010 (Attackment 26)

REQUESTED ACTION: Should the City Council approve or dsny an appeal of the
Planning Comumission’s decision to approve a Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and
Site Development Permit (SDP) to allow the demolition of an existing duplex, and the
constuction of a new three-story single family residence above a basement garage, with a
deviation from the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas”? B

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the Planning Commission’s ‘decision 1o
APPROVE Cocastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site
Development Permit No. 389939,

CERTIFY Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 51075, and ADOPT the

)
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program.
SUMMARY:

Plannine Commission Decision:

On March 1, 2007, the City of San Diego Planning Commission certified the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and approved the proposed project (Attachment 8). The unanimous
decision to approve the project was preceded by a February §, 2007 hearing, wherein the |
Planning Commission directed the applicant to demonstrate and further clarify the flood- -
proofing techniques empioyzd in the project design.

Appeal Issues:
-~ On March 14, 2007, an appeal of the Planning Commissicn’s decision was filad asserting

factual error, conflict with other matters, findings not supported, new information, and city-
wide significance (Attachment 13). These issues are discussed further in this report. '
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The project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard within the Ocean Beach Precise
Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (Attachment 1). The Precise Plan
designates the 0.057-azre site and surrounding neighborhood for mulu-family land use ata
 meximum density of 25 dwelling units per acre (Attachment 2). The site is zoned RM 2-4
and subject to the epplicable regulation of the Land Development Code (Attachment 4£),

The single-story, 1,250 square-foot duplex was constructed in 1953, The project site is
surrounded by established multi-family residential developments to the west, east. south
and Ocean Beach Dog Park to the northwest. The San Diego River 15 located
approximately 650 feet to the north of the ‘DI‘ODOSCd development and the Pacific Ocean to
the west (Attachmment 3).

Proiect Descrintion!

The project is 12 qu‘-stmcr & Coastal Develepment Permit (CDP) and a Site Development
Permit (SDP} in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code to

emolish an existng single-story dupiex and construct a three-story single-family residence
on a 2,500 square-foot lot. The project includes a request 10 deviate from the applicabie
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations to zllow z portion of the new structure

em o immeres ainn flne o L 2larasian in oo or r a ha
o 02 IGCEISC t..u..a“v"’ LS 0282 11000 Sisvanlh 1IN orey f"" bl ’“’""" "‘ "“‘H "'"'aﬂb p:-*‘"ﬁg on -ﬂns

property. The Coastal Development Permit 1s required for the demolition and new
construction on the property and the Site Development Permit is required to allow ior the
deviation to the ESL regulations’.

The propesed 1,749 square-foot single family residence would include an office, master
bedroom, two bathrooms and 2 patio on the first level; a kitchen, dining room, living room,
bathroom and two decks on the second level; and a loft and 2 deck on the third-floor level.
The project would also include 2 subterranean two-car garage with a storage area. The
design of the swucture is a contemporary style utilizing clean swaight lines, multiple
building planes and facade aruculations, large balconies and metal and glass aceents
(Atrachment 3). The proposed design would comply with all of the zpplicable
development regulations of the RM-2-4 Zone including the 30-foot height limit.

Whereas the new structure may represent a notabdle change from that of the existing
sucture and, would be dissimilar to the row of old duplexes, the design of the residence
wouid be consistent with new single-family homes throughout the Ocsar Beach
community and compatible with adjacent two and three-story strucrures in the

neighborhood. Likewise, the proposad residential stucture would be consistent with the
Ocean Beach Precise Plan that envisioned new and revitalized development, and the
project would conform tfo the Land Development Code regulations with the approval of the
appropriate development permi

Page 2 of 10
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Communitv Plan Analvsis:

The project site'is located on one side of 2 block consisting of I-story duplﬂx'“s ‘The
architectural style of the existing duplexes is virually identical and has been determined
not to be historically significant. Many of the swuctures are dilapidated and in need of

epair/remodeling and the propesal would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Action
Plan's objective 1o “Renovate substandard and dilapidared property” (Residential El E:ment)
and "Promote the continuation of an economically balanced housing markst, providing for
all age groups and family types” (Residential Element).

As originally submitted, the project included the demolition of the existing duplex and
construction of a 1,751 (original proposal) square-foot three-story dwelling and
subterranean pa.rhng garage, Stafl initially had concemns ragarding the bulk and scale
portraved in the first subrnittal as it lacked the off-setting planes and building ardiculation
of the final design. The issue of bulk and scale was addressed when the applicant, after

esting with staff, incorporated several design changes that served to further break down
thc bulk of the original submittal in & manner that preserves the character of smali-scale
residential development in the community.

The revisad pro ect would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan, " At £
stories, the Dro_]e ct Would be of 2 la.rgsr scal° than 1mm=*a1a.t°ly surrounding d=vn]opmant

- . . "
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immediate north of West Point Loma Boulevard In addition, the project area is mapp,d
within the 100-y=ar floodplain and the restmictions on development within the floodplain

equire that the first floor be 2 feet above the base flood slevation, which would effec 'veiy
render the ground floor uninhabitable for most properties in this area. This condition and
the RM-2-4 zone reguirement that 25 percent of FAR be utilized for parking led the
applicant 1o waterproof the garage in order 10 avoid having part of the ground floor 1evel
devoted to pariing, which, in turm, would have drastically reduced habitabie space. The
project propesal includes a modest increese in square footage from 1,250 to 1,748 and the
applicant has submitted a design that 1s well-articulated with pronounced step backs on
both the second and third stories which would enhance pedestrian orientation along the
nublic right-of-way. The third story roof'is alsc sloped down in front to further break up
the scale of the proposal. Furtber, the proposal observes tn° thirty-foot height limit of the
Coasta) Overlay Zone.

Staff conciuded that the proposed design typiﬁes ‘small-scale” low-density development
and would be consistent with both the Ocean Beach Precise Plean and the Action Plan goals
for redevelopment and owner occupied housing. This determination was based on the well
articulated design which reduces the bulk of the structure and observes the Coastal Overlay

sight limit-while mindful of the site’s physical constraints and regulatory issues which
inciude the floodplain and zoning limitations on floor arez ratie.

The project is located t between the first public right-of-way and ¢ the ocean and therefore
issues of coastal access (physical and visual) must be addressed. The proposal would not
impact any physical access to the coast. In additon, there are no public view corridors
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idenmuiied in th=ferea by zither the Ocean Beach Precise Plan or the Ozean Beach Action
Plan, Nonetheless, the project would respect setback requirements and a three foot view
corridor would be provided along the east and west sides of the property through 2z des
restriction to preserve views toward Dog Beach and the San Diego River.

Environmental Analvsis:

The project site is within the 100 vear floodplain and is thersfore considered
environmentally sensitve land. However, previous site grading and constucton of the
existing duplex completely disturbed the site. The property is relatvely flat with an
elevation of § fest 2bove mean sea ievel. The site does not include any sensitive
topographical or biologizal resources and is neither within or adjacent to Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Mitgated Negatve Declaration dated November 2, 2008,
has been prepared for this project in accordance with State CEQA guidelines, and 2
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program is required for Archasological Resources to
raduce any potential impacts to below a level of significance,

The Initial Stmdy for the project alse addressed geologic conditions, humarn health/public
safery, historical resources, and water quality. (Prior 1o preparing the Initial Study, staff
also evaluated potential impacts in all of the 1ssue areas listed in the MND’s Initial Study
Checkiist.) |

Proiect-Relzred Issuas:

Appeal Issues:

On March 14, 2007, ap appeal was filed by Mr. Randy Berkman, and Mr. Larry Watson
asserting factual error, confiict with other matters, and findings not supported, new
information, and city-wide significance (Attachment 13). These igsues are addressed
below in the approximate order they appear within the appeal and include staff's response:

Appeal Issue No. 1: Appeliant agserts that the Council Policy 600-14 is not addressed in
the MIND. S

Staff Responss; The intent of Council Policy 600-14 is to promote the public health,
safety and general welfare, and to minimize public and private Josses due to flooding and
flood conditions in specific areas by regulating development within Special Flood Hazard
Areas: Council Policy 600-14 was incorporated into the Land Development Code,
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Section (143.0145 and 143.0146) as & part of the 2000
Land Development Code update and 15 no longer in effect 2s 2 regulatory document.
Therefore, it 1s not necessary to reference it in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Appeal Issne No. 2: Appellant claims that New Information was provided during the
hearing which was not disclesad in the MND.

Staff Response: Development Services onginally determined that the proposed project
could not be supported by staff. However, after consultation with the City Engineer and
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rurther review of the proposed water proofing, Tlood conwol methods and the stuchiral
design of the project, staii concluded that the deviaton to allow the building below the
base flood elevaton could be favorably recomrmended to the decision maker. The
Mitgated Negative Declaration was prepared and diswibuted for public review on
September 18, 2006. The environmental docurnent is based on the final project and
identfied that the pronoseé project included 2 devianon for unéerground parking. There is
no CEQA requirement for the lead agency to Giscuss project revisions that occurred
throughowut the review process or how staff arrived at final project determinations prior to
public review of the CZQA document.

Avpeal Issue No, 3. ﬁx’DpSllBllt claims that FEMA Technical Bulletin 6-93 "Strictly

Prohibits" parking under residence in Flood Plains. The appeal also states that FEMLA
‘Technical Bulletin 3-93 was improperly cited in the MND because it applies 10 non-

 residential stuctures.

Staff Response: The FEMA Technical Bulietins are not applicable 10 the project and staff
determined that the proposed subterranean parking may be permitted with a Site
Development Permit requesting a deviation to the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
Regulations of the Land Development Code which are the basis for project review in a
Flood Plain. The staff determination was based on consultation with the City Engineer
afier review of the propos.“d dewatering and ﬂood-proonnc techniques mco:porated 1nto

[ARNEN

s ui'G....vL and mads condifons of the Site De Vuaupmmﬁ. Pemmit. The fechmiczal uu..u Erins
were not referenced in the MND but éid appear in the previous Planning Commission
report (Attachment 12) in an effort to represent how deviations can be permitted with the
appropriate engineering iechniques. :

Appzal Issie No. 41 Appeliant claims that potential consequences of approvine
sub-surface parking under residence in a flood plain, and that any new construction
must comply with the reguirements of Vol. 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations and
NFIP. :

Staff Response: New construction must comply with the applicable sections of the City of
San Diego Municipal Code and the Uniform Building Cods. The Municipal Code
implements Chapter 44 of the Code of Federal Regulation which provides guidelines for
city regulations and the National Insurance Program.

Appézal Issue No. 3: Appellant asserts that the proposed project is incorsistent with
Ocean Beach Precise Plan, referring to illustration on page 116 of the Precise Plan.

Staff Response: The illustation on page 116 of the original Ocean Beach Precise Plan was
intended 1o illustrate what couid be deve lop =d on typical lots, not to mandate a specific
development type. In addition, this provision was based on a prior 24 foot height limit of
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which was amended in 1983 to 30 feet in conjunction with
the 30-foot heignt limit initiatdve. The propesed project would include underground
parking, respect the required setbacks and provide additional step backs and articuation at
the second and third levels. Alternative designs with surface parking would likely require

Page 5 0f 10
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additional deviations io applicable deveiopment reguizanons or produce undesirable Dox-
like bulky stuctures that would be iriconsisient witk the Ozean Beach Precise plan.

Ampeal Issue No, 6: Appellant claims that evidence of visual impacts was not disclo sed in
the MND.

Staff Response: As outlined on Page 4 of the Initial Study in the MND, conditions o f the
permit include recording a deed resmiction preserving a three foot wide visual corridor
along the east and west property iines. In addition, the proposed second story of the
sgucture has been steppad back and tne third fioor has & sloped roof at & 3:12 mtch Please
refer to Figure 3 in the MND. Thersfore, no impacts to visual quality womd oo

The project was revised throughout the review process and incorporated ssveral building
ariculation methods, in particular incraasing second story setbacks, to mitgate the
apparent bulk of the prior design. Staff has determnined that the final design preserves and
enhances views from elevated public areas and those adjacent to the beaches, 2s much as
possible, given the allowed thirty foot height limit. Stafi belisves that the underground
parking configuration allows the flexibility 10 increase setbacks that conmibute 10 2 dasi an
that protects coastal views, Staff determinad that the combination of flood plain related -

ts constraints, the observance of setbacks, 2 well-articulated design with pronounce

econd and third-story setbacks on front and rear ejevations provides visual int:-rnsts and
nresarves site linss, Additionelly, the preject observes the Coustal Overlay Zone height
limit and would ensure that the prOJect would not adversely affect views from elevated
and/or beach areas or impact any physical access 10 the coast.  Finally, the propesal would
be consistent with OB Precise Plan policy to, ‘““Renovate substandard and dilzpidated
property.”

Appeal Issue No. 7: Appellant claims that the proposed project would also adversely affect
the following poh vy. “Tnat vards and coverage be adsguate 1o insure provision of light and
_ air to surrounding properties, and that those requirements be more siringent whers

necessary for buildings over two stories in height.. Proposal would cast shadows over
neighboring building/residence and impact air circulation. ..

Staff Response: The development regulations of the underlying RM-2-4 zone have
incorporated vard and setback reguirements to ensure that adequate light and air would be
available to surrounding properties. The proposed project would respect the setback
requirements of the RM-2-4 zone. Additionally, increased step backs would be provid d
on the second and third stories which Wou}d further contribute to the provision of light and
air for surrounding properies.

Appeal Issue No. 8: Appeliant claims that evidence of cumulative impacis to
peighborhood character and loss of affordable housing/conilict with Ocean Beach Precise
Plan is not addressed in the MIND.

Siaff Response: . The project is not deviating from the applicable development regulations
of the RM-2-4 Zone and thersfore staff does not believe thers would be cumulatve impacts
to neighborhood character if surrounding properties developed in a manner consistent with .
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the recommended density of the Precise Plan and in conformance with the allowable bulk
and scale established by the zone.

Coastal Overlay Zone Affordable Housing Replacement Regulations of the Cinv's Land
Devzlopment Code apply to demolition of residential swuctures with three or more
dwelling units. At one unit on the site, these reguiations would not apply 1o the proj ect site,
In additon, the Ocean Beach Action Plan calls for the renovation of substandard and
dilapidated property of which the existing swucture qualifies.

The reconstruction of a single-family residence does not consttute a subsantial impact to
affordable housing, nor would it create a displacement of housing.

Appeal Issus No. 9. Appellant cldims that the dewatering operation might cause settlement
or has potental impacts to adjacent properties not addressed in the MND.

Qtaff Response: As outlined on page 3 of the Inidal Study, the contactor for the projest
must comply with Section 02140 of the City of San Diego Clean Water Program (CWP)
Guidelines which would protect adjacent propernies dunng the dewatering process.
Therefore, no impacts would occus.

Avpeal Issue No. 10: Appellant claims that almost without exception, FEMA requires
that babitable structures {including basements/underground parking) be one foot

K1 . -
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Staff Resnonse: 44 CFR 60.6 Varances and Exceptions authorizes communities to grant
varjancss o the regulations set for in Secnons 60.3, 60.4, 60.5. As previously stated, the
Citv of San Diego adopted the Land Developrnent Code in the vear 2000 and incorporated
Flood Plain management devejopment criteria into the Environmentally Sensitve Lands
Ragulations section. The ESL Regulanons permit deviatons by the local authority with a
Site Development Permit. This determination has been confirmed by a FEMA Natural
Hazards Program Specialist of the Mitiganon Division.

Appegal Issue No. 11: Appellant claims that Secton 60.6(b)(2) states: "The administrator
shall prepare & Special Environmental Clearance 1o determine whether the proposal for an

sxcepton under paragraph (b)(1) of this secnion will have significant impasi on the hiuman
environment.

Staff Response: This section does not 2pply to any local authority that has adopted Flood
Plain management regulations. Plsase refer to staff response of appzal issus 10 zbove. '

Appeal Issue No. 12: Appellant claims that the Stebbins Residence does not meat the
FEMA standards for grantng of a Vaniance for undergrounded parking of residence in the
floodplain (Exceptional hardship). '

Staff Response: Deviations to environmentally sensitive land which includes fiood plains
are subject to and decided in accordance with the applicable regulations of the Land
Development Code. FEMA standards for granting a variance are incorporated inio the
Land Development Code and implementec by the City of San Diego.

Pagé 7 of 10
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Appsal Issue No. 13: Appellant claims that deviations must not be subject 10 udal
flooding. The Coastal Commission has required wave run up studies for redevelopment of
residences which are located on the final street beiors the beach as this project.

Stafi Resnonse: Pmp‘*:"'ins subject 1o tdal flooding are identified on FEMA Maps as Zone
V' whereas, this project lies within zone “A’ therefore, the project site is not considerad
to be subject to tidal flooding.

" Appeal Issue No. 14: The appellant claims that the Retaining walls necessary to davelop
the subterransan parking might be considered shoreline protection devices.

Staff Response: The retaining walls ars pot shoreline protection devices. Shoreline
protecuion devises are normally associated with coastal beach and coastal biuff erosion.
The project site is not lozated on the beach or dluff and th-a efore does not require a
protective device, The retaining walls are 2 part of the garage stucture and necessary for
the propesed constuction. '

Appezal Issue Ng. 135: The appellant claims that the Findings required to-approve the
project are not supported citing confiict with FEMA requirements, City Counci] Policy
600-14 and the Land Development Code,

Staff Response: Staff reviewad the nroposed pro[e-:t-i.‘ accordan

of the Land uw'clopme'r Code and determ
ssary to approve the DI‘OJ ot can be affirmed by the dacision maker, It has bes
co'mrrnvd by FEMA steff that the Citv of San Dizgo Land Development Code provides the
appn_aolﬁ developmen:t regulations for deviations to projects located within the flood plain
and that the ESL regularions unnlemsm FEM.A requirements at the Jocal level. Further, it
has been dstermined that the technical aspects of City Council Policy 600-14 have bee
inco*qoorated into the Land Development Code as part of the 2000 Code update effort.
Therefore, staff believes the project, including the deviation to allow a portion of the
sgucture below the base flood elevanon, is supporied by tnfa draft findings.

* b
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Avpeal [ssue No. 16: The aupsal states that the City En gineer ¢oss not have the authority
to violate FEMA regulanions as stated in ssction on why @ FEMA Variance is not mesited.

Staff Response: As previously stated, FEMA. recognizes the Ciry of San Diego Land

Development Code zs the regulatory basis for development in the fiood plain znd has

confirmed that the decision making body of the local agency has the authority to approve

deviations consistent with the ESL regulations. Tre City Engineer reviewed the proposed

project including the dswatering requirements and flood-proofing techniques and
scommended 10 the decision maker that the project could be supported.

Appeal Issue No. 17: The appeal asserts that the Mitigated Negative Declaration cites
FEMA Technical Bulletin 3-23 for Nor-Residential squcrures 1o justify approval of sub-
surface parking Tor a residential soructure.

Stzff Response: This FEMA bulletin 1s not referenced in the MND. As praviously statad,
the Technical Bulletin wes cited’ in the previous Planning Commission report (At*acnmunt

Page SOIIO .


http://j_.cu.ia

00046

12) in an eIfort to represent NOW deviations can be permitied with the appropriate
engineering t-cnmques.

Appeal Issue No. 18: Appeliant refers to a Local Coastal Program/CD Coastal Shoreline
Development Overlay Zone (Appendix B in Ocean Beach Precise Plan) which is,
"intended 10 provide land use regulations along the coastline area including the beaches,
bluffs, and land immediately landward thereof. Such regulations are intended 1o be in
addition and supplemental to the regularions of the underlving zone or zones, and where
the regulations of the CD Zone and the underlying zone are inconsistent, THE
REGULATIONS OF THE CD ZONEZ SHALL APPL '

Staff Resnonse: This O\rﬂ*ia\ Zone, intended to provide additional land use regnjarions
along zll shoreline propertes, was developed as a "suggested model™ ordinance as
something that, "should be established" (see p. 150 of Ocean Beach Precise Plan). It
was not adopted as part of the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and so doss not provide any
regulations that are supplemental to the regulations of the underlving zone. As such, the
recommendatons for Development Critenie regarding “permanent or temporary bsach
shelters" ( p. 183) and the, "area lying seaward of the first contour line defining an
elevation 13 fest above mean sea level”, described by appellant, are not part of the adoptes
policy recommendations of the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. and should not be referenced in
connection with review of this proposed project. '

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. All costs associated with the
processing of this project are paud from a deposit account maintained by the applicant.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: None. This action is an appeal
of a Process Four Planning Comrmission decision to approve the projest.

COMMUNITY PARTECIPA?ION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: The Ocean
" Beach Planning Board met on July 5, 2006. Thers were two motions presented concerning
this property and neither one passed.

* The first motion was 10 approve the project as presented. The motion faited by a
vote of 4-4-0

» The subsequent motion was 1o deny the project as presenied due to the bulk and
scale. This motnion also failed by & vote of £-4-0,

Various board members noted that the new residence would represent a significant
improvement over existing dupliex, and would mmprove the character of the general
neighborhood, In addidon, the change from 2 dupiex 1o 2 single family : esmnncs would
reduce density in the

Various board members noted concerns about the height of the project, and that other
properties on the block might be re-developed to similar heights, altering the character of
the neighborhood. Their concem is that subsequent dsvelopment might create a corridor of
tall buildings on the block. The suggestion was to re smct the project 1o two stonies.
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KEY STAKFHQOLDER: David Stepbins, Owner/Applicant.

CONCLUSION

Staff has determined that the proposed pl'O_] ect 1s consistent with the Ocean Beach precise
Plan and Local Coastal Program and conforms 1o the applicable reguladons of the Land
Development Code. Staff has conciuded, in consultation with a FEMA Natural Hazards
Program Specialist - Mitigaton Division, that the proposed deviation is permitted by local
authority with an approved Site Development Permit. Further, staff concludad that the
permit conditions applied to this action ars appropriate and adsguate 10 ensurs that the
pronos d subterranean parling would not adversely affect surroundmg proparues. Staff
termined that the design and site placement of the proposed project is appropriate fof this

lovamon and will result in a more desirable project than would be achieved if desicned in
stict conformance with the development regulartions of the applicable zone. Staff belisves
the reguired findings can be supported as substaniiated in the Findings (Atachment 8) and

ecommends that the City Council dany the appeal and upholds the zpproval of the project
as conditioned.
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Project Location Map
STEBBINS RESIDENCIE - PROJECT NO. 51076
5166 West Poist Loma Blvd.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Land Use Map
Ocean Beach: Stebbins Residence - Proiect No. 51076

CITY OF SAN DIEGO - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
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Aerial Photo . . North
STEBBINS RESiDENCE - PROJECT NO. S1G76
3166 West Point Loma Blvd. - Ocean Beach
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PROJECT DATA SHEET

=

PROJECT NAME:

Srebbins Residence

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Demolition of an existing one-story duplex, and the corastructon of
anew 1,749 square-foot, thres-story single family resid ence above
2 816 square-foot basement garage, on a 2,500 square-Toot site,
including 2 request for a deviarion from the regulations for Special
Flood Hazard Areas.

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA:

. _ T
Ocean Beach Community

DISCRETIONARY Coastal Development Permit, Site Devzlopment Permit and
ACTIONS: Deviations from the Environmentally Sensitive Lands R egulations.
COMMUNITY PLAN LAND | Multi-Family Residental (Allows residential development up o 25
USE DESIGNATION: dwelling units per acre). ~
ZONING INFORMATION:
ZONE: | ppf.0-4 Zone (A rlt-unit residential zone allowing | dwelling
unit per 1,750 sguare faet of 1ot area), '
- O f&ﬁf t H ‘0: i 11 J e o sl =
HEIGHT LIMIT: | -o e¢t (Coestal Height Limit Overlzy Zons) allowsd; 29 feet 1)
| inches proposed.
LOT SIZE: | 6,000 square feet minimum; 2,500 square feet existing.

FLOOR AREA RATIO(FAR):

0.70 with 23% reserved for enclosed parking unless the parking is
underground; 0.6% 1s proposed with underground parking.

—]

20 feet standard; 15 feet minimum is requirad: 22 fest stand
7 FrRONT SETBALCI’: R . ) H ) . ls T QU.H d, —— Ivut SLBIlCLaI’d aIld
18 feet minimum is proposed.
L I ] . . . \ . - .
- 3 f=et for less than 40 foot wide lots is reguired: 3 feet 13
SIDE SETBACK: | - 1 $ 18 required; 3 fzet 1 inch and 3

feet 2 inches are proposed.

STREETSIDE SETBACK:

N/A

15 if not adjacent 10 an alley is required; 15 feet with a balcony

REAR SETBACK: encroachment is propesad.
PARKING: | 2 parking spaces required / 2 parking spaces proposed
ADJACENT PROPERTIES: | LAND USE EXISTING LAND USE
| DESIGNATION &
ZONE
NORTE: | Muluple Family; Parking Lot and Public Park
RM-2-4
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SOUTH:

Multiple Family; . Mulrtiple Family residential
RM-2-4

i

EAST:

Muluple Family; Multiple Family residential
RM-2-4 :

WEST:

Muldple Family; | Parking Lot and Pacific Ocean
RM-2-4 L

DEVIATIONS OR

VARIANCES REQUESTED:

This project requestng & deviation from the Supplemental

Regulatians far Special Flood Heazard Aree (SFHA) w0 alliow

development of the residential strucrure, 1o be a1 7.1 feet below the

Base Flood Elevanon and meet the flood proofing requirements of

FEMA where two (2) f=et above the Base Flood Elevation is
sgquired. :

COMMTUNITY PLANNING

GROUP

RECOMMENDATION:

On July 3, 2006, the project was presenied 1o the Ocean Beach
Community Planring Committee. There were twe motions made
concerning the project and neither one passed (4-4-0). The QOcean
Beach Community Planning Committee thersfore made no

recommendation. B
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Compatible Structures in Neighborhoodd
STEBUBINS RESUMEINCE - PROJ KECT NOL 51076
5166 West 'vint Loma Blvd.
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000487 ' ~ ATTACHMENT 8

PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTIONNQ. 422%-PC
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 147134
SITE DEVELOPMENT PZRMIT NO. 389938
STEBBINS RESIDENCE [MMRP]

WHEREAS, DAVID STEBBINS, Owner/Permittee, filed an application with the City of San
Diego for 2 permil 1o demolish an existing ons-story duplex, and construct a new, three-s101y
single family residence above basement garage (as described in and by refersnce to-the apprg)\fed
Exlibits "A" and corresponding conditions of approval for the associated Permits No. 147154

and 380939), on portions of & 0.057-acre site;

WHEREAS, the project site is locared at 5166 West Point Lome Boulevard in the RM 2-4 Zone,

Coastal Overlay Zone (appeaiable-area), Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, First Public

Roadway, Beach Parking Impact Overlay Zone, Admport Approach Overlay Zone, Airport

Environs Overlay Zone, and the IOO-year‘Flood-plain Overlay. Zone, within the Oceail Beach
recise Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan;

WHEREAS, the project site is Jegally described as Lot 14, Block 90 of Ocean Bay Beach Map
No. 1189, |

WHEREAS, on March 1, 2007, the Planning Cornmission of the City of San Diego considere
Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Development Permit No. 389939, pursuant to
the Land Development Code of the City of San Diego; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego as follows:

That the Planning Commission adopts the following written Findings, dated March 1, 2007.

FINDINGS:

Coastal Development Permit - Section 126.0708

1.  The propesed coastal development will not encroach upon any existing physical access
way that is legally used by the public or any propesed public accessway identified in a
Local Coastal Program land use plan; and the propoesed coastal development will enhance
and protect public views to and along the ocean and other scenic coastal areas as specified

in the Local Coastal Program land use plan.

411 development would occur on private property, and would be within the 30-foot coastal height
limit. Additionally, the proposed project will not encroach upon any adjecent exising phys cal
access way usad by the public nor will it adversely affect any propossd physical public accessway -
idennified in the Local Coestal Program Land Use Plan. - The subject property 1s not located '
within or n=ar any designated public visw comidors. Accordingly, the proposed project will not

Page 1 of 9



- 000488 o ATTACHMENT §

impact any public views to or along the ocean or othe 1¢ coastal areas as specified in the
Local Coastal Program land use plan.

2 The proposed coastal deveiopment will not adversely affect environmentaliy
sensitive lands.

The project requires 2 Site Development Permit dus to the presence of Environmentally Sensitive
Lands. The project proposes the demolition of an existing one-story, duplex and the constuction
of 2 new three-story above basernent single family residence. The Ciry of San Diego conducted a
compleie environmental review of this site. A Miugated Negative Dezlaration has been preparsd
for this project in accordance with State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAL)
cuidelines, which preclude impact 1o these resources and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (NII\/JRP) would be implemeniad to reduce potential historical resources (archasology) -
impacts 1o a level below significance. Mitigation for archasology was required as the project is
located in an area with a high potential for subsurface archaeological resources. The projact site
is a relatively flat contains ap exisung STUCTre, which 1§ iocated approximatelv 8 fast above
mean sez level (AMSL). The project site is not located within or adjacent to the Muli-Habitat
Planning Arez (MHPA) of the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program. The project site is
located within an existing urpanized arsz. The proposad project was found 1o not have a

51 t_rmﬁcant sffect on the environment. Therefore, the proposed coastal development will not

sAvavesiv 5=t anvironmentally sonsitve londs
J e I R T T AR T #Juﬂbml; I e R N T

3. The proposed coastal development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal
Program land use plan and complies with all regulations of the certified Implementation

Program.

Ciry sl ha’s reviewed the proposed project for conformity with the Local Coestal Program and
hes determined it is consistent with the recommended land use, design gm'dslines, and )
oeve]opmem standards in effect for this site per the adopted Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local
Coastal Prograin Land Use Plan which identifies the site for mult-family residential use at 13-23
welling units per acre, the project as proposed would be constructed at 17 dweliing units per

acre.

The proposed development is {0 d°molish an existing one-story, duplex and constuct a new

three-story above basement garage. The new structure will be constructed within the 100 Y
Flooaplain (Special Fiood Hezar. dAreaL and nas a Bzse Flood Elgvation of 9.6 fest mean sza
level, The reswictions on development within the floodplain require that the lowest floor,
mcluamg basement to be slevaied at least 2 fest above the base flood elevation in accordance
with San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) szction §143.0145(C)(6), while the Federal Zmergency
Management Agency (FEMA) requires thatthe finished floor elevation be at one or more fes
above the base flood slevation (BFE). This project is requesting a Site Development Permit to
allow a deviation 10 permit development of the residential structure, to be a1 7.1 fzet below the
Bzse Flood Elevation.

Staif supports the proposed deviation due to the deveiopment limitations of the site and the
flood-prooting conditions that would be applied to the penmit to construct the lower level below

9

b—},
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000489 ATTACHIMMENT §

the Base Flood Elevation. The deviation request will not increase the overall swucmure } helght,

mass, and seibacks.

The proposed development is located in an area designated as being berween the first public road
and the Pacific Ocean, therefors views 10 the ocean shall be preserved. A wvisual comridor of not
less than the side vard setbacks will be preserved to protect views toward Dog Beach and the San
Diego River, In addition, this area 1s not designated as a view corridor Or as 2 scenic resource.
Public views to the ocean from this locanion will be maintained and potential public views from
‘the first public roadway will not be impacted altered by the Vvelopm.,nt. Accordingly, the
proposed project will not impact any public views to or along the ocezan of other scenic coastal
arezs. The project meets the intent of the gwdelines for the Coasial Overlay and Coastal Height
Limitation Overlay zones, and the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program
Addendum. Therefore, the proposed coastal development would conform with the certified
Local Coastal Program land use plan and, with an approved deviation, comply with all

regulations of the certifisd implementation Program.

4. For every Coastal Development Permit issued for any coastal development between
the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreiine of any body of water located within the
Coastal Overlay Zone the coastal development is in conformity with the public access and
public recreation policies 6f Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

The proposed development is to demolish an existing one-story, duplex and construct 2 new
three-story above basement garage. The subject property is designated as being between the first
pubiic road and the Pacific Ocean within the Cozstal Overlay Zone. '

The proposed project site backs up 10 and is adjacent 1o the Ocean Beach Park, designated in the
Local Coastal Program as a public park and recreanonal area. Public access 10 the park arsa is
zvailable at the end of Voliaire Sweet and West Point Loma Bouievard. All "svelopmﬂnt would
occur on private property; therefore, the proposed project will not encroach upon the existing
physical access way used by the public. Adequate off-street parking spaces will be provzded on-
site, ; eliminatmg any impacts 1o public parking. The proposed cozastal development will
conform to the public access and public recreanon policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal

At

Site Develoulment Permit; Section 126.0504(a)

1.  The proposed development will not advefsely affect the applicable land use plan;

The propossd development is to demolish an exisung one-story, duplex and conswuci & new
ee-story above basement garage. The project is within the 100-vear floodplain, and is
tharefore within the Environmentally Sensitive Lands, requiring a Site Development Permnit for
the deviation 1o the Special Flood Hazard A.r°a per the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations (SDMC Section 143.0110 Table 143-01A). The project is located in the appealable
Cozstal Overlay Zone requiring a Coastal Dﬂv lo*o:ncnt Permit. The proposed development is
locatf:d berween the shoreline and the first public roadway; therefore views to the ocean shall be
ed. This project is locat d in the RM-2-4 Zone. The RM-2-4 Zone permits & maximum

age of9

-
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density of 1 dwelling unit for each 1,750 squars feet of lot area. The project is in conforrnance
with the underlying zoning, and coniforms to the required fioor arsa rano, parking and setbacks,
The proposed development will adhere to tne reguired yard area setbacks pursuant to the Land
Development Code. A Desd Resmiction is a condinon of approval o praserve a visual cormmidor
of not less than the side vard setbacks, in accordancs with the requirements of San Diego
Municipal Code Section 132.0403(b). The building will be under the maximum 30-foot Coastzl
Height Limit allowed by the zone. :

s the intent, purposs, and goals of the underlving zone, znd the Ocearn

-

The proposed project maet
Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum. Therefore, the proposed

~

development will not adversely affect the applicable land use plan,

2 The proposed development will not be detrimental to the pubiic health, safety, and

welfare;

The proposed development is to demolish an existing one-story, dupiex and consuuct 2 new
1,749 square-foot, three-story single-family dwelling unit above an 8§19 square-foot basernent
garags resulting in 2 2,563 square-foot swucture, hardseaps, landscape on 2 2,500 sguare-foot
site. The present units to be demolished may contain asbestos and lead-based paint 2nd it could
potentially pose e risk 1o human heath and public safery. All demolition activities must be
conducted 1n accordance with the >an Diego County Alr Foliuton Conwol Dismict (SDAFPCD)
and the Celifornia Code of Regulations Title 8 and 17 regarding the handling and disposal of
ashestos-containing materials and lead-based paints. Therefore, special procedures d‘u:-'ing
demoliton shall be followed. As a condition of the permit, Notice is to be provided to the Alr
Poliution Contol Diswict prior 1o demolition. Failure to meet these equirs:mm 18 would result in
the issuance of a Notice of Violation.

'The permit as conditioned, shall floodproof all structures subject w inundaton. The
floodproofed szuctures must be constructed to meet the requirements of the Federal Insurance
Administraton's Technical Bulletin 3-93. The permit conditions added, 1o flood-proof the
basement garage to the required height above grade, have been determined necessary to avoid
potentially adverse impacts upon the heaith, satety and general weifars of persons residing in the
area. All site drainage from the propesed development would be dirscted away from the ;djacem
properiies into existing public drainage svsiem located on West Point Lome Boulevard via 2
sump pump and sidewalk underlain.

Basad on the above, human health and public safety impacis dus 10 the demolition of the exisiine

structure on site would be below a level of significant, and a Notice to the SDAPCD is requirs )

and would be added zs & permit conditior. Therefore, the proposed.development will not be
errimenial to the public health, safety and welfare, )

D

3 The proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land Development
Code; ‘

The propogt?d aevelopmsnji mc}uaesﬁt.he demclunon of an existing single-level, 1,230 square-foot
duplex residence and construction of 2 new 1749 square-foot three-leve] single dwelling unit

Page 4 0f 9
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. win 2 subierransan parking garage. The project arez 1s mapped within the 100 Year Floodplain
(Special Flood Hazard Area), and has a Base Flood Elevation of 9.6 feet mean sza level. The
rastrictions on development within the floodplain reguire that the Jowest floor, including
hasement 10 be slzvated at l2ast 2 fest above the base flood elevation in accordanze with San
Disgo Municipal Code (SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(6}, while the Federal Zmergency
Management Agency (FEMA) reguires that the finished floor elevanon be at one or more fee
zhove the base flood elevaron (BFE), which would effectively render the ground floor
uninhabizabie for most properties in this area. In addition, the iot 15 sub-standard in that 11 1S only
2,500 square fest in area where the minimurm lot size allowed by the zone 1s 6,000 square feet
Additionally, the RM-2-4 zone requires that 25 percent 0f FAR be utilize¢ for parking, unless the
parking is provided underground. Therefore, the project 1s requasting 2 gsviation to allow
development of the residental strucnire, to be at 7.1 feet below the Base Flood Elevation. All
structures subject to inundation shali be flood-proored, and must be constructed to mest the
requirements of the Federal Insurance Adminisranon's Technical Bulleun 3-93,

An approved Site Development Permit would allow the deviation and would be consistent with
the Land Developemnt Code. Thus, the proposed project meerts the intent, purpose, and goals of
the underiving zone, and the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum,
and complies to the maximum extent feasible with the regulations.of the Land Development
‘Code. Thersfore, the proposad dsvelopment will not adversely affect the epplicable land use

plan.

Supplemental Findines. Environmentallv Sensitive Lands(b)

1. The site is physically suirable for the design and siting of the propesed development
and the development will result in minimum disturbance to environmentally sensitive

lands:

The project site is immediately south of the San Diego River mouth outfall at the Pacific Ocean
and located within the 100 vear floodplain and is therefore considersd epvironmentally sensinve
land, requiring a Site Development Permit for the deviation to the Special Flood Hazard Area,
However, the pravious site grading and construction of the existing cuplex have completely
disturbad the site. The property is relatively flat and does not include any sensitive :[O.pog_r;énhjca]
or biological resources. The site is neither within nor adjacent 10 Multi-Habitat Planmngu. Ae
(MEHPA) lands. A Mitdgated Negarive Declaration dated November 2, 2008, has been prepared
for this project in accordance with State CEQA gwidelines, and e Mitigation, M onitoring 2nd
Reporting Program is required for Archasological Resources to reguce any poiential mg acis to

below a level of significance.

A geotechnical analvsis was prepared 10 address the liquefaction issue. This report concluded
that the site is considered suitable for the proposed development provided the conditions in the
Geotechnical Invastigation Report are implemented. Therefore, the site 1s physically suitable for
the design and sitng of the propesed development and the development will resuli in minimum
disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands. -

Page 5 0f9
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2 The proposed development will minimize the alteration of tand forms and will not

result in undue risk from geologic and erosional forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards;

The proposed project will be sited on a 2,500 square-foot, developed lot. The majority of the site
is relanvely fiat at § fzet above MSL ACTOSS an au:arommatew 25 foot x 100 footlot. The
sroposed development surounded by existing residential development, within e seismically
active region of California, and the er=fore, the potential exists for geologic hazards, such as
earthquakes and ground failure. Froper enginesring design of the new STUCTUres Would minimize
potential Tor g _uolosm impacts from regional hazards.

On site grading would occur for excav auon of the building Ioundamon and basement, The
subierranean garage, which would have a depth of 6 feet below existing grades, would be at jeast’
two Teet below the high groundwater table. However, the subject site is no greater danger from
flooding than the adjacent, already deve eloped sites and the proposed design mingaies potental
flood related damage to the principal r“szd‘mual structure by raising the required llvmcr spa

floor area above the flood iine per TEMA requirements, and fiood-proof all szuctures subject 1o
inundation in accordance with Technical Bulletin 3-53 of the Federa) Insurance Administration.
Therefore, the propossd development will not result in undue risk from geologic and erosional

forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards,

3, The proposed deveiopmeni will be sited and designed
any adjacent environmentally sensitive lands;

VOEISC MGpRTls O

The project site is within the 100 year floodplain and is therstors considered environmentally
ensitive land. However, the previous site grading and construction of the sxisting duplex have
complztely distarbed the site. The property is relagvely flat with an elevation of 8 feet 2bove
mean sea level ané does not include any sensitive topograpmcal or biclogical resources. The site
is neither within nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Miugated
Negative Declaration date d November 2, 2006, has been prepared Ior this project in accordance
with State CEQA guidelines, and 2 Mitigation, Monitoring ané Reporting Program is requu-nd
for Archaeological Resources fo raduce any potential impacts 0 below 2 level of significance.
Thus, with the impiementaton of the conditions in the Geotechnical Investigation the proposed
project should not adversely affect environrnentally sensitive lands.

4. Thbe proposed development will be consistent with the City of San Diego’s Multiple
- species Conservation Program (MSCP) and subarea plan;

The project propeses the demoiition of the existing duplex and conswucton of a three-level
single dwelling unit with a subterranean parking garage. The project site 15 south of, but not
agjacent to, the Multipie Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Multiple Habitat Plamu'ng
Area (MHPA) of the San Diego River floodway. Therefore, the project do=s not nead 10 s'ngw
consisteficy with Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan.

5.  The proposed development will not contribute to the erosion of public beaches or
adversely impact iocal shoreline sand suppiy; and

Page 6 of 9
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The subject property is located approximate ely 4530 fest awzy Tom the edge of the pubiic beackh,
and is separated from the shoreline by & CIty ] pariving lot. All site draiﬁage from the prop osed
development would be dirscted away from the adjacent properiies 110 existing public érainags
svstem located on West Point Lome Boulevard via & sump purp and sidewalk underdrain.
Therefore, the propossd development will not contribute to the eresion of public beaches or

adverssly impact local shoreline sand supply.

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

development.

single dwelling unit with a subterranean parking garage. An environmental analysis was
performed and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) No. 51076 was preparsd, which would
mitigate potentizlly significant archaeological resource impacts 1o below a leve] of significance,
The MND zalso discusses the Jocation of the project being within the 100-yezar floodplain of the
San Diego River according to the Federal Zmergency Management Agency (FEMA) map. The
permit end MMRP prepared for this project include conditions, environmental mitigaton
measures, and exhibits of anproxa} relev ant to acmﬂ'\mncr compliance wzr.h the applicable

The project propeses the demolition of the existing duplex and construction of a three-level

™
(- (et s v AT e hmen
I Z

I:UulaLJULLb oT e meuupa; Code in cffcot for & TTijeC. 10U5C COnEInosms D3t
Gatermined necsssary to avoid potentially adverse impacts upon the health, safsty and general
welfare of persons residing or working in the area. These conditions include requirements
pertaining to Jandscape siandards, noise, lighting restictions, public view, public right of way
improvernents, nood—procrmc the structure and raising the habitable space above flood line,
which provides evidence that the impact is not significant or is otherwise mitigated to below a
level of significance. Therefors, the nature and exient of mitigation reguired 2s a condition of the
permit is reasonably related 1w, and calculated to alleviate, negarive wnpacts created by the

proposed development.

o, 2 Luae
(R

Supplemental Findines. Environmentallv Sensitive Lands Deviations(c)

1. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse affects
on environmentally sensitive lands; and

.

The project arez is mapped within the 100-year floodplain and the restrictions on development
within the ﬂoodplai_n require that the irst floor be 2 fzet above the base flood elevation. The
sub-standard lot of 2,500 sguare fset is less than 42% of the minimum area required for z legal
lot in the RM-2-2 zone, These conditions and the fact that 23 percent of the 0.70 floor area ratio
(FAR) zllowed by the zone is required 10 be used for parking, unless the parking is provided '
underground, led the applicant to provide an underground garage that will be flood proofad
according 10 the requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in order
to avoid having part of the ground floor level devoted to parking, which, in um, would have
drestically reduced habitable space. The project propesal includes a modest increase in square
footage from 1,250 to 1,749 and to allow for development to be beJow the base flood elevation,
Raising the finished ﬂoor elevation two feet above the BFE will not change the simaton with
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regard io any adverse sffects, The property is protecied by 2 leves rom floods that may come
from the San Diego River. Any flooding would be of & low velocity and shallow and more likely
Fom run ofF from the nill above Ocean Beach than from the river or the oce

Building the syucture below the BFE or two-feet above, will not have implications to
environmentally sensitve lands, therefore thers are no feasible measures that cen further
minimize the potential adverse afiects on environrentally sensitnve lands.

2.  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 development is taking place within the 100 Year Floodplain (Special Flood
Hazard Area), and the proposed new development is not in conformance with SDMC section
§143.0146(C)(6) which reguires 2 development within a Special Flood Hazard Area 1o have the
lowest floor, including basement, elevated at least 2 feet above the base flood elsvation. The
Federal Emersency Management Agency (FEMA) requires that the finished floor elevation be at
one or more feat above the base flood elevation (BFE). This project 1s requesing a deviation 1o
“aliow development of the residential structure, 1o be at 7.1 fezt below the Bzse Flood Elevation.
The subterranean garage, which would have a depth of 6 feet below existng grades, would be at
lnast Two feat bvlow ﬂ'l“ n._b croundu ater table. However, all structures subject to mundamon

P s L .-.-— timmn Tadremnl Temoitmeeo s A el il o s

3 eyl e T ommmmoAs =i = = -

slaii be uuu;. = OGS0 dnG Lol Wi B S T e R I L S E S S TR B

Technical Buliet 9: The proposed basement parking area is the minimum necessary to
exclude the parkh- from the FAR, to allow for 2 reasonably sized rasidence on this sub-standard
lot. In addition, the applicant states that there is hydrolegical evidence that flooding if any that
mav occur in 2 100 vears flood event would be minor and easily handled by the proposed fiood
proofing. The property is protected by a Jeves from floods that may come from the San Diego
Piver. Flooding'in this area would be due to lack-of capacity of the storm water system.”
Flooding in a 100 vear event in this area is very low velocity (ponding only) does not come from
the river or the beach as is commonly belisved but from run off from tha straets on the hill above
ocean beach. Additionally, there Is evidence that recent and significant storm water Tepalrs in
tnis arez should significantly reduce the already low risk. The propesed BFE will not have an -
adverss effact on environmentzlly sencitive lands and provide the minimum necessary 10 afford

relief from special circumstances or conditions of the land.

Suppiementsl Findings. Environmentallv Sensitive Lands Dev:atlon from Federal
Emergency Management Agency Reculations(d)

1. .The City engineer has determined that the proposed development, within any
designated floodway will not result in an increase flood levels during the base flood

discharge;

The proposzgd a=-v°10:>m ent including the flood-proofad basement garage is aking place within
the 100 Year Floodplain and not within the Floodway. Therefore, this finding is not applicable

10 the subject project.
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2 The Ciry engineer has determined that the deviation wouid not result in additional

-

threats to the public safety, extraordinary public expense, or create 2 public nuisan ce.

The propossd Cl""\"‘lODmJ'lL ic to demolish an existing one-story, duplex and conswuct 2 mew

1,749 square-foot, three-story single-family awe elling unit 2bove an 819 square-foot basement
garage. Thep ﬂ-r“rut as condidoned, shall flood-proof all strucrures subject to inundation. The
owner shall bb& 2l] costs of flood-proofing, and there will be no sxpense to the CITY.

The Ciry Engineer has determined that the deviation 1o allow the soucturs to pe built under the
BFE rather than 2°-0" above as r°qu1r°d by the Land Develepment Code will not cause an
increase in the flood height. The elevation requirement of the Land Development Code 1s for ibe
protection of the soructures and 1ts contents. Lessening that requirement does not result in
additonal threats 10 public safety, extwraordinary public expense, or create & public nuisance

3 IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, based on the findings hereinbefors adopted by the Planning
Commission, Coastal Development Permit No. 147134 and Site Development Permit No.
380929 are hereby GRANTED by the Planning Comssmn 10 the referenced Owner/Permittes,
in the form, exhibits, terms and condinons as set 1in Permit No. 147134/389839, 2 copy of
which is arached hareto and made a pan herect. ' :

4 /)
e 4= '/

LAILA ISKANDAR
Development Project Manager
Development Service

Adopted on: March 1, 2007
Jon Order No. £2-3454

cc: Lw_‘slav.we Recorder, Planning Department
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RZCORDING REQUESTED BY
- CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
DIVELOPMENT SZRVICZS
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
PROJECT MANAGEMENT
PERMIT CLERK
MAIL STATION 501

. SPACE ABOVE TH!S LINZ FOR RECORDER'S USE
JOB ORDER NUMBER: £2-3454

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 147134
- SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 389939
STEBBINS RESIDENCE [MMRP] - PROJECT NO. 51076
" CITY COUNCIL

This Coastal Development Permit No. 147134 and Site Development Permmit No. 389930 ars
granied by the City Council of the Czty of San Diego to DAVID STEBBINS, AN INDIVIDUAL,
Owner/Permnittee, purstant 1o San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] sections 126, 0708, and
126.0304. The (.037-acre project site 1s Jocated at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the RM
. 2-4 Zone, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable-area), Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, First
Public Roadway, Beach Parking Impact Overlay Zone, Airport Approach Overlay Zons, Adrport
Environs Overlay Zone, and the 100-year Flood-plain Overlay Zone, within the Ocean Beach
Precise Plan and Local Coestal Program Lané Use Plan (LCP). The project site is legally
described as Lot 14, Block 90 of Ocean Bay Beach Map No. 1189. i

Subject 10 the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted 10
Owner/Permitiee to demolish an existing one-story duples, and construct a naw, three-story
single family residence above basement garage, descrived and identified by size, dimension,
quantry, type, and locarion on the approved exhibits [Exhibit "4"] dared Meay 22, 2007, on fle
the Development Services Deparment.

The project shall include:
2. The demolition of an exising one-siory duplex;

b. Construmon ofal,745- qcuarf-*-IooL taree-story single family remdgr,ca above 816
squars-foot basement garage consising of:

)

2) 816-square-foot, basement garage and storage arsa,

[

749-square-foot @f.h&bi:&b]s'ljving-area.

[
w
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000498“) £16- saua.r=—root decks and 230-square-Toot Grst floor pauo.

Landsceping (planting, imigaton and landscape related improvements);

et

3]

Deviaton to the Special Flood Hazard Area regulations as follows:

P‘-

Allow development of the residential swucrure, 1o be at 7.1 fzet below the S age
Tlood Elevation where two (2) feet above the Base Fiood Elevanorn is raquired.

The constructon of six-foot high retaining walls along the sides of the proposed

subterransan garage.

Lo

Accessory improvements determined by the Development Sermiices D epartment 10 be
consistent with the' land use and development siandards in effect for this site per the
adopted community plan, California Znvironmental Quality Act Guidslines, ﬁublic and
privale improvemesnt requirements of the City Zngineer, the underlying zone(s),
conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the SDMC in en°cu

ua

for this site.

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

1. This permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months zfter the date on which all rights
of appeal have expired. Failure 10 utilize and maintain utilization of this permit as described in

the SDMC will automatically void the permit unless an Extension of Time has been granted.

Any such Extension of Time must meet all SDMC requirements znd applicable guidelines in
affect 2t the time the extension is considered by the appropriate gecision rmaker.

5. This Coastal Development Permit shall become effective on the eleventl working day

following receipt by the Catifornia Coasial Commission of the Notice of Final Action following
all appeals.

3. No permit for the constuction, occupancy or operation of any facility or improvement
described herein shall be granted, nor shall any activity authorzzed by this Permit be conducted

on the premises until;
s The Qwner/Perminee signs and returns the Permit 1o the Development Services
Deparanent; and

b, The Pemmit is recorded in tne Cifice of the San Diege County Recorder,

4, Unless tms Permit has besn revoked by the City of San Disgo the property included by
efarence within this Permit snall be used only for the purposes and under the rerms and
conditions sat forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the Dnv=lonm ent Services

Deparment.

Page 2 0f 7



ATTACHMENT 9
. 000499
5 This Permit is 2 covenent running with the subject property and shall be binding upon the

Owner/Permittee and any successor Or successors, and the mterests of any successor snell be

subjeci to sach and every condinon set out i this Permit and all referenced documents.

6.  The contnuzd use of this Permit shall be subject to the regulations of this ané any oOthe

applicable governmental agency.

7. lssuance of this Penmit by mv City of San Diego does not authorize the Owner/Perrmities
for this permit 10 violate any Federal, State or Ciry laws, ordinances, regularions or policies
in cluding, but not limited to, the Endangersd Spacies Act of 1973 [ESA] and any amendments

thereto (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.).

& The Owner/Permittes shall secure all necessary building permits. The Owner/Permitiee is
informed that to securs thase permits, substantial modificanons 1o the building ang site
improvements to comply with zpplicable building, fire, mechanical and plumbing codes and
State law requiring access for disabled people may be reguirsd.

0.  Construction plans shall be in substantial con Ionmr) to Exhipit “A.” No changes,
modifications or alterations shall be made unisss appropriaie application(s) or amendment(s) 1o

this Permit have been grante

10. Al of the conditions con-:ain ed in this Permit have been considered and have bee

jetermined 1o be necessary in order 1o make the findings required for this Permit Itisthe intent
of the City that the holder of this Du_-.-zt be required to comply with sach and every condition in
order 1o be afforded the special rights which the holder of the Permit is entitled as a result of
obtaining this Permit. '

in the event that any condition of mis Permit, on e legel chalienge by the Owner/Permitiee
of this Permit, is found or held by a court of competent jurisdiction to bs invalid, tnenforceable,
or unrezsonable, this Permit shall be void. However, in such an event, the Owner/Permittes shali
have the right, by paying applicable processing fess, to bring a request for a new permit without
the "invalid" conditions(s) back to the discrenuonary body which approved the Permit for a
determination by that body as to whether all of the indings necessary for the issuance of the
proposed permit czn still be made in the absence of the "ipvalid" condition(s). Such hearing shall
be 2 hearing de novo and the discrenonary bodv shail have the absolute right to approve,
disapprove, or modify the proposed permit and the condition(s) containad thersin.

ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

11. Mitgation requirements are tied 1o e environmental document, specifically the
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporiing Program (MMRP). These MMRP conditions are
incorporated into the permit by reference or authorization for the pTOj act

12.  The mitigation measures specified in e Mmgauon Momnnoring and Reporiing P ogrm
and outlinzd in MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, NO. 51076, shall be noted o

(D

o
W
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conswcrion plans and specifications under the heading ENVIRONMENT AL/MITIGATION
REQUIREMENTS, | -

13, The Owner/Permities shall comply with the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporung

Program (MMRP) zs specified in MH‘]G 4TED NEGATIVZ DECLARATION, NO. 51076,
sarisfactory 1o the Development Services Deparmnent end the Ciry Engineer. Phor fo issuance of
ihe first buildine permit. all conditions of the MMRP shall be adhered to. to the satisfaction of
the Cirv Enainaer. All mitication measures as specifically outiined in the MMRP shall be

implemented Tor the fol}owmg issue areas' Historical Resources (Archaeology).

14, Pror to issuance of any CONSTULIICOD permit, the Owner/Permittes shall pay the Long
Monitoring Fee in accordance with the Development Services Fee Schedule to cover the Ciry’s
costs associated with implementanon of permit compliance monitoring. .

15. Pror to demolition of the existing single family residence, notice shall be given to the San
Diego Air Poliution Control Distriet (SDAPCD) regardless of whether any asbestos is present or

not.

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS:

NCIIon permit, the applicant neorporate any

14, Priortwath ; all in
construction. Best Management Practices W_ssa:'\ 10 compiy with Chaprter 14, Aricie 2,
Division 1 (Grading Regulations) of the San Diego Municipal Code, inte the constucton plans

sh
Cha

or specifications.

7. Pror 1o the issuance of any consiruction permit the applicant shall submit 2 Water Pollution
Control Pian (WPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelinss in
Appendix £ of the Ciry's Storm Warer Standaras.

18. Pror to the issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall obtain an Encroachment
Maintenance and Removal Agreement, for proposed sidewalk underdrain in the West Point
Loma Boulevard righi-oi-way. ' |

10 Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant skell enter inic an agresment to

indemnify, protect and hoid harmless Ciry, 118 o*‘mclals and emplovess from any and all claims,
demands, causes or action, lizbility or loss because of, or arising out of the receipt of runoff or

flood waters due 1o the construction of 2 basement garage.

20. Prior to occupancy, the applicant shall process a "Non Conversion Agreement” for the
arage and storage area, subject 0 inundauon.

rm

21, The applicant shall floodproof all structures supject to inundation. The floodproofed

oY=l

suctures must be consmucted in 2 manner satisfactory to the Ciry Enginesr.

GEOLOGY REQUIREMENTS:

22.  4nupdated geotechnical report will be required as conswucnon plans are deve loped for the

project. Additional geote cnmical informanon such as verification of existung soil conditions
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needbe yo¥ design of structure foundanions will be subject to zpproval by Building Deavel opment
Review prior to issuance of building permits.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS:

23.  All reguired landscape snall be maintainsd in & diseass, waad and litter fres conditi on at all
times. Severs pruning or "topping" of wees is not permitted unless specifically noted in this
Permit. The wrees shall be maintained in a safe manner 10 allow sach ree 10 grow to its rmarurs
height and spread.

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

24. No fawer than two off-strest paj:}dng spaces shall be maintained on the property at all times
in the approximate locations shown on the approved Zxhibit “A.” Parking spaces shall comply at
all times with the SDMC and shall not be converted for any other use unlass otherwise

authorized by the Development Services Department.

25. A twopographical survey conforming to the provisions of the SDMC may be reguired if it is
ietermined, during construction, that there may be 2 conflict berween the building(s) under
construction and a condition of this Permit or 2 regulation of the unde lving zone. The cost of
any such survey shall be borne by the Owner/Pemmitiee.

26. Pror w the 1ssuance of any building permits, the Owner/Permittee shall grant 1o the San
Diego County Reﬂional Alrport Authority an avic'atio_n easement for the purposs of maintaining
all zircraft approach paihs 1o Lindbergh Field Thus easement shall pemmit the unconditioned
right of flight of aircraft in the federally controlied airspace above the subjec: property. 11is
eazsement shall identify the sasement’s elevanon above the property and shall include
promnmors regarding use of and activity on the property that would interfere with the intended
use of the ezszment. This easement mey require the grantor of the easement to waive any right of
crion arising out of noise associated with the fiight of aircrafl within the easement,

27. Pror to submiting building plans to the City for review, the Owner/Permittee shall plac
1

note on all building plans indicating thaf an avigation easemsnt has been granied across the
roperty. Tne note shall inzlude the County Recorder’s recordine num ioah
T > g T the av 1ganon

easement.

28, All privare oudoor Lighting shall be shaded and adjustad to fall on the same nremises where
such lights are Jocated and in accordance with the applicable regulations in the SDMC.

INFORMATION ONLY:

» Any party on whom fzes, dadications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed
25 conditions of approval of this development permit, may proiest L‘np 'mposition wi‘thin
ninety days of the approval of this development permit by filing 2 written protest with the
City Clerk pursuant to California Governmeni Code §66020. |
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s This development may be subject 1o impact fees at the ime of consruction permit issuance.

4PPROVED by the Ciry Council of the Citv of San Diegoe on May 22, 2007 by Resolution No,
30000
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Permit Tvpe/PTS Approval No.: CDP 147134, SDP 38
Date of.&ppjoval. Mav 22. 2007

AUTHENTICATED BY THE DEVE OPMENT SZRVICZS DZPARTMENT

Lailz Iskandar
Development Project I\f ager

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

The undorswned Own °r/Pern:utte° by execurion hereof, agees to sach and every ondition of

comd owr o P T B . A. ﬁ--—.n...f'D
: A P

uub Permil and u;uuu...s.-a w y-.-“uu-. Conll Qlil TV y Julinoniuie Ve rpnnkin teteliyteetiintateons

Owner/Permittee

Dawvid Stebbins

NOTE: Notary acknowledgments
must be attached per Civil Code
‘section 1180 et seq.
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RESOLUTION NUMBER R-
ADOPTED ON _Mav 22, 2007

-

WHEREAS, on October 27, 2004, David Stebbins submitied an application 1o the Development
ervices De partmﬁnt Tor Site Dp\»Plcp-nnm Parmit No. 389939 ang Cozstal I Development Permit

No. 147134,
WHEREAS, the permit was et Tor 2 public hearing 10 be conducted by the City Council of the
Ciry of San Diego; and

w

p—a
- (J.)

WHERE AS the issue was heard by the Ciry Counci} on May 22, 2007; and

_J.—-

WHEREZAS, the City Councz of the City of San Diego considersd the issues discussed in

PR

Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 31076 NOW THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of San Diego, that it is hereby certified that
‘Mitigated Negative Declaration No._351076 has been completed in compliance with the
Celifornia Environme ntal Quality Act of 1970 (California Public Resources Code Section 21000
et s=q ) 25 amended, and the State guidelinss thereto (Californiz Adminisiration Code

ecuon 15000 at seq. ) that the report reflects the 1nd°p°nc1f-nt judgment of the Ciry of San Diego

as [ T az2d & cency and that the TﬂIn"::\'.'lf'1nﬂ pontained in gaid renart, Tncn ther with ANY COMMEents

received aunnc the public review process, has been revi ewed and considered oy the ury
Council.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Citv Council finds tha: » o ¢t revisions now mitigate
_potentially significant effecis on the environment previously iéennified in the Immal Study and
therefore, that said Mitigated Negative Declaration, a copy of which is attached hereto and
incorporated by reference, is he reny approvad.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thai pursuant to Californiz Public Rasources Code, Section
21081.6, the Ciry Council hereby adopts the Miu crauon Monitoring and Reporting Program, or
alterations to implement the changes to the projec squir

avoid significant effects on the environment, a ﬂopy o; “which is attached hereto and incorporated
herein by reference. '

APPROVED: Michasl Aguirre, City Atornay

By:

Aromey

ATTACHMENT:  Exhibit A, Mitigaticn Monitoning and Reperting Program

ed by this body in order 1o mitigate or

10
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EXHIBIT A
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Project No. 51076

This Mitigaton Monitoring and Reporiing Pi otr“am 18 designed to ensurs compliance with Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6 during implementation of mitigation measures. This program
identifies at 2 minimum: the depariment resporsml for the monitoring, what is 10 b2 monitore
how the monitoring shall be accompv 1shed, the monitoring and reporiing schedule, and
compietion requirements. A record of the Mitigarion Monitoring and Reporting Program will be
maintained ai the offices of the Land Deve lonm‘mt Review Division, 1222 First Avnnua, Fifth
Floor, San Diege, CA '52101. All mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated Negative
Declaranon (Drow:t No0.31076) shall be made condinons of SITE DEVE] LOPMENT PER.MIT

and COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT as may be further described below.
\ MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

The mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or
deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificatss of occupancy
and/or final maps to ensure the successiul complenon of the monitoring program.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY)

1. Prior to Permit Issuance -
A, Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Che
1. Prior to Notice 1o Proceed (NTP) Tor any consn'uc:tion permits, including but not
lirnitad to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Builc?ip g
Plans/P ermits but prior 1o the Oirst preconsiruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assisiant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that th= requirements for Archasological Momtonpcr and Narive American
MOMIoring, if applicable, have been noted on the appropriate constucion
documenss,
B. Leuers of Qualification have been subimitied to ADD
1. The applicant shall submit a lener of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) ideanfying the Principal Invastgator (PI) for the projsct and
the names of all persons involved in the archasological monitoring program, as
defined in the Ciry of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines H(rIRé) If
applicable, individuals involvad in the archasological monitoring program must
have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with cerification
documertation.

2. MMC will provide a etter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
znd all persons involved in the archaeologcal monitoring of the project.
3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any
ersonnel changes associated with the monitoring program.
II. - Prior to Start of Construction

A Venfication of Records Search
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The P1 shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (1/4
mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited 10 2
copy of a confirmanon Jetter from South Coast Informanon Center, oz, if the
search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was

completad.
The lemter shall introduce any perinent informanon coOncerning expectaions and

‘probabilities of discovery during wenching and/or grading activities,

The Pl may submit 2 etai].,d letter 1o MMC reguesting a reduction to the ¥ mile
radius.

R. PI Shall Attend Pracon Mestings

1

.

[ES 2

L

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the P, Construction Manager (CM) and/or
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspeztor (BI), if
eppropriate, and MMC. The gualified Archasologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggsstions concerning the Archasological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contrastor. :
a. Ifthe Plis unable to attend the Precon Mesting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meetng with MMC, the P, RE, CM or Bl, if appropriate,

i Ieg i.:.u =3 LLJUJ.I.[ Oy 10E.

prior 1o the siart of any WoIk thia

Identify Areas 1o be Monitored

a. Pror to the start of any work that reguires monitoring, the PI shall submit an
Archasolegical Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based on the appropriate
construction documents (reduced 10 11x17) to MMC 1dentifying the areas to
be monitored including the delinesation of grading/excavation limits.

b. The AME 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

2. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shaH also submit a construction scheduls
10 MMC through the PE indicanng when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The Pl may submit 2 detailed letier to MMC prior 1o the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such 25 review ovf‘ﬁnet]
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increass
the potential for resources 10 de present.

III. During Construction '
A. Monitor Shalt be Present During Grading/Excavat ton/Tre Ching

1.

!d

The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities which could result in impacts to archaeclogical resources zs identifiad
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifving the RE,
PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities.

The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Recard
(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

10



000508

IV.

ATTACHEMENT

Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
10 MMC. )
The Pl may submit a detaiied letier to MMC dunng construction requestinng a
modifcation 1o the monitoring program wnen & feld condiion such as modem
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/wenching activities, presence of

L

fossil formations, or when natve soils are encountered may reduce or increase the

potential for resources to be present,

B. Discovcrv Notification Pro"ﬂss

1. inthe event of a discovery, the Archasological Momsior shall direct the contwracior
10 temporarily divert wenching activities in the arsa of discovery and imm ediately
notify the RE or 31, zs appropniate.
The Monitor shall immediately noufy 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 wrinien docurnentation to MMC withuin 24 hours by fax or gmail with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.
C. Determination of Significance
1. The PI and Nadve American representative, if applicable, shall evaluats the

sienificance of the resource. If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in

Secrion [V below,

2 The Pl shzll immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and snall also submit 2 letter 1o MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is reguired. _

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts
to significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activiu'es
in the arsa of discovery will be allowsd to resume, _ )

c. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a istter to MMC indicating
that artifacts will b= collectad, curated, and documentiad in the Final
Monitoring Report. The lstter shzll zlso indicate that that no further work is
required.

2

L

Discovery of Human Remains
If humen remains are discoverad, work shall ha}t in that area and the following

procedures st forth in the Califormua Public Resources Coade (Sec. 509 7.98) and State
Health and Safery Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undert
A, Noufication '

1, - Archasological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, MMC, and the
PL if the Monitor is not cuzalified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior
Planner in the Environmental Analys:s Section (EAS). :
The PI shall notfy the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone, '
B, Isolate discovery siie _

1. quk shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
arez reasonably suspected 10 overlay adjacent human remains unil 2
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenience of the remairs.

s
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The Medical Zxaminer, it consultaton with the PI, shall determine the n==d fora
neld examination to determine the provenience.
If a field examinanon 1s not warranted, the Meadical Examme; shall deterriine
with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely 1o be of Nagve
American orgin. ‘
C It Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American
1. The Medical Examiner shall notify the Nauve Amenican Heritage Commission
(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Mzdical Examiner can make this call.
The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medical =xaminer
has completed coordinabon.
NAHC shall identiry the persorn or persons determined 1o be the Most Likely
Descendent (MLD) and provide contact informaton..
The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation.
Disposition of Native American Hurnzn Remains shall be determined berwesn the
MLD and the PL IF:
2. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make 2
scommendation within 24 hours afier being notified by the Commission; OR;
b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fzils
to provide measuras acceptabie to the landowner.
If Human Remains are NOT Nagve Amencan
1. The PIshall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.
The Medical Examiner will datermine the appropriate course of action with the PJ
and Ciry-staff (PRC 3087.98). :
If the remains are of historic onigin, they shall | be appropriately removead and
conveysd to the Musesum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
human remains shal] be made in consultation with MMGC, EAS, the
epplicant/iandowner and the Museum of Man.

1o

L

1~

L

s
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L

V. Night Work
A, If night work is included in the conwact
1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall
be prasented and discussed at the precon meeting, -
2. The following proc=*aur°s shall be Iollowsd
a. No Discoverias
In the event that no discoveries were encountersd during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by Sam
the following 'normn:. if pessible.
b. Discoveries : _ :
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV — Discover
of Human Remains.
¢.. Potentially Significant Discoveries
 Ifthe Pl determines that a potantially significant discovery has been made, the
procedurss detailed under Secton I - During Construcrion shall be followed.
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d. The PI shall immmediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the foliowine motning 10

report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unlass pther
specific arrangements have pesn made.
B. Ifnight work becomes necessary during the course of consmuction
1. The Consmuction Menager shall notify the RE, or B, a5 appropziate, & mirimum
of 24 hours before the work is 10 begin.
2. TheRE, or BI, 2s approprizie, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures descriped above shall apply, as appropriate.

Post Construction
A, Submital of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The Pl shall submit two OOpiéS of the Draft Monitoring Repol‘t (SVBE ifnegatjve)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the

Archasological Monitoring Program (with appropriate g:aa}‘lj cs) 1o MMC for

review and approval within 90 deys following the completion of monitorineg,

2. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeojogical Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Drefi
Monitoring Report. :

b. Recording Sites with State of Caluorma Deparmment of Parks and Recreation

e PI shall be responsibie for recording (on tnﬂ appropriate State of

.
T ™ . TNTMITY S AA w Ty .

al{Tormie o DEI'"LI'ﬂuuL of Fark ane ~ecrzation L\J.l.l.h.c‘;,/; Inoid Avby aliy
significant or potentally significant resources encounterad during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City's Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submuttal of such forms w0 the South Cozst
informaton Center with the Final Monitering Report.

('l*w

2. MMC shall rerurn the Draft Monitoring Report w the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report. '

3. The Pl shall submit revised Draft Momto*mo R eport to MMC for approval.

4, MMC shall ‘DI‘OV]CL& written verification to the PI of the émzrov»d rﬂb-ort

3. MMC shall notufy the RE or B, s appropriate, of raceipt of all Draft Monitoring

Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Artifacts ,
1. The Pl shall be responsiblie for ensuning that all cultural remains coliecied are
cleaned and camalogued
2. The Pl shall be responsiple for ensuring that all artifacts nalvzed to identify
function and chronology as they relate 10 the history of th 2; that Taunal
materia] is identified as to species; and that specialty smdies are complerad, as
appropriate.

C. Curanon of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification
1. The Plshall be responsivie for ensuring that all artifacts associzied with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this projact are permanently curated with
an appropriate instirution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and
the Native Amnerican representativs, as applicable,
2. The PIshall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation instmution in
the Final Monitoring Report submiitted 10 the RE or BI and MMC.
D. Finel Monitoring Report(s)

10
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The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE

or Bl as appropriate, and one copy 10 MMC (even if negative), within 90 days
afier notification Tom MMC that the drzfi report has been a2pproved.
The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notce of Completion until receiving a2 copy of

£8P e ra
Nt

the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Accept
Verification from the curation institution.

The above mitigation monitoring and reportng Program will require additional fees and/or

deposits to b2 colise

ed prior 10 the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or

final maps to ensure the suceessiul complstion of the monitoring program.

10
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Ocean Beach Planning Boaz;d, Inc.
P.O.Box 70184
Ocean Beach, Czlifornia 92167

July 6, 2006

City of San Diego

Development Services Department
1272 First Avenue, MS 302

San Diego, CA 2101

At Laila Iskandar, Project Manager

Subject: Project No. 51076 (5166 West Point Loma Blvd.)

Dear Ms. Iskandar:

The subject project was presented at the Ocean Beach Planning Board’s General Meeting on July 3, 2006 at
whick a guorum was present. There were two motions concerning this property and neither one passed.

Vanous board members noted that the new residence would represent e significant improvement over the
existing dupiex, and would improve the character of the general neighborhood. In addition the change from a
duplex to a single family residence would reduce-density in the area : -
Various board members noted concerns about the height of the project, and that other property on the block
might be re-developed to similar heights, altering the character of the neighborhood. The concern is that
subsequent development might create a corridor of 1all buildings on the block. The suggestion was 1o restrict

ine project 10 TWO stories.

g~

It was moved and seconded 1o recornmend approval of the project as presented. Motion did not pass. VOTE:
YES, ¢ NO, 0 Abstained.

ect as presenied dus to the bulk and scale

It was moved and seconded to recommend denial of the proj
VOTE: 4 YES, 4 NQ, 0 Abstained.

inappropriaieness with the neighborhood. Motion did not pass.
Thank vou for recognizing our efforts and considering our vote.
If you have any questions, pleass do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Tane Gawronski, Ph.D. - Secretary
Ocezn Beach Plaaning Board
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REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE ISSUED: January 30, 2007 REPORT NO. PC-07-010
ATTENTION: Planning Commission, Agenda of February 8§, 2007

SUBJECT: STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51076

PROCESS 4

OWNER/APPLICANT:  Dawid Stebbins

SUMMARY

)

W

Phvag®
Xy
IVIRSITY

i 16 1P

Issue(s): Should the Planming Commission approve the demolition of an existing one-

* story duplex, and the conswucton of 2 new 1,749 square-foot, three-story single farnily

residence above a 816 square-foot basement garage on a 2,500 square-foot sie, and 1o
allow for 2 deviation from the regulenions for Special Flood Hazard Areag?

Staff Recommendation:

1. . CERTIFY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION No. 51076, and ADOPT MMRP:
and
2. Approve Coastzl Development Permit No. 147134; and

Approve Site Devalepment Permit No. 380939,

Ly

Communitv Plannine Group Recommendation: The subject project was presented at
the Oceen Beach Planning Board's General Mesting on July 3, 2006, There were fwo
motons concerming this property and neither one passed (Voie 4-4-0) (Anachment 10). .

Epvironmental Review: A Miugated Negauve Declaration (MND), Project No. 51076,

has been preparad for the project in accordance with State of Celifornia Environmenia)
Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reparting Program
(MNRP) has been prepared and will be implemented for Archeasological Resources
which will reduce any potential impacts to below a leve] of significance.

Fiscal Impact Statement: The cost of processing tias application is paid for by the

STTACHMENT
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Code Enforcement Impact: None with this action. There are oo opsen cases in the
Neignborhood Code COuDLIZDC° eparmment for this property.

Housing Impact Statement: The 0.057-acre site 13 presently designated for multi - family
residential at 15 10 25 éwelling units per acre in the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which
would allow 1 dwelling unit oo the project site. The proposal to dernolish an existing 2-
dwelling unit duplex stucrure and conswuct a 1-awelling unit sowucture on the 2,500 )
squars-foot lot is within the density range oI 15 10 235 dwelling units per acre id=ntified in
the Precise Plan. The proposal would result in a net loss of 1 dwelling untt in the cozstal
zone. However, this does not trigger any remedial acuon to replace affordable housing
within the communiry because it does not meet the Coastal Overlay Zone Affordable
Housing Replacement Regulations requiring, “Demoiition of  residentdal squcturs with
_three or more dwelling units or demolition of at least eleven units when two or more

, Structures are invelved.”

BACKGROUND .

The project is located at 3166 West Point Loma Boulevard in L‘m- RM 2-4 Zon , and 18 Wlthm the

N e -
(-'ﬁn-'-—-;‘l J"\-,-;-.r:;-.,- T L preis q-.__.a_:‘__—n"“ ¥ .‘,,r,..,.._...! D atrmr T 1-5-1 h ...-,f,.- s Toeeme Thesl iy s
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Roadway, Beac ch Paricing Impact Overlay Zone, Airport Anbroach Overlay Zone, Alrport
Environs Overlay Zone, and the 100-vear Floodplain Overlay Zone. The 0.037-zcre site is within
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan end Local Cozsual Program Land Use Plan (LCP) which designates
the property and surrounding neighborhood for mult-family land use at & maximum density of

25 dwelling units per acre (Attac] ‘ento)

The single-story, 1,250 square-foot duplex was construcied in 1835, The project site

surrounded by established multi-farmily residential developmenis to the west, east, south and
Ocean Beach Dog Park to the northwest. The San Diego River'is located approximately 650 feet
to the north of the proposed development and the Pacific Ocean to the west (Attachment 2).

A Coszstal Development Permit (CDP) is required to allow the demolition of an sxisting one-
story, duplex and the construction of a new three-story 2bove basemen: single family residence
fronting West Point Lomsz Boulevard.

A Site Dzvelopment Permit in accordance with Process 4 is 2iso reguired to allow for a deviation

to the Special Flood Hazard Area, per the City's Env uonmvmallj Sensitive Lands Regulations

(SDMC Section 143.0110 Table 143-014).

DISCUSSION

Proiect Description:

¢ project proposes the demolition of the existing one-story Guplex and the construction of 2
new ?hree-stor}» gbove basement single family residence, fronting West Point Lomaz Boulevard.

-0

V)



ATTACHMEKNT

T¥: proposed 1,749 sguare-foot single family residence would include an office, master
bedroom, Two bathrooms znd z patio on the Irst leve =l & kitchen, dining room, living room,
bathroom and rwo decks on the-second level; and a loft and & dack on the third-floor level., The

project would also include z subterranean rwo-car garage with 2 storage area.

The exterior treanpents of the single family residence would include 2 smcco finish with glass
chuks located on the north, south and west sides of the single-family residenze. The second and
third Jevels would include a foam shape cormice that would border each of those lnv Is. Pipe
railing would border the top of sach level, along with a 2 }4 foot glass rail on both the second and
third Jevel decks on the wast side of the soucnwre. The eastern half of the roof would consist of

downward sioping concrate flar tile roofing, while the west half of the roof would consist of a fiat

roof (Attachment 3).

Community Plan Analvsis:

As oniginally submitted, the project included the demolition of the existing duplex and
conswuction of a 1,751 (original proposal) square-foot three-level single dwelling unit with a
subterranean parking garage. Stafi initially had concerns regarding the bulk and scale poriraved
in the first submirmal. The project site is iocaied on one side of z block consisting of 1-story
duplexes. The architectural style of the existing 1-story dupiexes are virtually identical end have
‘been determined not to be historically significant. Manv of the structures are dilapidaied and in
nesd of repair/remodeling and the proposal wouid be consisient with the Ocean Beach Action
Plan's objectve 1o “Renovate substandard and dilapidated proparty” (Residential Element) and
"Promote the continuation of an economically balanced housing markst, providing for 2ll ags
groups and¢ iamily tvpes” (R“Slﬂfﬂuai Element). '

Staff’s initial concerns regarding the nrooosal s bulk and scale were addressed when the

applicant, afier meeting with staff, incorporated suggsstons that served to further break down the
bulk of the ongm.lal submital in a manner that preserves the character of small-scale residential
developmment in the comumunity.

The revised project would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. At three storiss, the
project would be of a larger scale than immediately swrounding development. However, the
project would more closely match 2-story structures on the biock 10 the immediate north of West
Point Loma Boulevard. In addition, the project area is mapped within the 100-vear ﬂoodpl '

ang the restrictions on development within the fioodplain require that the first floor be 2 fest
above the base flood elevarion, which would effzctively render the ground floor uninhabitable for
mmost properiies in this area. This condiuon and the RM-2-4 zone reguirement that 23 percent of
FAR be utilized for parking 12 the applicant to waterproof the garage in order io avoid having
part of the ground floor level devoted to parking, Wthh in turn, would have drasticaily raduced
habitable space. The project proposal includes 2 modest increase in square footage From 1,250 to
1,749 and the applicant has submitied 2 design that is well-articuizted with pronounced step
backs on both the second and third stories which would enhance pedestrian orjentation along the
ight-of-way. The third story roof is also sloped down in Font to further break up the

publicn
Further, the proposal observes the thirty-foot height lirnit of the Coastal

scale of the proposal.

[
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Staff concluded that the propesed design typifies “s*‘aalf scale” Jow-density development and
would be consistent with both the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and the Action Plan goals for
redevelopment and owner occupiad housing. Tms aslermination was based on the well
articulated design which reduces the bulk of the swucture and observes the Coastal Overlay

eight limit while mindful of the site’s physical constraints and regulatory issues which incliude
the foodplain and zoning limitazions on floor area rafio. ' :

The projsct is located barween the frst public ight-of-way and the ocean and therefors issuss of
coastal access (physical and visual} must be addressed. The proposal wonid not impact any
physical access to the coast. In addinon, there are no public view cornidors identfisd in the area
by either the Ocean Beach Precise Plan or the Ocsan Beach Acton Plan. Nonetheless, the
project would respact sstback requirements and a three oot view comridor would be provided
along the sast and west sides of the property through 2 dead reswriction to preserve views toward

Dog Beach and the San Diego River.

Epvironmental Analvsis:

ot site is within the 100 year Joodplain and is thsrerore considered environmentally

&
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compJete;y disturbed the site. The property is relatively flat with an elevation of § fest above

ez Jevel and doss not include any sensitive topov'anhj.,al or piological resources. The site
1§ neither within nor adjacent o Nim.. -Habiat Planning Arez (MHPA) lands, 4 Mi tigatsd
Negative Declaration dated November 2, 2006, has dasn preparsd for thig project in accordance
State CEQA guidelines, and 2 Mz ganon, Monitoring and Reporting P Program 1§ T2guire
10 reduce any potential impacts to below & level of significance.

240

&

with
Tor Archasological Resources

Projeci-Related Issues:

pment will be constructed within the 100 Year Floodplain (Special Flood
Hazard 4rea), and has z Base Flood Elevanon of 9:6 Tsat mean sez level. Ths ragiricsons on
Gevelopment within the floodplain require that the lowest floor, including basement, be elevated
at east 2 feet above the base flood elevation in ascordence with San Diego Municipal Code
(SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(6), while the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
reguires that the Anished floor elevation be at one or more fest above the base flood elevation
(BFE). This project is requesting a éeviation to allow development of the residential sTueture, to
bz at 7.1 122t below the Base Flood Elevation. The subte erranean garage, which would have 2
depth of 6 fest below existing grades, would be at least two feet below the high groundwatsr
tzble. However, the project has been designed and condifioned to mitigate potential flood related
damage to the pz‘incinal residental swucture by raising the reguired living space floor arsz above
the flood line per FEMA reou;bm.“.s and flood-proof all siruchures subjzct to inundation in
accordance with Technicel Bulletin 3-93 of the Federal Insurance Adminiswation. Buiiding
conditions Nos. 20 and 21 of the Site D=v elopment Permit are required 1o implement the ESL
Regulations and allow the site io be developed below the BFE. All State and Federal flood

The pronosed develops

e
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requmbiﬁsms shall be satisfied and the project would be consistent with FEMA guidelines

through the above mentionaed condinions.

As such, the proposed design complies with the requirements for development in 2 floodp lain
and the impact would not be significant or otherwise, would be mitigated 1o below 2 level of
significance. The project is consisient with the land use designanon 1n the Ocean Beach Precise

Plan znd Local Cosastal Program.
12ff can support the proposed deviation as the project conforms to the development regul ations
through sensitive design pracuces. '

Community Groun: Ths Oczan Beach Planning Board met on July 3, 2006. There were two
motons presented concemning this property and neither one passed. '

The first motion was to zpprove the project as presente¢. The motion failed by & vote of

[ ]
420
[
e The subszguent motion was 10 deny the project as presented due to the bulk and scale,

~ This motion also failed by z vote of 4-4-0.

ormane hasrA smambhors narad fh nt +'ne menz reidonoe w
Jarmane haard members noten that N8 NoW rENGInot WY

over the existing duplex, and would improve the character of the general neighborhood. In
addition, the change from a duplex 10 a single family residence would reduce density in the area

.
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Vanous board members noted concerns about the height of the project, and that other properties
on the block might be re-developad to similar heights, altering the character of the neighb‘orbood,
Their concern is that subsegquent development might create a corridor of tall buildings on the
block. The suggeston was {0 resirict the project 1o wo stonss. i

4s previously indicated, the project site is mapped within the 100-vear fioodplain and the
restrictions on development within the floodplain require thar the first floor be 2 feet above the
base flood elevation, which would sffectively render the ground foor uninhabitzble for most
properties in this area. The applicant has submitted a design that is well-articulated with
_pronounced step backs on botk the sscond and third stores which would enhance pedesiian
orientation along the public righi-of-way. The third story roof is also sloped down in front to
further break up the scale of the proposal. Stiail believes these design features would alleviate the
concern of tall buildings creating a corridor effect in the neighborhood and that the proposed
project would meet goals of both the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Acton Plan rec:;ard‘ing

redeveiopment.

Coasta] Commission: A raview letter dated August 11, 2006 was received from the California
Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission staff noted that the proposed project should be
evaiuated for adequate parking, potential public view blockage, and compatibility with the
community character of the arsz. Given the orientation of the residence 1o the ocean, and since
the site is adjacent to the public park and beach, a view analysis shouid be performad. The
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propusdd Gevelopment should address any potental impacts 16 public access, including impacts
related 1o construction and should be consisient with the policies of the LDC which reouire open
fencing in the side vards, and low level vegetation to preserve public views to fhe ocean ]
Cit}" siaff reviewsed ihe project for potential pudblic view blockags and noted that nzither the

can Beach Precise Plan (OBPP), nor the Ocear Beach Action Plan identify any specific public
view commdors in the project area. However, the applicant 1s required to preserve 2 three-foot
view corridor along both the east and west sides of the property through a deed restricion 1o
preserve views toward Dog Beach and the San Diego River, Therefors, no impacts to public

access, or any public views would be zffected by the propessd projec :

acce

Geology: The project site is located within Geologic Hazard Zones 31 and 32 2s shown on the
San Diego Seismic Safery Study maps. Zone 31 encompasses areas with a high liguefacion
potential. Zone 32 is characterized by a low risk of geologic hazards. A g=otechnical
investigation was conducted that addresses liguefaction potential of the proposad project sit

The geqtechnical consultant concluded that soils 10 a depth of about 16-fest are SL.sce'ouble 10
_1101.1macuon and th y recommend a ngd, reinforeed concrete mat foundanon to mitigate
lighefaction induced sertlement and resist hydrostatc uplid, )
Groundwater was encountersd at a depth of approximately 5 fest. Construction dewatering will
be necessary, which might result in minor settlement of adjacent properties. The eeotecnnical
CONSQITANT TeCOmMIMends 1At the GeWalsring DS PEIToImad 0n a 10Calized basis andwe):;snng
improvements monitored 10 minimize possiple mpacis. '
Geotechnical reports addressing the project were reviewed by Ciry Geology staff. Baszd on that
revizsw, the geoiechnical consultant adequately addressed the soil and geologic conditions
potentially impaciing the proposed dsvelopment for the purpose of environmental review. An

addendum geotechnical report will be reguired for submitial of conswuction plans for ministerial
PEITits. )

Conclusion:

~ . . B . .-
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appliczble sections of the San Diego Municipzl Code regarding the RM-2-4 Zone, as zliowed
through the Site Development Permit Process. Stzff has concluded that the proposed deviation
will not adversely affect the General Plan, the Ocean Beach Precise Plan, and is appropriate for
this location and will result in 2 more dasirable project than would be achisved if desiened in’

stmict conformance with the development regulations of the applicable zons. Staffbeliveves ths
reguired findings can be supporied 2s subsiantiaied in the Findings (4rachment 9) and
recommends epprovel of the project as proposed.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Approve Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Development
Permit No. 389920, with modifications.

-6-
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2 Deny Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Development
Permit No. 3809320, if the findings requu‘ed to approve the project cannot be
affirmed.

3. CERTIFY Mitgated Negauve Declaranion No. 31076, and ADQPT the MMRP.

Respectfully submirtted,

Pr-‘ =1 Ov b

AN — —

Mike Westlake Laila Iskandar
Program Manager Program Manager
Development Services Department Development Services Department
Atrtachments:
1 Droject Location Mep
2, Aerial Photograph
3. Community Plan Land Us2 Map
4. Project Date Shest

Project Development Plans

Site Photos

Comparible Stuctures in Neighborhood

raft Permit with Condinons

8. Draft Resolution with Findings
10.  Community Planning Group Recommendation
11, Ownership Disclosure Stalement
12. Project Chronclogy

)
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APPEAL OF THE STEBBINS EESIHENCE PEANKNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF
PERMITS AND I\I\IIQ[\Q#{E%D{NI:B{GATIVE DECLARATION

. Sy Ul AL, .

This project should not be allowed a varnance 107 unaergrouﬁc parking in a flood piain due 1o
. Confiict with Ciry Council Policy 600 —14

. FEMA “strictly prohibits” parking under residence in ficodplaims.

Consequences of approving sub-surface parking under residence in 2 flood piain

+  Inconsisient with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan

Stebbins® residence does not mest the FEMA Standards for granting of a variance for
underground parkding of residence in a floodplain

. Findings are not supported

+  Major deficiencies in the Mitigared Nzgative Declaration

Confiicts with Orher Marters including Council member raulconer’s signed pledge to Jim
3ell to oppose flood plain development ' '

Ciry Wide Significance: The proposal wouid §21 2 prececent 1or aliowilg parking L2LSEh
residennal sguciures in flood piains. Mr. Stebbins has aclmowledged this. (Amachment 4, P 2)
If San Dizgo were placed on NFIP Probation for this, the thousands of residents carrving flood
wrance would nave their annual premiums raisec. This would create a public Outcry 2s has !

s
ozeurred when FEMA has placed other communities on Probation for NFIP violanors.

CONFLICTS WITH CITY COUNCIL POLICY 600 - 14

Ciry Council Poliey 500-14 states: “Development within arzas of special flood hazard 1s unwise

from 2 public health, safety and general welfare stzndpoint.” This Policy is not addressed 1o the

Mitigaied Negaive Declaration (WIND) or Permits. The proposed re-development would take

place in the 100 year flood plain of the San Diego River as cited P. 13, p;opo‘sed Permit apd
FEMA Zone A according to the MND, P. 1. The plan to excavare down into the flood plain (7

feet below the 100 vear flood ievel) is not oaly unwise, it ¢2Ii2s COmMMOn $2nse.

NEW INFORMATION: PRIOR CITY REJECTION OF
UNDERGROUND PARKING NOT DISCLOSED IN MND OR TO
PT.ANNING COMMISSION; PROJECT APPLICANT STEBBINS
CALLED THIS A “PROJECT STOPPER”

Underground pariing legal conflict: The perking under 2 residence in & Tloodpiain legel confiict wes known both
to Mr. St=boins and st f at lezst as far back as Ccrober, 2003, Mr. Stzbbins wrote w projsct managsr Iskendar

. outlining the reasons he thought 2 deviation from FEMLA siandards should be gramed.  {See Anachment 4).
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Pagject Manager Iskandar wrote that staii ¢ uould not sunpor‘ & project with UDG?:‘UTOL"'ld parking
due to the FEMA and City codes which dor't allow 1t In e November 4, 2005 latter to Mr

tebbins, Ms. ﬁab.aaaad Wrote!

“Ciry staff cannot support the request for an underground parking for the project site. As
the development is taking place within the 100 vear flood plain zone, certain
standards/regulation design must be applied, and the project as presented including the
request for Variance or deviation is not in compliance with the City Ordinance which do

not aliow for construction bellow grade in these circumstances. As noted previously in our
early assessment reports thatﬁ@raer for staff to support the project, applicant shall
demonstrate conformance with the SDMC section 143.0146¢(6) requirement in regard to
development within a Special flood Hazard Area and having the lowest floor, including
basement, elevated at Jeast 2 feet ahove the base flood elevation.

Ciry stzff recommends the foliowing:

1 Redesign the project 10 maet the above reguirements...” (Amachment 3)

TLIS PRIOR REJECTION OF UNDERGROUND PARKING WAS NOT DISCLOSED IN

THE MND OR TC THEZ PLANNING COI\’D\USSION' It is not Lnown why staff changed their
Mr. Stebbins referred to It as a “project stopper” in his Octobar 25, 2005

-1
R ita

minds on this issue.

CORIPINE I T R I = TS alemrs mypo e orEn L i T o PRSPy U S 0y .1
JTLbwd L 2via. CH ety RS R R CA I more L.,'.'J‘?_L ‘_-'_'.‘,,!‘?__ OTheEr TH

bring them to my atention.” (Attachrglsnt 4), The other “projec stopnef 1551
4 g

scale of

the proposal.

FEMA “STRICTLY PROHIBITS” PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOOD PLAINS
TEMA Technical Bulletn 6-63 BELOW GRADZ PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
BUILDINGS LOCATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD ARZAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (Amachment 1, PP.1,2) stztes: “Below-
rad Parking Garages in Residential Buildings 1n A Zones Secrion 60.3¢(2) of the NFIP
regulations states that a communizy shall: '
equire that all new constucton and substantial rmprovements of residsntial sguctures within
Zones A1-430, AE and AH on the community’ s rIRM heve the lowest fioor (including
basement) elevated 1o or above the base flood lavel..”
Under the NFIP, 2 below-grade parking garage is considered a basement if 1t is below érade on all
sides. Thersfore, the onstruc*lon of below-grade parking garagss is pronidited baneath residsnual
buildings in Zones A1-A50, A=, and AFL” :
TEMA hes written (Amachment 2) that this is & sTict proaiditon. .
Mz, Gregor Blackbwn, Senior INawr al Hezards Program Specialist for DHS-FEMA Region 9 (San
Diego’s Region) noted in 2 March 2 email:

—_—1
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“The provisions of Teconicel Rulletin é-03 are expiicit. The Nadonal Flooé Insurance Program
regulations smictly pro ohibit the placement of below-grade parking garagss under residental
structures.” _ :

POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES OF APPROVING SUB-SURFACE PARKING UNDER
ESIDENCE IN 4 FLOOD PLAIN

Mir. Blackbum (FEMA, Region § said in 2 March 2 email (Amachment 2) ;

“ A community which has p=—ml*tsd consmuction in violadon of their jocal flood damage

preventien ordinance (which must ast the requirements of Vol. 44 of the Code of Federal

Regulations) and having bean found m violaton of the NFIP would be required 1o remadiate the

violaton to the maximum extent pessible. If the community does not work io remediate the

violation th
the Community Raung Sybt:m-—w ere discounts are given on flood insurance premiums—those

discounts could bz rescindsd.”
. The above information is more than gnough o deny the Permits for this project as proposad with

underground parking.

INCONSISTENT WITH OCEAN BEACH PRE CISE PLAN

Allpwable buiiding on lot sizn: g 116 of the OB Precise Plan (Attachment 3) describes th
Stebbins residence exaci lot size: 23 feet by 100 feet. This page alse shows “probable

gavelopment” for this lot as either 1 story/1250 square fzet or 2 story/1750 squars feet. Neijther
has underground parking. This page dirscily conwadicte staif and applican: claims that he could
not build 2 1730 sguare foot residence unless he was granted the variance for underground parking
in 2 flood plain, See also anachment 10 in which applram architect asks Ciry whether mev will
eed 1o redesign withour underground parking.
Visnal impact: Evidence of visual impacts not disclosed in the proposed MND or Permirs 1s
ttled “Policy Raview Committ:a_.” Planner: ’“mpton It is dated 12-22-04, While these
somments appear 10 have been mege 10 2 prior design, they are sull applicable. (A4 reference 1o
2211 sa. ft. is crossed out and replacec with 1747 sg. ft.). Ciry planner Rum*oton wrote: “The
sroposal would adversely aifect the following policies in the Ocean Beach Precise Plan: ‘That
viaws available from elevated arees and those adjacent 10 the beaches and ocean be preservadand
enhancad whensver possible.’ Proposal would block views from elevated areas s well as those
adjacent 1o t1°° bz "b°s 25 proposal is on the first public ROW irom the ocean. Proposal would
also adversely affect the following policy: ‘That yards and coverage be adsguare 1o insure
provision of i g‘ and air 1o swrrounding propertiss, and that those requiremenis be more swingent
where necessary 0r buildings over two stories in he ight....Proposal would cast shadows over
neighboring b building/residence and impact air circulauon...... ? (Amachment 6)

Affordabie housing: Page 24 ofthe OB Precise Plan (Summary of Recommendarion; See
ALLacn"n_,m /) crates: “That lower incoms housing be encouraged 10 be mainiained in Ocsan

Beach, especially through minor rehzbilitation of exisung sub-standard units.” This proposal s

sy could be put on probauon or snspended from the program. If the communizy is in -

[
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.wconsistent with that 1
0 Ms. Iskandar, Mr. Siebbins siates that he has spoken with € other neighboring landowners Who
ciis approved (Amachiment 4). This evidgence of cumulanve

will follow his 1=ad if his proje
mpa::s 10 neighborhood character end loss of affordable housing/conflict with Ocsan Beach

Pracise Plan is not in the MND.

recommendancn as lower income residents would be displaced. Ina lemer

OTHEER NEW INFORMATION

Ms. Iskandar replied in an email rebruary 27, 2 days prior to the sacond heaning:

"4 Consmucton of the subterranean portons of the swucmre will require dewaterning, The
' geotechnical consuliant indicated that the dewatering might cause [Ms. Iskandar .i’r.s erted the
word “minor’’] semiement of adiacent proparcies resuliing in minor cosmetic diswress that can
e ezsily repaired. They recommeanded that the condition of sTucturss and ImMprov emenis
adjacent 1o the subject property be documentsad pefors the aswatermg operations begin and be
monitorsd during the dewatering operation. In addition, the consulant recommends that the
dewatering program be performed on a localized 1 basis (as pracuical) in order to minimize

possible impacts.
The 2xact quoie from the Gee-Te chnical Report (Replies to Ciry Queastions, August 5, 2003, Page
2, Christan Wheaeler Engineering) 15 ' | C
“We ar= not indicating that the dewatering opé: cation will cause serlement but rather that it migi
gause setilement on adjacn-n properties. I it does occur, We expect it will r=sult in only minor
cosmetnic damags that can be sasily repaired.” (S22 A ttachment 8).
1t is troubling that this informanon “might cause minor settlement of adjacent properiies resultng
. . . v - " T - . mae e ,J . * * - =
i minor cosmetic distress that can be sasily repairsd” regarding potential impacts to adjacent
properties 15 not in the MIND or Permits. This makes the MND and Permits funcamentally
misleading and inadequate as informarive documents. Also, the Planning Commussion was not
informed of this “inconvenien: wuth.” ‘
The MND (P. 4) includes the following misieading statemen : “With regards to the de-waisring
piar, it is not enforced through the discretiopary process; howsver, compliance with the
de-watering 25 outlined above would preciude potential impacts resulung rom
» In truth, it is clearly within the discretion of decision mahers to reject tnis

rocedures for
around failure.
proposal based upon potential damage to adjacent properties.

CONFLICTS WITH OTHER MATTERS

4 FEMA VARIANCE IS UNPT%RRANTED FOR UNDERGROUND PARKING BENEATH
4 RESIDENCE IN.4 FLOOD PLAIN

ol



-”-1‘{ SER 60.6 Variances and Exceprions authOrizes communities 10 grant variances 1o the
culations set for in Ssction 60.3, 60.4, 60.5. The aforementionad sactions refer to placing
naona:a% struciures in relaton to the 100 vear (base) flood. Almost without exceptionn, FEMA

requires that habltable structures (including basements/underground parking) e one oot

above the base flood.

Section 60.6(a) (2) states: “Variances may be issusd by a communiry for new consmuction and
ments to be erscted on 2 Jot of one-half acrs or less in size conriguous 1o and

substantal improvem
swrounded by lots with exisung swucmre construcied below the bass flood level, in coriformznce

with the procedurss of saragraphs (2) (3), (4), (3) and (6) of this secuon™

(3) Varanc
(i) a determinariorn that faiiure 1o grant the variance would rﬂsult in exceptional har@ship w0 the

applicant, and (iii) a dete minaton that the granting of a variance will not result in increassd

fiood heights, additional threats to public safety, exmwaordinary public expense, create

=g, cause Taud on Of victimizaton of the publie, or conflict with local laws or
ordinances. (4) Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the variance is the
minimum necessary, considering the flood hazard, to afford relief

(4) A community shall notify the applicant in WIltng over the signature of 2 community orficial
that (I) the issuance ofa v arzamon 10 con;”uct 2 structure below the base fiood level will result

HJ lllur:E.SuL. bl le..I.JLLU.J Taicd ror 1ol IDoUTaidon wpr v sl lis e 22
\

and (ii) such constuction below the flood Jevel increase risks 1w hI“ and

nuisanc

tve e ey bR Gl e - -,n,..

an U4 far U0 e
el o eme Ll s ) il

INSUrance coverage

property.”
Sacton 60.6(b)(2) states: “The AdminisTator shall prepare a Special Environmsmal Clearancs 1o

determine whether the proposal for an excepnion under paragraph (b) (1) of this section will have
significant mdact on the human environment. The decision whetner an Enw’:onmmtal Impact

Sratement or other environmental GOCUmMENT will be preparaed, will be made in accordance with the
ures set out in 44CFR part 10. Ninsty or mors days may be required for an sovironmental

proced
ce if the proposec exC puon will Lav= significant impact on the human environment

guality clearan

thereby requiring an E1S.”

50.6¢ states; A community may propose flood plain management measurss wiich adopt

standards for flood proofed residential basements pelow the bese flood level in zones A1-30, AH,

A0, and AE which are not subject 1o tdal fiooding, Notwithstanding the reguirements of |

paragraph (D) of this sscnon the Administrator may approve the proposal provided that:

(1) The community has demonstrated that arezs of special flood hazard in which basements will be
permired are subject 10 sballow and low velocity flooding and that thers 15 adsguate flood
warning time to ensure that ail rasidents are notified of impending floods. For the purposss of
this paragraph flood characieristics musl include: (I) Flood depths that are nvo fast or Iess for
developable Jots that are cOntiguous to land above the base flood level 2nd three fest or less for

other lots.....

es shall only be issued by 2 communITy Bpon (i) 2 showing of good and sufficient cause,
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WHY THE .S‘TEBBINS RESIDENCE DOES NOT MEET THE FEMA STANDARDS FOR
GRANTING OF 4 VARIANCE FOR UNDERGROUND PARKING OF R.ESIDETVCF IN 4

FLOODPLAIN

“Cyood and sufficient cause™ has not been shown by e aDD?ibanf There are falss claims by
staff in Findings for Permit (and by the applicant) that he could not build 2 1750 sguare foot
residepcs unless this deviation is granted. However, Page 115 of the Ocean Beach Preecise Plan
(OBPB) conclusively shows that is not wue. Stail claims in the rindings that the San Disgo
Munizipal Code raquires 23% of ot size 10 be devored 10 parking in the muld-unit RM.2-4
some. This would make sense IF parking wers being planned for more than one umt

However, since he is proposing & single family residence, r=c1umng 23% cn jot size (oOO sguars
fest—enough for 4 carsl) is not a reasonadle inte rpretation of this Code

1.

5 The “Fajlure 1o grant the variance woukd result in excepnonal haréship to the applicant™
FEMA standard (60. 6(&)(3)(11) has not been met. Ms. Iskandar’s November 4, 2005 iztter 1o M,
Stebbins clearly states that such circumstances do not merit & Variance. She was correct then and

it is puzzling why she and staff changed thelr formerly valid assessment. Sze aiso #1.

. The pronosal might cause “nuisances” as stated in Mr. Stebbins’ engineers Report (Christian

L TaYa R il

e s . r—— o

Wit ....J._w.m....-;___ FOLTEET 2,
“Wia are not indicating that the de-watering operanon will cause semtlement but rather that 1t might
cause semlement on adjacent properties, If It GO2s 00T, WE EXDEC it will result in only m'mo_-—u
? To grant 2 Vamance, a propesal must not cause 2

- g

cosmetic diswess that can be easily repairs
quisance as stated in 60.6(a)(3)(Hi). This sub-section alsc states that a variapce will not conflict
with local laws or.ordinznces. The propesal does conflict with the OBPB as stated in that Secuon.

Also, Ms. Iskandar’s afore mentoned letter demonstrates that the proposal doss conflict with local

ordinance.
Evidence that the proposal would result in increased threats 1o public-safety is in TEMA code
which states:

“A community suah notiry the zpplicant in writing over the signatre of 2 comrmunity

official that (I) the issuance of variance to constuct a swucture below the base flood lsvel
will resul; in increased premium rates for flood insurance up 10 amounts 25 high as $25 for
$100 of insurance coverage and (ii) such construction below the base flood leve! increases
rsks to life 2nd property.” Section 60.6(2)(3) '

4 “Varances shall only be issusd upon & determinanon that the vamanes is the MIBIMUM

necessary, considering the flooding hezard, to afford reiief.” The applicant has not shown that any
“relief” would‘ atzained by fhe variance for underground parking. He can clearly reaevelop his
or op.,rty with the same square footage without undsrground parking as siated in rezson #1.

. The applicant has not demonsirated that flood depihs would be tarse feet or less (for his lof

.

wnlch is contiguous with lots below the base flood level; stafi and applican: have acknowlsdged
that adjacent lots are below ihe base fiood lzvel). The MND (p. 1) and Permits aclnowledge that
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‘th> pawathe are dfbas.m,nl would be 7 fz2t below the base flood---thersby missing the V ariance
standard by 4 feet! See Section 60.8¢(1)1).

Another possible conflict (thOLch this is not 25 clearly documented as the above reasons) with
FEMA variance siandards, is fnat such deviations must not be subjsct to ndal flooding.
ecrion.60.6 ¢, The CA Coastal Commission has required wave run up studies for redevelopment

idences which zre located on the final sweet befors the beach as is the Stebbins residence

aat
.

ofres
MORE CONFLICTS WITH OTHER MATTERS

Council member Faunlconsr signad & pledge to ecological designer Jim Bell ip exchange for Mr,
Bell's endorsement of Mr. Faulconer’s candidacy for City Council. Part of this pledee was that, if
ejectad. he would oppose flood plain development. Approving this proposal would be

inconsistent with that pledge.
FINDINGS NOT SUPPORTED

Page 8; Finding No. 2 of the proposed Permits inaccurately statas: “The propossd coastal
development will not adversely affect environm entally sensitive lands.”

The proposed de- watering will interfers with the °msung groundwater tzble as stared

above—potentially dameging adjacent residences. Flood plains are natrel resources es described

in Execugve Order 11988 “Flood plam Managemmeni. » {See:

b Jfwrww . usace. army.mil/ew/cecworTeg g/e011988 hum} Tke Ciry of San Dizgo, has agresd 1o act
in conformance with this Order as stated ip Gramt Copdinons for repair of the Point Lome Cutfall
(1982) and for consmucnon of the North City Water Reclamation Plant. This Order states that
those charged with following the Order shall o*;.ly allow proposals in a flood Dlam ifit 15 the least
environmentally damaging practicable alte rpative, Thais Order is much iike the language of the
city’s ESL regulations which raquire a proposal’s impacts on ZSL 10 be rmmm' ed.” This
proposal is not the least damaging pracnicable alternative nor does it “minimize lmpacts 1o the

fliood plain or agjacent Droperties.
Page &, No. 3 states: ““The proposed coastal dewvelopment is in conformity with the certified Lozal
Cozszal Program land use plan and complies with all regulations of the cernfied Implementation

Program.”

Cozstal Permits must be approved by the State. The State and City is required 10 deny DErmits 1o
proposals that would violate faderal regulations as stated in the section FEMA “STRICTLY
PROHIBITS » PARKING UNDER R.ESID,ENCF IN FLOODPLAINS

Retammo walls needed: Also, 2 six foot high retaining wells are onpos=c at the =zst 2nd west
ends of the propossc Lna:rc_r.—ound parking garage/basement. Such wells might be considers
“shoreline protzction devices” and the Coastal Commission might deny 2 Permit for these, Ifthe
underground parking were eliminated, the nead for thess walls would a‘so be eliminated-—2s 1o

such walls currently exist on the site which has at-grade parking.
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Denmmé.h‘mi to public health, safety and welfare: Page 10, No. 2 states: “The propossd
development will not be derrimeantzl to the public health, safety, and welfars.” This Finding is
conwadicted by Council Policy 600-14 “Deve 2l opmernt in areas of special flood hazard is unwise
from a public health, safery, and general welfare standpoint.” This Finding is zlsc contradicied by
FEMLA resmictons on sub-surface parking beneath residences. The § foot vertical deviation fom
City Code rzquiring the bottom fioor (including basements) 1o be elevated to 2 fzet above the 100
R foot vertical violation of FEMA regulatons requiring the basement/garags o

vear flood and the
the 100 vear flood—is clear svidence this Finding is not supported DY facs.

be one {001 above

elated, at the r=o~'uar\ § hearing, 2 neardy resident testified that in the floods of 1982-83, his
regidence was under 2-3 faet of veater and he lost everything. .

Page 10, No. 3 smtes: “The propessd development will comply with the regulations of the Land
‘Development Code. However, the deviation reguested confhicts with SDMC 143.0146.C(6) and
the code réquirement to be consistent with FEMA regulations. City Project Manager Iskandar

confirms this in her rejection of the Stebbins reguest for Variance. (Attachment 5)

Site suitability: Page 11, No. 1 states: “The site is physically suitable for the design and siring
of the proposed development and the development will result in minimum disturbance to )
environmentallv sensitive lands.” Page 1l No. 2 states “The propossd development will
minimize the alteration of jand forms and will not result in undue nsk from geoiogc and erosional
forces, flood hazerds, or fire hazards.” Page 12, No.3 states: “The proposad development will be
sited and designed to prevent zdverse impacis on any adjacent epvironmentally sensitive lands.”
Howsver, in her February 27 smail 10 Randy Berkmnan (Atac Dm“"lTE}) project manager Iskandar
replied that the ciry -:ad not done any alternatives review, How can the propesal resuit in
“minimum dismrbance” to the flood plain and/or adjacent residences if no alternatives review was
done? A design with af-grade parking 1s feasible and currently £x151s and would 12ssen potential
flooding tmpacts by building up, not down as well as eliminating damaging impacts 10 adjacent
ragidences from the proposed d°-wat°rm0——smc= the proposed sub-surface excavaton would be

e eliminated. Stebbins’ Awn consultzat wrote of sliminating the underground parking 2s an option
(hachment 10}, ' | )
Page 13 No. 1 swates “The nature and exient of mitigation required as 2 condinion of the permuit is
reasonably related 1o, and caleulated o alieviate, negativ: impac*s creatad by the proposed
aﬂ'ﬂlopm nt” However, the “mingaton/flood proofing” propesed 15 explicitly prohibited by
FEMA regulauons. The FEMA Technical Bulletnn 3-93 used to justify approval of the ]
ci—is for NON-RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES. REGRETABLY, THIS VITAL PIECE

DI’O]

OF INFORMATION WaS OMITTED rROM BOTE THE PERMITS -‘\J\'D
MND—MAKING BOTH FUNDAMENTALLY MISLEADING AND INADEQUATE.
Page 12 No. | states: “There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential

agverse aifect om environmenially lands.” Page 14 No. 2 states “The prooos=d deviation 1is the
f from special circumstances or conainions of the land, not of the
ne redevelopment could include at grade parking with no

minimum pecessary o afford reliz
applicant’s making.” This is not wus. T:
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IEIPACTs TO gTOUNdwar
Pler showing a 1750 square fo0t option on site without underground parking.

e and the propossd de-watering. See Awachment 3. Ocean Beacn Precise

The lotis 2300 square feet——a very smali size. The owner lmew this when hs bougnt 1T..

Page
egulatons siates: “The Ciry enginesr hes determined that the deviation would not reswit in
aoanonal threats to the public safety, ﬂx:raorama.ry ublic expense, or create a public nuisance.”

However, the LIty Engineer doss not have ms aumomy to violate TZMA regulations as staisd in
section on why 2 FZMA Variance 1s not me

3 et et o
MAJOR DEFICIENCEIS IN THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The omission of information contained in FEM.A Techni cal-Bulletin 6-93 a5 stated in the section
FEMA STRICTLY PROHIBITS ™ PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOODPLAINS

1. ims omission misinformed and misled the CEQA public review proce

The MND refers 1o FEMA Technical Bulletin 3-93 without listing 1ts title: “NON-

RE '-S]D ENTIAL FLOODPROOF ING -—Requirsments and.Certification for Buildings Located
2 ;; pod Hazard Areag? They are ciring a Bulletin for NON-Residental stucturss o

sub-swrface parking for 2 Residential stucrure.

O]

Can -
H
o,
b
jai)
o
‘o
=
je)
,n
o
iy

Crnission of the potential damagss to adjacent residences which the consultant’s report states
could occur with dﬂ-wa‘““”'L_.U This is a serious omission. Would adjacent property OWReTS
have tgs[lﬂ ed in support of the project (February 8) if they had known this projeci could

[¥3]

damage thelr residences?

LACK OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS FROM 3 STORY RESIDENCES,
UNDERGROUND PARKING AND RETAINING WALLS, Two nearpy landowners
testified that they would do something similar with their propariy IF this plan is approved.
An October 25, 2005 lemer from David Stebbing to Laile Iskandar states that he has spoken
with € neighboring landowners who will build similar projects if his is approved. (Atachment
4Y This is “reasonably foresseable evidence” {(under CEQA) of impacts far bevond this one
oroject. The “walling off impacts” of 3 story residences (compared o existing one sto-'y) of
this sireet clossst to the beack—have not been assessad 2s CEQA reguires. Also, if
undereround parking were allowed, retaining walls would oceur all along this stre£ch of beach=
ad‘ia et propertiss. The above cumulalive impacts (neignborhood character, retaining walls,
underground parking/public safety) require 2 Mandztory Finding of Significance under CEQA.
Therefors, an MND cannot be approved for this proposal.  Such “walling off” appears to be
inconsistent with the requirements of the CA Coastal Act. The CA Coasial Commission
would look very closely at such issues. Also, they would not 1ssue & Permit for any proposal
in violation of FEMA or CEQA.

14, No. 1 “Supplemental Findings, Environmentally Sensitive Lands Deviation Tom FEMA '
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5.~ J¥evianons from local re
the Historic Amador Wa
[No. C042915. Third Dist. Mar. 12, 2004 which 15 quoted:

terwezyvs v. Amador Water Agency (2004) Cal.App.4"

“Ungder the Guideiines, bowsver, “[=]ach public agency is encouraged to develop
and pubiish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determinarion

of the significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance 15 an
identifiable quantitaive, gualitasive or performance level of & particular
snvironmental =ffect. non-compliance with which means the effect will normally

be daterminad 1o be significant by the agency and compiiance with which means

the effact normally will be derermined to be less than significant.” (Guidelines,

{Slip Opn. Page 11} § 150647, subd. {2).) Such thresholds can be drawn from sxisting
environmental standards, such as othsr slanules or regulations. “[A]

‘s use of axising environmental standards in determining the

significance of & project’s environmental impacts is an 2ffectve means of

Dromoting consistency in significance deierrminatons and integrating CEQA
environmental review activiries with other environmen:al program planning and
egulation.” (Communitiss for 2 Benrer Epvironment v. California Resources

lzad agency

P

£ gency, supra, 103 Cal.App4®atp. 111)7

e el T a3t G man e . - .
I A e et T I S S IR S
dSadiy MUUOLIID JLULElD Tl Wl

6 The cumulative S0CIC-SCONOIMIC LNHACTs o1 eiminating
block have not been reviewed in the MND.

CONCLUSION _

4 stated in Ms. Iskandar’'s Novamber 4, 2005 latter 1o the applicant, the proposal should be
redesigned without the underground parking. It is unclear why swmif reversed itself on their inital
rejection of underground parking of a residence in 2 flood plain. The current proposzl does not
mest the FEMA requirements f0r a Variance a8 no “exmeme hardship” hes been shown and other
ceandards for varjance are not met, Elimination of underground parking would minimize impacts 10
Y residences from the dewarering required, Eliminanon of the underground parking would

agiacen

also sliminate the private retaining walls which are inappropriate (and zpparently precsdent
etring) iv 2 non-cliff area on the final sireet pefore the beach. A redesign should be compliant with
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which recommends the pressrvation of “affordable” housing. A
revised proposal should not set a pracedent of “walling off” the final sweet before the ocean. Also,
as City Planner Kempton wrate, such 2 proposal is not compliant with the OBPB bacause “Views
fom elevaied areas and those adjacent 10 te bsaches should be preserved and ennanced whenever
possible.” (P. 82,83 OBPB).
The current plan would violate various city flood plain and FEMA regulatons znd 15 also
inconsistent with the CA Coastal Act z2nd CEQA. An MND cannort b2 approvad for such a
nroposal since there is clear evidence of significant visual, land use and public safety impacts.

ATTACHMENTS

egulatiorns are evidence of significant impacts under CEQA. Seer Protect

-
2
J
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AT A Tochmical Bullstin 6-03 BELOW GRADE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
BUILDINGS LOCATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREAS IN ACCORD ANCE

WITH THE R.A."‘IONM F1,00D INSURANCE PROGRAM,; F2 {3

-

5 Tmail rom FEMA Hazard Mitgaton Senjor Specialist.Gregor Blackburn to Randy Berkman
(March 2 ’)OO’/’).
3. Qcezn Beach Precise Plan, P. 116.

4. Devid Stsbbins’ jester to Ciry Project Manager Laila Iskandar {Ocraber 26, 2005)

Ms. Iskandar raply 10 #4—Tgjecung his reguest for a flood plain V ariance for underground

parking
Rewview of Planner Kempton describing Bulk and Scale inconsistencies with OBP3, £A -3

Tt

6. Policy
2. OBPP, P.24: recommendation for preservation of affordable nousing

§. Wheeler Enginzering Reply to City requests for gec-1echnical informetion including dewatering

impacis to agdjacent residences (Angust 3, 2005), EE | 2.

Ms. Iskandar email 10 Randy B2 nman (February 7/ 2007) stating no zlizmatives review had

cendone 21,2, 3

10. Applicant architect, James Flemm

arage” (January 17, 2000)

i1, OBPP. PP. 82-83

‘o

ing letter to Ciry: “If we decided to eliminate the basement
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ARPEAL ADDENDUM

NEW INFORMATION

CD COASTAL SHORELINE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY
ZONE (Appendix B of Local Coastal Program) PROHIBITS
STEBBINS® RESIDENCE PROPOSAL |

RACKGROUND:

. “On November 235, 1980, the San Diego City Council adopted the Ocean Beach Precise
Plan (OBPP) Local Coastal Program Addendum.” (Page 128, Ozean Beach Precise Plan).
Page 130 of the O3PP shows that the CD Coastal Shorziine Deveiopment Overlay Zone

S
-

is Appendix B of the Local Coastal Program (Se2 Appeal Addendum, Anachmam 1, p. 1)

The OBPP (p. 181, OBPP: See Appeal Addendum, Amachment 1, p. 2) conzains the Arst
page of the LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM/CD COASTAL SHORELINE

OVERLAY ZONE, This Overizy Zone 15

e —— g gy et TR P
A ! Ve A T - 5, -hT Y
AT N LA SO NVIT N L =

“intended to provide land use regulations aiong the coastiine arez including the beaches,
bluffs, and the land immediatelv landward thereof  Such regulations are intended 10 b2 in
addition and supplemental to the reguiations of the underiving zons or zonss, and whare
the regulztions of the CD Zon2 and the underlying zone are inconsistznt, THE
REGULATIONS OF THE CD ZONE SZHALL APPLY™ [caps addsd). This languase
proceeds Seciion 2. LAND USES:

“In 2 CD Zone the foliowing uses are permirted: 1. Any use permitted ip the underiving
zone subject 1o the same conditions and resinictions applicadle in such underiving zone
AND TO ALL REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATIONS OF THIS ARTICLE” (Caps
added) (P. 181, OBPP) ' _

. “All reguirements and reguiarions of this Amicle” include;

Secrion 3. LIMITATIONS OR PERMITED USES (P. 185, OBPP: Sze Appeal

Addendumn, Amachment 1, p. 4). siates: ‘

“Uses permutted in the CD Zone shall be subject to the foliowing devalopment criteria:

1. Development Criteria - Beach. For the purpeses of ttus Article, bsach shall bs
considerad as that arsa lving seaward of the first contowr  line defining an elevation 15
feet above mean sez leve] (North Amernican darum, 1928). No structures of any 1vpe
shall .be erecred or placed on the beach except: : '

-l

Al
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2 \J$TrUCTUres pursuant to z permitted use 2§ spacified in Section 2, subsections 2 and 3 of
this Article” (P. 183, OBPRB: See: Appeal Addendum Amashment 1, p. 4)
“Subsections 2 and 3 of thie Arricle” are found on pagelEl of the OBPR:
“(2) Parmanent or iemporary beach shelters providad that such shelters shall be at J2ast
50 percent open on the ssaveard side and thar permanent shaliers are so placed and
constructed that the floor thereof is at an elavation no lower than 15 feet above mean s2a

Jave] (North Amerizan Damm, 1829},

(3) Sez walls o7 other strucrura) devices where nacessary 10 pravem erosion of the base of
the biuff 25 the result of weve acrion providad that such sea wall or other souctural
device S
(i) shall de constructed essantially paralle] to the base of the biuF, (i) shall not abswruct or
interfere with the passage of people along the beach at any time (ifi) is nacessary 10
tect coesial-dependent uses or zo protect SxIsting principal structurss or public
beaches in danger Form eresion....” (Appeal Addendum Amachment 1, P.3)
Norice that the above regularions 4o not mention “sand” to define the beach, bur rather
define the “beach” &8 “thar area lying seaward of the Lrst comour line defining an
elevarion 15 fest above mean sez level” Page 2 of the M]\'D states that the Stebbing’ lot
iz at 8 fect above mezn sea level—' nﬂach accoraing 10 the Copastal Dﬂvﬂzopmbnt Zone.

o7 R=8 ;9” nn H.ﬂﬁﬁbh ﬂhf\ Fe tﬁﬁ

PR
~p RO 7-—-"”
VAL L

Since the appiicant is not Droncsing & “Doach shelisr” o
oniy 2 permutted uges in th° “peach” (arsa 13 fest above ssz level or lowsr), but ra?.'ner a

permenent residence-- 1t is not afiowed by this Overlay Zons—which takes precedence
over the underlying residenrial zone 25 stazed on page 181 of the OBPP/Local Coastal
Program/CD Coastal Development Overlay Z Zoxns. (Appzal Addendum, Amachment 1, p.
2) It is understood that th° City Code cefines “coastal beach™ as “the land berwesep tha
edege of the sez and the frst line of terresuial vegatation or davelopment or the toe of an
adjacent sensitive coastal blud or sez wall, whichever i3 most seaward.” Howsver, that
definition dees not apply 1o the Local Coas’t’é}' Program :

o0 Muni:ina? Cods states: “Any coastal abv-'-*lonmnm equiring & Coast

ermit {28 does Siebbins' residence] must conform 1o the regulations in the
1, pege 9,

San Dieg
D"'\’“JOD.;
srtifted Loual Coasha.E Program.” [such as quoted avove] (Ch, 14, Art. 3, Div,

(&)

Rejatad 1o the severs devejopment r2SiIcUons o su.h low lying, bcean adiacent land, 2

City document snows that the vaine of L}" Stebbins’ land--with improvements, is less than

$100,0000 (Ses Arrachmen: 6, p )
APPEAL ADDEINDUM ATTACHMENTS

1. PP 130 (Armach P.1),7181 (Amaczh. P.2), 183 (An a.,b P.3), 183 (Amach P. 4) Ocezn
Beach Precise Plan/Local Coastal Program Addendum
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Below-Grade Parking Requirements
for Buildings Located In Special Flood Hazard Areas
in accordance with the
National Flood Insurance Program

Introduction

The purpose of this bullziin i{s to provide technical guidance on the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) floodplain management requirements for below-grade parking garages for non-
residential buiidings in Special -lood Hazard Arees (SFHAS) shown on Flood Insurance Rare

Maps (FIRMs).

Below-grade parking garages &re commonly found In largs enginsered commercial bui]dinc_'s and

are LS“d for parking and access to the above- grade floors of the building. Fiooding ofth

enciosed arsas may result in significant damage to the building and any mechanical, & al, or

other utility eguipment lozated there, such as ventilation squipment, lighting, elevator equip-
ment, and drzinage pumps. 1he garage ualls wmrh oft°n are major structural ,omnoncnts of

. :
T T Tt
=, The potzniial for imjury 0

the buiiding's foundation, are 2isd suscept &
anyone in the garage, the potential for damage to park:d ca
cars when flooding threatens are 1mno; riant ¢esign co

, and the safety issue of removing
151C2TATORS.

¥

© pearked

A

Note: Users of this bulletin are advised that it provides guidance that musi be used in
conjunction with Techaical Bulletn 3, “Non-Residential Floodproofing ~— R:qmr:msn"cs
and Certificarion.” The conditions an¢ reguirements set forth in both bullstine must be met
for any below-grade parking garage 10 be 1D compliance with the minimum requiresments of
the NFIP reguiations. A Floodproofing Certificate for No;-Residsmial Srruc.tures‘ -musf be

compieted for any buiiding in an SFHA with below-grads parking. J

NFIP Regulations

The NFIP reculations provide direction conzerning whether or not below-grade parking is
permitted in SFHAS, toth coastal and riverine, For the purposes of the NFIP, below-grade
parking is considersd & baszmeal. A basement is d=fined a5 any aree of & building having its
floor subgrade (below ground level) on all siaes. The following s b-sgcnons orovide apniicabple

excerpts from the NFIP regulations.
Balow-Grade Parking Garages in Residentiz] Buildings im A Zones
sction 60.3(c)(2) of the NFIP regul lations states that & community shall:

“Reguire that all new construction and substantial improvemenis of residensial siructures
within Zones 41-430, AE and AH on the community’s F[RM have the lowest fioor (m-
cluding besement) elevated to or above the base flood level..

CFTACHIVENT
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Unger e 1TIF, & below-grade parking garage considerad a basement if 1i i3 pelow zrade oD
“ali sidgs. Therefors, the consrructinn of holow. grradb narkine_garacec is prohibizsd herizah

residential buildings in Zones A1-£30 AEF and AH.

-~

Sestion 60.3(c)(7) of the NFIP regulzrions deals with residential buildings ip Zone AQ (snest
flow with depths of 1 to 3 fest) reguirements. Section 60.3(c)(7) sizt=s that a community shall:

“Reguire witiin any 40 zone on the communiny’s FIRM thar all new construction and
substaniial improvements of resideniial strucrures iiave tize lowes! floor (inciuding buse-
ment) elevated above the highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number
specified in jeet on the communin” ‘s FIRM (at least two jeer if no depth number is speci-

. fied).”

Therzfors, balow-grade parking garagss bensath residential buildings in Zone AQ are prohibited.

Balow-Grade Parking Garages in Noz-Residential Bulldings in A Zones

ection 60.3(c)(3) of the NFIP regulations states that 2 community shall;

“Reguire that all new construction and substantial improvements of non-residential struce
tures wzmm Zorzf’s AT-A30, 4" and AH on the commumzr s FIRM (%) ]zdvg the [gwpgg

.arzendaut uzu:zy and smzzmr'} jﬂc.r.uucs‘, be ucocvnea S0 ihal beiow e ULL.)SJLUO(J Level the
structure is waterlioht with walis substanzially impermeable 1o the passage of water and
with strustural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and hydrody-
namic loads and effects of buoyancy. ”

permittad beneath non-residential budcnnfrs in Zones A1-A30,

parking garags) 15 fioodproofsd 1o the base

¢ standards provided above in Secton

Below-grade Darmncr garages are
£ %, and AH provided the building (inzluding the

nood level in accordance with the design psrzolmanc
60.3(c) (3)(ii). Onlv bejow-grade narkine garages {in pon-residential buiidings) that are drv
fnodmoofed are permitted under the NFIP. Guidance on floodproofing is provided in the

EMA manual “Floodprocfing Nor-Residential Structurss”™ and in Technical Bullaun 3,

esidential Floodproofing — Regu irements and Cernification.”

PR

L}
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(c)(8) of the NFIP regulations deals with non-residential bulidings in Zone AQ (sheet

Section 60.3
dep 4) reguirements, Seclion 60.3(c)(8) states that 2 community shall:

fiow with depths of 1 1o 3 fest
"Pequzre within any AQO zone on the community’s FIRM that all new construction and
substantial improvements of nonresidential structures (i} have the lowesr floor (including
basement) elevated above the highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number
specijied in Jeet on the community’s FIRM (at least rwo jeer if no depth number is speci-
fied), or (Ii) together with grendans urility and saniiary facilities be compleizly

fioodproofed 1o that (bese flood) level 1o meel the floodproofing standard specified in

 Section 60.3(c)(3) (ii).”
Therefore, beiow-grade parking garagss a7 permitted dbepsath non-residential buijdings in Zone
AO provided the building (including the parking garage) is fioodproofed fo the base flood Izvel in

accordance with the design performance siandards of Sscnon 60.3 (c)(3 )(ii). Becauss of the

-
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Dzar Mr, Blackburn: I appraciste your straightforward reply. What
consaguancas could thare by to an NFIP community which knowingly

approved parking undar rasidnace in a floodpiain--daspit2 baing presentad
with thz clzar languags of FEMA Tachnical Bullatin 6-©3? Thank you, RB

A e T e P T M o e 4 B L P A o e P e s O e o g e e . o o

Subjact' RE: parking undar rasi¢ances in FEMA A zons/100 yzar floodpizin
Data 7 Fri, 2 Mar 2007 02:05:13 -0700 .
From: gregor.blackb_lrn@dns.gov
To: jrb2z23@hotmail.com

'CC: raymond.iznaburg®dns.gov

Dizar Mr, Sarkman:
Mr. Ray Lanaburg forvv'aro'ed your e~maii to me for a reply.

rovisions of Tachnical Bulletin 8-83 are axplicit. Thz National Flood

ne i
rance Program regulations strictly orohibit the placamant of balow-

'U

Insui

graoe parking cara ges under rasigsntial strustures. 1§} can bz of furthar
essistance or if you have more guastions you may contact me by phone or
e-mail. -

Gregor P. 3lackburn, CFM

Sznior Natural Hazarcs Program Specialist |
Nzfional Flood insurancs Program

DH3- :EMA,‘Region IX

1111 Broadwszy Straef, Suiiz 1200

Oakland, CA 94607

(510) 827 7180 vonca


mailto:gregor.blackburn@dhs.gov
mailto:jrb225@hotmaft.coni

000540

a:10 AM 3/02/07
Biackburn, Gregor {grago'.b‘.a-:kbum@dhs.gov)

To: Randy Berkman (jrb?.ZB@ho‘tmai!,com)

Subjsct: RE: parking under rasidancas in FSMA 4 zonz/ 100 year fioodpiain

A community which higs parmitisd consiruction in vioiation of thair tocal
fiood damage pravention ordinance (which must mset tha reguiremsnis of
\Vol. 44 of the Cods of Fedaral Ragulations) and having been found in
vioiation of the NFIFP would be raguirad 1o remeadiate the violation fo th=
maximum sxtent pessibia. 1T the community doss not work to rameadizie
tha violation they couid be put on probation or suspended from the
community is in the Community Rating System--whars

program. I7ing

L e o ) n \ e e e e -—-—-—-—--:----—.a -y P e 1

discouinis are glven On notu nsuiaiiv= DrEMiUmS~un03S GiIs00UNTS could
. ]

be rascinded.

[ can only 2ssumsat

that these inquires horder on lsaving ths hypothaiical.
Know you of such 2 structure? : . :

From: Randy Barkman [maiito:jrbZZB@hotmail.com]
- Sant: Frigay, March 02, 20067 8:48 AM

To: Blackburn, Gragor

Subject: RE: parking uncar resigencas in FEMA A zon2/100 yzar

floodpiain
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Tronzable Probable ! i
developmant gevelopment l
agve oDmare -
] 1 unit I .
.o . | |
4 2 story puilcings Sl | |
ene unit per Ilo0T, ). | i
1225 mexuimum 54. e,/ | |
unis, ot | |
or Pbgnakszory'uﬁiz i |
9 umits on ope flooT, s g7 A marimums i_,_____._.J._
neving 625 sg. it 1250 sg.. Tt { i
sach. N | h
‘ | |
| | |
25"

)

zrags - fTont ~ 5
ipterior side - 3t
—gar - O' excEpL as required for auto mzneuveradility
Heignt - 24' with & meyimum of 2 stories
LzndszaPing ~ 70% of the totél 1oz, 60% of tne rapuired fromt Yard
Lot COVETaZe ~ 50%
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TO: Laile Iskandar | }
FROM: David Stebbins | &% /} /
R St=bbins Residence, 3166 W ,Pt. Loma - ;

10/26/03 -

Daar Ms. Iskandar,

Uere is the dozument we discussed. As you can 522, Fema clzarly prov1a=-5 for discrenon on the

cormEpunity's part in granting an exczpiion to 20 rnderground “basement” in & ficod zone. The
attached raguiation bes spacific direstion on wma. is required. Px:zs= note the following factors

whizh mitigats in Iy favory

1.1 am not proposing 2 “dasement” in the commonly nsed sense. The area will be used only for
parking ‘snd for storage: Fema disinguishes this use i their ot‘n:r rzgpuiziions wheg it comes 1o

flood proofing. :
- 2. If my properly was 2 eommerciel propf’tr} with 1d nnyal zharacterisgcs I wouid cl:ar } bs able

- ~ 4 —
e T aTRE T e eyl AARS TAT TIO00 Do RE nvv-'b- yr——
5‘:"“" R O RS L .._..‘...‘-‘.'-.E ribwll il Wil \a.a.., ..\

Ll

11
1-
1-
l

2. Toe= flood zone Izm in m.s or -aud. 1 believe prior to the lzvee; this leves now protects my
Property from foods’ wmun, 1: wvou look at the man com‘- not from the o'*:an but mm the river.
Flooding, if aay would Bs low velosity and shallow dus to the prowction of the Lavee,

4, Tach vear the city comdauss io brild 2 berm oD the b=-ach during tha winter months. Dmmu the
lest horrific n_._ﬁ tpe pamicing lot m back of my property stzyed 25 &ry ase bone. - & :
aﬁa:nnd document, vou wﬂ.‘i see that my property would obvionsly mas

you will r=vx=x~ the-
esion for & varience ggts. I am willing 1o spend the monsy o flood

ail of the other Fema o
proof the bassmsm according to your/an =ngineetr’s ms*u*nons

SCALZ

As we discnssed, ] am only building & 1750 sq. foot pouss. 1 must paul. ebove ground, this
would reduce an zirsady modest nouse (by anvons’s stndards) o 2 tny house, This tvpe of
hons= would almest certainiy be esthetically Hmited s it wotld not make sense 10 spend s much
money on such 2 project. The result would be just another boxy, drab houss,

With ell due respect, sooner of lgter the City must realize that this vaiuable land cannot be
zllowed to remain 2 sort of Beack Ghetto. The perking is cwrently el) done in the setbacks. Half
'the tenants heve consuuctad illegal oczan v1"w ezks. All of the properdzs on my block are
evesores; fust painting them would make them “stick out”,

AN DIEGO, CALIF. Aol T
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;necggp qﬂwqg} large mult-story propermies within one r:m*i. of rme. 1 bavs spoge'j o mreast cum® !a%‘e

six.of the 0ther-OWHETS Of myf sde block! They Teve all-been suppordve of iy Blans, They heve | mﬂ/

all exprossed aomg 1he same thing ifl can prove it 1s doam _Th=-v have al] offered to s=nd ,w,,

letidrs 1T it would help. CORS“OL’I&‘J}’, onze the ball is rolling, tHErESnould e an Theret sl -’;d;l/
e 17

..na.uf.“ m ihe block. Just becavse [ am the At end will “stick our” doss not mesn that I do not
co.'_f.rorn o the specific pian. It just means ] am the first!

I would like vou 1o note that there is op2 ownsr who successiully completed & two wnit ondo

project on Brighton with undsrground paridng 2 lzst year, He is approx 20 Test out sids the fiood

zone. ] would be surprised if the flood map is tuly accurate 1o within 20 fact, Acrually, be is cm_y
_abpout 30 feat Tom the send. As wa &isshssed, Quigs is & commereial projact thet was built with

undzrground psrmng using fiood proofing,

B T T,

S0, therears ' qcm=:::ms: precedents Trof e prazucal 5ranc;:»c>mt Torwhst Tpropase. 1 am asking
exibility on the part of vou and your staff. ] live and work iz Ozsan Beash. Ft would

for a Tittie
be 2 grest herdship for me 1o have 1o move somewhers sise in ordsr 1o ve in 2 bigger house,

Thers -&"‘E"ﬁﬁf’ﬁiﬁreﬁipm}z::-swvmr:: T {har T Ehove, Pl oess brmg THetn 35 oy atféngon.
If vou have any other ideas pleese feel free 10 bring them lo my avention &s wall; I am flexibie,
It is my hope inat my bome will be the start of & very exciting and pleasing revitatization of the

plozk, _ S S N

I apprecizrs your kind aention and help.

Sinzersly,
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To: Davidsiebbins@cox.nEl o )
. - 07 AR 1L PH |0z
Date: 41412005 2:15:32 PM - Uz
Subjech Zs: Ungerground parking / STSE 510757 Siebping residancs
= ‘ ) [UEH R '_,"“__L)I_), Lallr,
i David, . .
Dlzzss note the following informalion in r2sponse 10 Your jetiar catag D2t berﬁa 2005, After receipt -
tia this project inrwarg 1o Managament for discussion. Managsmsnt have raviewss

of your letiar, | brought
the projact &nd supporis
underground parking for the prol
Tloodplain Zong, ~amain siandards/
insluding the request for \Variance or davia
or =onstruction below grade in thase circu
mat in order for siaf 1© support the prej

- eection §143.0145(c)8) requirement inr
having the lowest

tia
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the siaff's inifial €
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G
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City siaff recommends the following:

)
supporiing ¢
horizonial oisets, zrchiiectu
bulk anc scale. |

"2y Appiicant may coniast
information, plezse coniad City siaff p

aat

Zedesign the project o mest
he project 2s long
ral

geiz
Somz th reques
erso

P R

3) ADpiiZaNt Mmay Lons

[al=3%
it e

Should vou choose 1o continue pro
Officer. U ihe prasent oir
Hearing Officer who will conguzt the T
geny the application =t 2 notizad pubiic
the Planning Commission. f e}
the projestiies within the Coasial ©
Caiifornie Cogsial Commission.

ndst
=18 uture

P =1}

Plzzse don't hesitale 10 callma iy

Thanke-

Devalopment Froject Managst

Davelopment Services :

42272 Firal Ave., Bth Floor, M3 301

5an Disoo, CA g7101-54508

Snone: 519 £48-5257, Fax 57 o 448-5488
. Zrmall; liskansar@sandisgo.gov

Websiiz: www.52ng8is20. 2oV,

ot siiz. As the ceve
yiztion design must be 2ppi

[

sard 10 davelopment
fioor, including Hasemen

ine zhove reguiremanis - Long Ran
=5 the propesed strusture util
iling &nt articuiation to brezk

Badcse :_".Q!':Ev:-gi-_-alh 19 Helt

sing,
sumsiznces, sialf wo

hearng.
scision by the
ommicsion abpsaiable ares,

_—
Sl =

nnat supporn the regue st for an
loprment is taking piace wiihin the 100 Yaar

ied, and the projeci 28 prees niz=d

=z which do not altow

stermination ihat City st

tion s noOtIN compiiznce with City Ordinan

msiances. A3 naisd praviously in our sarly 285888 2Nt repors
applicant shall demonsirais soniormance with the SDMC

within 2 Special Flood Hazard Arss and
nove the base fiood glavation.

-

imgi g

t slevated at lzzs! 2 f2et

Slanning siaff will consicer.
tion, balconias, varical and
puilding fazades and minimize

[zes 18n2st

up the

' \

s
]
ra

¢ 2 lstiar of Map Amendmeant-of Map.Revision. .For additional
n"Christy Vifiz" &t 818-223-34E85.

te tn zocommntat

-

= Brozess 3 dacision by & ‘Hearing

of vour reguest how2ver, the
hearing On this malier may 2phrove, conditionally 2pprove or
The desision of the Hearing Officar may bs &ppealed 1o
is the final cesision by the City. Since
sct may be appealed 1o he

this application requires
ulg rezommand ganial

Slznning Commission
ihe proj

Sl 1
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L. 1300545 19.22.04 ‘ ST FFE

COMMUNITY PLAN: _Otean Beach 07 R IL PR 11D

SANDIEGO, CALIF.

PLANNER: Kempton
. . =

PROJECT NAME: Stebbins residence

PTS/PROJECT NO.: 31676

PROJECT TYPE:
] CPA INITIATION .

] DEVELOPMENT PROJECT WITH CPA. (initiation date )
X DEVELOPMENT PROJECT WITHOUT CPA

D) POLICY ISSUE :

* ASSOCLIATED DISCRETIONARY PERMITS:CDP

1. Iskandar

DPM: =

e

ez )

! [l -
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDPto demolish an existicg one-story duplex and constructa -
- pew 2,211 sq.ft three-story single dwelling tnit on a 2,500.sq. ft. lot Jocated at 5166 W, Point
Lome Blvd.; designated for medium depsity residential (25 du/ac) in the RM-2-4.zone.

Coastal Zone appealable, Coastal Heioht Limit Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay

Zone, Airport Approach Overlay Zone.

. Dbl de

ISS'T.JESZBUIR &-scale with neighboring development plus views, light & zir. The norther
section of W. Point Loma has been largely redeveioped with predominately three-story
section of W. Point Loma, south of Voltaire, is 2n epclave of sixiesn one-
is typical of the "small scaie/histéric cottages” identified in the OB
e-story residence would

sirnctures but this
" story structures that
Precise Plan. Scraping ore of these duplexes and buildipg = thre
adversely affect the above policies, 28 described bealow.

FRCTorm 122104
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T proposal wouid adversely affect the following polictes in the Ocean Beach Precise Plan:
"That views available from slevated areas and these adjacent to the beaches and ocean be
erved and enhanced wherever possible.” Proposal would block views from elevatad
well as those adjacent to the beaches as proposal is on the first public ROW £rom the
ould also adversely affect the following policy: "That yards and coverage
re provision of light and air to surroun ding properties, and that thx 0se -
requirements be more siringent where necessary for buildings over two stories in height and
for lots greater than 40" in width. " Proposal would cast shadows over neighboring -
buildings/residences and impact zir circnlation, Because there can be no hcabitab_i:sn ace on
the first floor in the flood piain the applicant is faced with building a much larger stro ct;re
iving much benefit, in terms of FAR (frem original) by building
requirement in the RM-2-4 zone,

pres
areas as
pcean. Proposal w
be adeguate to insu

thap the original or not rece
up only two storiss. considering the 23% parking

PRC{orm j2/2/04



EY"CEF ln;ﬁ'tmaﬁon Report THE STy OF BAN DIEG

Diaveloomen: Services

mbeig

Every rezsonabie ehort nes been maoe to zssure the

, . - . .
™~ ~ = [=Inle] ['t P - - s . pzzurecy o s man. Hbwever, neliner the SanGIS .

iP Lay ers l n "'I ugs d In R p o pzricroams no? San Drege Dk Frocessing

<~ription Vicible Transsersnt Hasntersecting Features Cormarainn assume Bny Habliy anung rom s use.

sz .

= Vi Np. THIS MAP IS FROVIZED WITHOUT WARRANTY OF

£2%8 oy ANY KIND, EiTHER 2XPRIES OR IMPLIED,

R v} No. . ZLUDING, BUT ROT LIMITEC TD, THE IMPLIED

1ZWays - . . : WARRANTIEE 57 MERZHANTABILITY AND

rasle i -1 . FITNZZS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPDES.

nophetos (1223) i o FROPRIZTARY INFORMATION: The use of tnis

nresTation 15 pursuan) 10 sebhicense apreeman pniy,
Anvresaie or reiizensing of this imormabion s
pronibiles, exc=ilith ESTOrIBNSE wilh sUTh sublizensn
apreements.

Owner Information

Ch 2407
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€925 Mercury Sirzet +

RESPONSE TO
GEQTECHNICAL REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

PROPOSED SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE

5166 WEST POINT LOMA BOULZVARD
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

SUBMITTED TO:

~DAVID STEBBINS
4948 VOLTAIRE STREET, SUITE 14
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92107

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92111

$ap Diege, CA 92111 « £358.-406-0960 «

FAX B8358.496-5758
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1l not destabilze adjezent oIop ety or

,c.

cton of the propossé remaining walls <

—1
-
i
8
[
I
O
o
K.
£,
8]
)
52.
ES]
LR
0
€n

} inp sTrusmuras, WO mUUERtion measicss are nelossaoy

oropery. Provids minght

%5 indizated in the gzotschnizal repors, it 1s our opinion that the dewatexing Operation mighi tause sOme

minor serdement of improvemneants on edjacent propery. We are not indizating that the dewaresing
cperaton.sil cause sertlement but zather that It 77phi cause sPt__L::n:m or adjzcent proparues. IFit does
occur, we sxpact it will result in only miner cosmenc ;.s::sc t_h.—.t can be ezslly ren a_hd In zdditon to
moritozing of improvernents on adiztent properyy b b beforsand after the dewztening opematon, we

scommendad that the dewateming operation be perfozti. b 2 lozdized

dzuons for both monitenng and dewatening operations

I

should be provided by the appropriate conwazior,
Cirv Comment:

7) Address latera] spread and

CWE Responsg

Based on the conditons ar the sire (relauvely level terrain and Bay Point Formation matesials at penesally

5 feet below exisung gredes), it is our opinion that :'r':: potental for lateral spread 2nd 2 fow slide

Jess than 153

there is g finire {ver undersrmined) probability of such an zvent ooousning.

\‘“"J JOW aven LJO‘-JQ

Civv Comment.

} Zuplain the signifcance of the sirt Jozagon for conwmbuting 1o the Jow zisk potental from rsunamis,

Provids rzuonale for conclusions regarding |

CWE Response:

Tsunamis are great s¢a waves produced by & submanne zzrihouake or voleznic erupton. Hiswzically, the

hazards 2nd ssunamis reaching San Diego have generaliy

San Diego area has been e ¢ of ts*_marm- -elated haz g
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Laita Iskandar {Llskandar@sandizgo.gov)

To: jro223@hotmail.com ' ' : '
gl

' aavnw=tianﬁs@ ox.nzt; jimbaliob@hotmall.com; Mike Wastiaks
Wastiake@sandiego.gov); Sabring Curtin (SCurt tin@sandisgo.gov); Staphen Lindsay

ndsav@sandi=go.aov)

/“\/—\
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= Siz=hhins residance gusstions aftar rzading the MND

:UDL..-.‘

Mr. Barkman,
pl=ase 522 My responsas below with regard tO your inguiry.

_,,

ot

-
1)

Q. What is the purpese of the 6 ft. high retaining walls propesaed on both sides o
ungerground garaga/_ﬁs*mbn _

2. The retaining wall are on both sides of the driveway to ratain the soil anc support the

structurs
0. Woulg th2 bass of thass walls be at currently existing grade or at the excavatad for
parking lot grads?

L. The bas= of the walls will b2 st the same leval as the basament grade.

Q. Wouid thess walis bz norih, south, 22st, or wast of propesad undergrouna parking?

A The proposad retaining walls will be on the east and wast side of tha drivaway.
BIe: Wit Sioc Yy

Q. The MND mentions founaation praparstion for iiquer’ar:‘:ion mitigation. What xactly is
propesad to mi tlgaE‘ I|qu=fac"i:>n {sinking columﬁs to

hagrock, densification of underlying soil}? T don't se2 how a merely & 1T, 2xcavaiion for
parking could mitigates ligusfaction unless columns were sunk to bedrock), Is g 6 i

excavation spouah for undarground parking?

A, The project’s geotachnical consulant, hizs adarsssed the ligustaction potential of tha

Thay indicatz that a surficial layer of beach deposits 11 ©o about 15-fzat pesp
uncieriie the site. Bzlow groundwatar, thess depesits are considared sus scaptible o
=arthguaks induced iigusfaction. Excavation for the propesed structure is expatied 1o

remova the uppar S-fzet of these daposits. The consuliant recormmands that the
oroposad rasidence Is founded on 2 rigid concrete mat founaation. In addition, the

consultant recommands removing and comuacmg soil to 2 depth of 1 foof balow the

propesad mat foundation. The consulant mdl' that ths anticipatzd ligusfaction
inducad ssttlemant will be about 2.2 and 1 m:n=s, iotal and differantial, respactivaly,


mailto:SCurtin@sandiego.gov

A

e -
_ i EENT T3
n will be raviawag at the building parmit phzss of the propcsed

Oﬂtgés "I'E. desi

cavaiopmant,

lL')

0. H T considarad any siermativas to the proposad pian 7 IF not, why not?

A Np. StaF only raviews and COMMENTS On Drojeds pr oposed.

What is the documant which statas that the source of 100 year filood woulZ be storm
Grain ovarflow? Is that documant avaiiadle onlinz?

-0

A, This im’ormsLin ic hasad on the master drainags plan for Oczan Bzach, preparss in
1908, guring & 100-year avant, the psak discharge s higher than the capacity of thz

- storm drain :y:u-‘*m which would rasult in ponding within this iow-lying arza. I don't
hajizve this information is on iine. :

Q. Has tha site bean assessed for oczan flooding? At the hearing, & naighboring rasidant
sastifiad that in '82-83, his rasidance had 2-3 . of watar which causad substantial
property less, It is amrult to believe that was from only urtan fiooding with no oczan
water contribution, '

=3,

& No. Oczan fiooding is not considerad an issus for properiizs in this a

q».a- IMHP\-—F\H ,-,, v

(313
cii

O. Would the city be responsible for relocation expansss of any ranter of the duplax
). . : . Y plz

andjor nearby duplaxas if thay ragaveiop?

4. No, bacauss this area go2s not mast the Coastal Overiay Zone Afforcable Housing
Raplacemant Rzguiations requiramant, a3 th2 demoiition involvas 12ss than three units

within ons structurs.

Q. The ravisad MND statas: "With ragards to the Cewsisring pian, it is not enforced
through the discrationary procsss; howsaver, compliance with ths procaduras for
dewataring 2s outiined abovz would preclude potential impacts resulting from ground

zailure.” What is the sourca of this statamant? Couidn't dawstaring this sitz create a
fiow and risz to otnar nzarby residancas and underming thair

——f

subsuiace waier

foungations?

;'A. Consitruction of the subterransan por rtions of the structure will require dewatering.
Tha geotechnical consultant | indicatad that the dewataring might causz minor settlemeant
of agjacent :Jro"ar'ri:s rasulting in minor cosmztic distrass that can be =asily repairad,
Thay racommszndad tnat the condition Of structurss and improvemsants agjacsnt 10 the
-subjact proparty b documenisd bafore the dawataring oparations b2gin and b2

monitorad guring tha dawatering operation. In addition, the consultant racommands
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mat the dewaisring program be periormad on 2 iocalized basic (25 pra cfical) in oréar to

minimize pessible impacts.

©>>> "Randy Serkman” <jrb2Z3@hotmail.com> 2/8/2007 10115 AM >>>

Me. 1skangsi

Aftar more raview of the MND, I have the foll owing guestions. If you wish, for vour
Are 1 could amail diractly to the projact analyst/MND author--if you provide ms

convanience,
nis/her emall,

. What is the purpos2 of the 6 L h|gh retaining walls proposed on beth sides of the
uncnrground garaga/basamant?
5 Wouid the base of thess walls be at currantly existing grade or at the axcavated for
parking iot grace? .
3, Wouid thass walis bs nor‘n, south, £ast, or wast of propesed underground parlcmﬁ?

4, Tha MND mantions foundation pr eparation for liqusiaction mitigation, What exactly is
proposed to mftsaatb l;qu:.actlon (ammng columns to

edrock, densification of undsrving soify? 1 don't see how & merely 5 L axcavation Tor
carking could mitigate liguetaciion unlzess columns wers sunk to bagrock). Isad fi

sxcavation enough for uno-rground parking?

, 125 53

Mas sta® considzred any altarnativas to th2 proposad pian 7 If not, why not?

What is the documant which statas that tha sourcs of 100 year flood would be storm
drain ovarfiow? Is ti'.at document availabliz oniing?

. Has the sitz baen =="es=ed for ocean fiooding? At the hzaring, & neighboring resident
L_sw:med that in '82-83, his resigence had 2-3 7. of water which causad substantial
prop='"-y lo*' It 'rs difficult to belizve that was from only urban flooding with no 022an

e =t

8. Is the owner aware of the NFIP HIGH insurance rate issuas 1 have gocumaniad due
10 the propossed sub-suriace par king/basamant?

¢. Would the city be rasponsible for relocation axpansss of any renter of the dupiax
and/or nsarby duplexas if they radaveiop?

10, The revisad MND statas; "With regards (o thz dewatering pian, it is not enforcad
tnrough the discretionary process; howavar, compliance with the procaduras for
dswatermg =5 putlinad above would precluge potential impacts resufting from grounc
sailure.” Whnat is the source of this statemant? Couldn't dewataring this site craate 2
subsurfacs water flow and rise to othar nearby resigancas and unoarming thair

foundations?

-
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mﬁ@géé‘ll rLEMING P , ,
STYNISRODK STUDIOS. INZ ARCHITECTURE ANDnPLANw;” i {'D?
. - - EEALL "-_‘\._\h:";_f;—’——\/_\\

man CALIF
b '\ D'I:LJ 5 A" b . z
; C—”/”'j’ % LAl (5 lAamas j
lanuary 152005 ‘M -
Mr. Stephen Lindsay S ‘

Develspmenr Services
Cicy of San Diego
12 " First “—w=m,n Zan Dlw_. CA T2101

R Stebbine Resisence (FT523!078)

Dear Steve:
"e" sur phone converzation last week, it is my undersmanding thar we will rot be held o the Wn{_-,) foor maximum Septh R
below fiood line jevel for the fisor of the geregs 25 indizazed in the FEMA rnazerial | sens to you . This requiramen: 2R
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hezlrhy, growing conditicn.
Tiements such as beachfront promenades, bikewsys, benthes, signs, street
iiegnts, telephone booths, fountains, érinking fountsins, m=il boxes,
-rzsh cans, biks racks, vazilings, sidswalks, planter boxes, play equipmsnt,
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Mitigated Negative Declaration

and Deelopment Mitigated Negative Declaration
Review Division Project No. 2250
(519) 446-5460 SCH No. 2006121092

SUBJECT: Netta Terrace: STREET VACATION, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(PDP), AND TENTATIVE MAP (TM) to allow the creation of seven, 10,000-
square-foot minimum residential lots, for the. construction of 7 single-family
detached homes with two car garages. The 1.96-acre site is located on a vacant
lot on the north side of Cervantes Avenue, west of Radio Drive, in the RS-1-4
Zone of Southeastern San Diego Planned District, in the Southeastern San Diego
Community Plan area and Council Dlstnct 4. Legal Descnptxon Lot 54 of Map
No.501. Applicant; Richard Grab : ien:
Sedlack Development Co., L P

UPDATE: Minor revisions to this document have been made when compared to the
draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. These changes do not affect the
environmental analysis or conclusions of this document. Revisions are shown
in strikeeut/underline format.

. [. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.
[II. DETERMINATION:

. The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed
project could have a significant environmental effect in the following area(s): Biological
Resources and Paleontological Resources. Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create
the specific mitigation identified in Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration. ‘The
project, as revised, now avoids or mitigates the potentially significant environmental effects
previously identified, and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not be
required.

- IV. DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination.

V. | MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

General measures which must be completed prior to any authorization to proceed:



General

1. Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any construction permits,
including but not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and
Building Plans/Permits the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) environmental designee of
the City’s Land Development Review Division (LDR) shall verify that the following
statement is shown on the grading and/or construction plans as a note under the heading
Environmental Mitigation Requirements: ‘Netta Terrace is subject to Mitigation,
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and shall conform to the mitigation
conditions as contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Project No. 2250).”

2. The owner/permittee shall make arrangements to schedule a pre-construction meeting to
ensure implementation of the MMRP. The meeting shall include the Resident
Engineer the Qualified Biologist and the City’s Mitigation Monitoring Coordination
(MMC) Section. :

Biological Resources

Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any construction permits, including
but not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits the ADD environmental designee of the City’s LDR Division shall
incorporate the following mitigation measures into the project design and include them on
all appropriate construction documents.

L Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check

1. Prior to the Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but
not Jimited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, direct impacts to 1.08-acres of Non-native grassland (NNGL), Tier
IIB habitat shall be mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio. The upland impacts shall be
mitigated to the satisfaction of the ADD/ Environmental Designee through the
following method: Acquisition as described below.

2. Prior to the Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but
not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, the applicant shall
acquire 0.54-acre of Tier IlIB or habitat within a City approved MHPA
Conservation Bank by payment into the City’s Habitat Acquisition Fund, the
amount necessary to purchase 0.54-acre, (the current per-acre contribution amount
for the Habitat Acquisition Fund is $25,000 per acre and an additional 10 percent
administration fee). The 0.54-acre contribution would satisfy the mitigation
acreage requirement of 0.5:1 (Tier IIIB) for impacts to 1.08 acres of NNG outside
the MHPA that would be mitigated for inside the MHPA.
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B. Prorto the first Preconstruction (Precon) meeting, the owner/permitee shall mitigate

for direct impacts to 0.01-acre of Disturbed wetland at a 2:1 ratio through the
purchase of 0.02-acre of Mitigation Credits within the Rancho Jamul Mitigation
Bank as approved by the City of San Diego and Wildlife Resource Agencies
(California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Army
Corps of Engineers). Verification of purchase shall be provided to the ADD
environmental designee of LDR prior to the first Precon.

Biological Monitoring Program

Due to potential indirect impacts to sensitive biological resources resulting from
project implementation, the following measures shall be incorporated into project
construction documents/specifications and implemented accordingly.

Prior to Preconstruction Meeting

a. Prior to the first pre-construction meeting, the applicant shall provide a letter
of verification to the ADD of LDR stating that a qualified Biologist, as
defined in the City of San Diego Bioclogical Resource Guidelines has been
retained to implement the mitigation measures.

b. At least thirty days prior to the Precon Meeting, the EAS approved
Biologist shall verify that any special reports, maps, plans and time lines,
such as but not limited to, revegetation plans, avian or other wildlife
protocol surveys, impact avoidance areas described below, or other such
information, have been completed and updated. The biologist should
identify pertinent information concerning protection of sensitive resources,
such as but not limited to, flagging of individual plants or small plant
groups, limits of grade fencing and limits of silt fencing (locations may
include 10-foot or less inside the limits of grading, or up against and just
inside of the limits of the grade fencing).

Biological Monitor shall attend Preconstruction Meeting(s)

a. The qualified Biologist shall attend any grading related Precon Meetings to
make comments and/or suggestions concerning the monitoring program with
the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor

b. If the Biologist is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE or qualified
Biologist, if appropriate, will schedule a focused Precon Meeting for the
Biologist, MMC, and EAS staff, as appropriate, Monitors, Construction
Manager and appropriate Contractor’s representatives to meet and review
the job on-site prior to start of any work that requires monitoring or
construction on-site (including fencing or geological borings).

Identify Areas to be Monitored




7.

: 4
At the Precon Meeting, the applicant department designee shall submit to MMC a
Biological Monitoring Exhibit (BME) site/grading plan (reduced to 11”°x17°%) that
identifies areas to be protected, fenced, and monitored, as well as areas that may
require delineation of grading limits. '

When Monitoring Will Occur

Prior to the commencement of work, the applicant department designee shall also
submit a construction schedule to MMC through the RE, as appropriate, indicating
when and where monitoring is to begin and shall notify MMC of the start date for
monitoring, at a minimum, the qualified biologist should be present when initial
grading is occurring in the vicinity of sensitive habitat and for any earthwork in or
adjacent to habitat during any potential avian nesting season to ensure conformance
with state and federal migratory bird acts.

Biological Monitor Shall Be Present During Grading/Excavation

The qualified Biological Monitor shall be on site at a minimum when initial grading
18 occurring adjacent to coast live oak woodland, disturbed wetland, or potential
occupied avian or sensitive species habitat in order to ensure that no take of
sensitive species or active bird nests occurs, grading limits are observed, and that
orange fencing and silt fencing are installed to protect sensitive areas outside
earthwork limits. The qualified biologist shall document activity via the Consultant
Site Visit Record. This record shall be sent to the RE as appropriate, each month.
The RE will forward copies to MMC. The biological monitor shall have the
authority to divert work or temporarily stop operations to avoid previously
unanticipated significant impacts.

During Construction

a. No staging/storage areas for equipment and materials shall be located
within or adjacent to habitat retained in open space area; no equipment
maintenance shall be conducted within or near adjacent open space.

b. Natural drainage patterns shall be maintained as much as possible during

construction. Erosion control techniques, including the use of sandbags, hay
bales, and/or the installation of sediment traps, shall be used to control
erosion and deter drainage during construction activities into the adjacent
open space.

c. No trash, oil, parking or other construction related activities shall be
allowed outside the established limits of grading. All construction related
debris shall be removed off site to an approved disposal facility.

Post Construction

a. The Biologist shall be responsible for ensuring that all field notes and
reports have been completed, all outstanding items of concemn have been
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resolved or noted for follow up, and that specialty studies are completed,
as appropriate.

Within three months following the completion of monitoring, two copies of
the Final Biological Monitoring Report (even if negative) and/or evaluation
report, if applicable, which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of
the Biological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) shall be
submitted by the applicant department designee to the MMC for approval by
the ADD of LDR.

During any construction activity (including earthwork and fence
placement)for Project No. 2250 if any previously undisclosed, additional,
unforeseen, inadvertent, direct or indirect additional biological resources
are impacted (as noted by the applicant, contractors, biological monitor,
the Wildlife Agencies, the City, or other entity), they shall be disclosed.
Such impacts shall be rehabilitated, revegetated, and/or mitigated per the
City’s ESL Guidelines and/or as determined by other jurisdictional
agencies. Such additional measures shall be included as part of the Final
Biological Monitoring Report and/or the Final Vernal Pool Mitigation
and Management Plan.

Resource Agency Permitting

1.

Prior to Commencement

Prior to the commencement of any construction related activities on-site (including
earthwork and fencing) the applicant department designee shall provide evidence*
of the following to the ADD environmental designee of LDR prior to any
construction activity:

Compliance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401
Water Quality Certification; and

Compliance with the Califomia Department of Fish and Game Section
1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

*Evidence shall include either copies of permits issued, letter of resolutions issued by
the responsible agency documenting compliance, or other evidence documenting
compliance and deemed acceptable by the ADD environmental designee of LDR.

Paleontological Resources

L Prior to Permit Issuance

1.

Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check
a. Priorto Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not
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‘limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building

Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on
the appropriate construction documents.

Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

Applicant shall submit 2 lefter 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.

II. Prior to Start of Construction
Verification of Records Search

L.

a.

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
of, 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 probabilifies of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

a.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall
arrange a Precon Meeting that shall inctude 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
glggestions concerning, the Paleontalagical Manitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

If the P1 is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the P1, 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
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).

4. 'When Monitoring Will Occur




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.

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.

1. Puring Construction
1. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

a.

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,

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.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC dunng 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.

2.  Discovery Notification Process

a.

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.

3. 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.

4.  Determination of Significance

a.

b.

The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

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



IV. Night Work
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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
Bl 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.

1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall be

presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.

a.

No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am
the following morning, if possible.

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 foowed,

The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following morning to

report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

3. Ifnight work becomes necessary during the course of construction

a.

b. -

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

4.  All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

V. Post Construction
1. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
a. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)

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,
For significant paleontological resources encountered during

monitoring, the Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the
Draft Monitoring Report.

Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
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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.

g. MMC shall notify the RE or Bl, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft

Monitoring Report submittals and approvals.

2.  Handling of Fossil Remains

a.

b.

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

Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification

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

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

3.  Final Monitoring Report(s)

a.

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.

VI. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:
Federal Government
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (23)
Amy Corp of Engineers (26)
U.S. EPA (19)
State Government
California Department of Fish and Game (32)
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44}
State Clearinghouse (46)
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County Government
Department of Planning and Land Use (68)
City of San Diego
Councilmember Young, District 4 (MS 10A)
Development Services Department (MS 501)
Betsy Miller, City Planning and Community Investments (MS-5A)
Wetland Advisory Board (171)
Southeast San Diego Organizing Project (447)
Southeast Economic Development Corp (448)
Southeastern San Diego Planning Committee (449)
Richard Grabhom (Applicant)
Historical Resources Board (87)
Jerry Schaefer PhD. (209)
South Coastal Information Center (210)
San Diego Archaeological Center (212)
Save Our Heritage Organization (214)
Ron Christman (215}
Louis Guassac (215A)
Clint Linton (215B)
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Native American Distribution (225A-R) (Public Notice Only)
Sierra Club, (165)
Environmental Law Society (164)
California Native Plant Society, (170)
Audubon Society, (167)
Center for Biological Diversity, (176)
Endangered Habitat League, (182)
Citizens Coordinate for Century I1I (179)

VI RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

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

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

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

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program, and any Initial Study material is available in the office of the Land
Development Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.
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W % | December 21 ., 2006

Martha Blake, AICP,Senior Planner Date of Draft Report
Development Services Department

April 11, 2007
Date of Final Report

Analyst: H. Warren



San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

Environmental Review Committee

26 December 2006

To: Ms. Martha Blake
Development Services Department
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
Netta Tetrace
Project No. 2250

1. Comment noted,

Dear Ms. Blake:

1 have reviewed the subject DMND on behalf of this committee of the San Diego County
Archaeological Society.

IA Based on the information contained in the DMND, initial study and cuftural resource
survey report for the project, we agree that the project should have no significant impacts
to historical resources. We therefore also agree that no mitigation measures for such
resources are required as part of the DMND.

Thank you for providing these documents to SDCAS as part of the public review.

Sincerely,

es W. Royle, Jr., Chat
Environmental Review

ce:  Kyle Consulting
S$DCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 » San Diego, CA 92138-1106 » (858) 538-0935



CITY OF SAN DIEGO

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 446-5460

INITIAL STUDY
Project No. 2250
SCH No. 2006121092

SUBJECT: Netta Terrace: STREET VACATION, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT (PDP), AND TENTATIVE MAP (TM) to allow the creation of
seven, 10,000-square-foot minimum residential lots, for the construction
of 7 single-family detached homes with two car garages. The 1.96-acre
site is located on a vacant lot on the north side of Cervantes Avenue,
west of Radio Drive, in the RS-1-4 Zone of Southeastern San Diego
Planned District, in the Southeastern San Diego Community Plan area
and Council District 4. Legal Descnpnon Lot 54 of Map No. 501
Applicant: Riehard bho :

Sedlack Development Co L.P.

PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The proposed Plan Development Permit (PDP), Tentative Map (TM), and Street
Vacation would allow for the creation of seven residential lots with a minimum lot
size of 10,000 square-feet for the construction of 7 single-family detached homes. A
minimum of 2 garage parking spaces with dimensions of 9’ by 19” would be provided
for each proposed lot. Lot sizes would range from 9,158 to 13,454 square-feet.

The project proposes to grade 78,400 square-feet (100%) of the project site, with
approximately 18,238 cubic yards of cut and 730 cubic yards of fill. The project
proposes to export 17,508 cubic yards from the project site. Approximately 9.4-
percent of the site has slopes greater than 25-percent.

A Street Vacation of an approximately 2,938 square-foot area of south 58™ Street
(north of Cervantes Avenue) is proposed. Street improvements along Cervantes
Avenue of 2,260 square-feet, beginning at the western boundary easterly to 58" Strect
would be required for the proposed project (see Figure 2).
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V.

A Planned Development Permit (PDP) would be required to allow Lot 1 (9,158
square-feet) to deviate from the 10,000 square-foot minimum required by the
Southeast San Diego Planned District SF-10,000 Zone. The PDP would aiso allow on
Lot 4, a panhandle shape lot, to have less than the zone required street frontage of 65
feet, with a 24 feet wide driveway proposed to access this lot. A Site Development
Permit (SDP) would be required for impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Lands. A
Tentative Map would also be required for the land division of one lot into seven lots.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The proposed project is located on a 1.96-acre lot located within the Southeastern San
Diego Planned District, of the Southeastern San Diego Community Plan area. The site
is bounded to the north by Radio Court, to the south by Cervantes Avenue, and to the
east by Radio Drive and is surrounded in all directions by a mix of open-space, and
residential uses. The proposed project site is zoned RS-1-4. The proposed
development site is within an existing urbanized area currently served by fire, police,
and emergency medical services. The location of the proposed development is
serviced by the following stations: Engine 12 from Station 12 located at Imperial and
Willie James Jones with a response time of 4.2 minutes; Engine 32 from Station 32
located at Paradise Valley Road and Briarwood with a response time of 5.9 minutes;
Engine 26 from Station 26 located at Krenning and 54th Street with a response time of
7.4 minutes; and one fire truck (T12) and one Battalion Chief (B12) from fire station

- 12 both with response times of 4.2 minutes. The project site is also located within the

City of San Diego Police Department’s Southeastern Division Police Command,
located at 7222 Skyline Drive, which has an average emergency response time to the
site of 6.93 minutes for priority (E) calls.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist.
DISCUSSION:

The following environmental issues were considered during review and determined to
be significant: Biological Resources and Paleontological Resources

Biological Resources

A biological technical report entitled, Netta Terrace Subdivision City of San Diego
Project Number 2250 Biological Technical Report dated September 29, 2006 was
prepared by Shannon M. Allen Biological Consultant, to evaluate the vegetation
communities of the project site. Btological field surveys were conducted and
included a sensitive plant species assessment, a general wildlife survey, and impact



analysis. The biological report is available for review at the offices of the Land
Development Review Division and is summarized below.

The report determined that the site is vacant land that is currently comprised of three
relatively discrete plant associations within its boundaries: Ruderal, Disturbed
Habitat, and Non-native Grassland. There is a drainage, which qualifies as Southern
Riparian Scrub located offsite to the south. This offsite drainage also supports a
small patch of Coastal Sage Scrub habitat. A small patch of Disturbed Wetland is
located in the middle of the site (Table 1).

Table 1
Existing Vegetation Communities/Habitats
Vegetation Community MSCP Tier Area (acre|s])
Ruderal Disturbed Habitat IV 0.90
Non-native Grassland 1B 1.08
Disturbed Wetland --- 0.01

The biology report addressed impacts to the site’s biological resources. Direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts were analyzed and quantified by overlaying the
limits of development on the Biological Resources Map.  (Sece Figure 3 and
Table 1). The proposed project would impact approximately 0.90 acres of
Ruderal Vegetation ((RV] Tier IV}, 1.08 acres of Non-native Grassland ([NNGL]
Tier I[IB), and 0.01 acres of Disturbed Wetland ([DW] Holland Code 11200).

The disturbed wetland located on the site has limited signs of bed or bank and no
indicators of hydric soils. Therefore, it would not qualify as an Army Corp of
Engineers (ACOE) wetland because it only has two of the three required wetland
criteria. The southern riparian scrub drainage located off-site adjacent to the
project site would qualify as an ACOE wetland. However, this drainage would
not be impacted by project development (see Figure3).

Both the disturbed wetland and the off-site southern riparian scrub drainage
would qualify as a wetland and be regulated by the California Department of
Fish and Games (CDFG). Again, the off-site southern riparian drainage would
not be impacted by the proposed development.

The disturbed wetland and the off-site southern riparian scrub drainage would be
considered a wetland resource and be regulated by the City of San Diego’s
Multiple Species Conservation Program. However, the quality of the disturbed




wetland is low and off-site wetland mitigation is recommended (See Section V
of the MND, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting).

Project construction would result in wetland impacts, and the following
permitting documents are required.

A Section 1600-series Streambed Alteration Agreement with the California
Department of Fish and Game Code (CDFG).

* Compliance with the City of San Diego’s Jurisdictional Wetland and
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations, as defined by the City of San
Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan (City of San Diego
1995). Off-site mitigation would be required for direct impact to on-site wetland
habitat

Direct Impacts are those that occur by the immediate grading or grubbing
resulting in the permanent removal of habitat from the site. All biological features
of the site would be impacted. Indirect impacts occur due to the development or
changes of the land use adjacent to natural habitats. These are primarily edge
effects impacting natural areas and adjoining offsite areas. Edge effects include
lighting bleeding off-site, drainage discharge into natural areas, and domestic
pets that roam into the habitat.

The Netta Terrace Subdivision project is surrounded by development on the
north, east and west sides. Due to the small size and right-of-way requirements,
development is proposed in the northern portion of the site. A small patch of
disturbed wetland located in the northwest area on the site cannot be avoided
due to development constraints. The patch of disturbed wetland is small and
provides limited habitat value. The large drainage located off-site to the south,
consisting of Southern Riparian Scrub, would not be directly impacted;
however, indirect impacts to this habitat may result with project
implementation. The Southern Riparian Scrub habitat is indicated by various
tree species including Ash (Fraxinus sp.), Mexican Fan Palm (Washintonia robusta),
and Willows. The scrub habitat is also dominated by several weedy species
including Castor Bean (Ricinus communis), Tamarisk and various ornamentals. The
potential indirect impacts to Southern Riparian Scrub would be mitigated to
below levels of significance with project implementation.

According to the City of San Diego's Biology Guidelines (July 2002), Disturbed and
Developed lands are considered Tier IV habitats. Impacts to Tier IV habitats are



considered insignificant; therefore, no mitigation is required for direct impacts to
Disturbed and/or Developed lands. However, direct impacts to Tier IIIB habitat, that
are 00.10-acres or greater, as well as wetland impacts that are 0.01-acres or more are
considered significant impacts and would required mitigation. Therefore, mitigation
would be required for impacts to 1.08-acres of NNGL, and 0.01-acres of DW.

A small patch of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (Tier II habitat) is located offsite in
association with the riparian drainage to the south of the property. This habitat
type is indicated by a dense stand of native shrubs such as Laurel Sumac (Malosma
{aurina), Lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and others..
The sage scrub vegetation is continuous to the south, where it ends abruptly as
the habitat changes to southern riparian scrub. The scrub is located offsite and
will not be directly impacted and would not require mitigation.

According to the City of San Diego’s Biology Guidelines (July 2002), a mitigation
ratio of 0.5:1 is required for NNGL impacts outside the MHPA with preservation
within the MHPA and 2:1 for impacts to disturbed wetlands is required. Also,
wetland mitigation must be “in kind” (same habitat type), and achieve no net loss of
wetland functions and values.

With implementation of the mitigation measures contained in Section V., Mitigation,
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), of the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
direct impacts to on-site upland, and disturbed wetlands would be reduced to below
a level of significance. A biological (wetland) monitoring program would be
implemented during construction which would reduce potential indirect
construction related impacts to below a level of significance.

The habitat impacts and mitigation monitoring requirement are presented below
(Table 2).




Table 2 Summary of Habitat Impacts and Mitigation Required

Mitigation Ratio/ .
Habitat Acre_age Acreage MSCP Tier O_ffs1te
onsite Impacted Requirements
Level
Ruderal 0.90 acres 0.90 acres NA/ Tier IV none
Non-native ) 1.08x0.5=

Grassland 1.08 acres 1.08 acres 0.5:1/ Tier IIIB 0 54 acros
Disturbed ) 0.01x2=
Wetland 0.01 acres 0.01 acres 2:I/NA 0.02 acres
Total 1.99 acres 1.99 acres N/A4 0.56 acres

Paleontological Resources

According to the Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California, Point Loma,
7Y% Minute Quadrangle (Kennedy and Peterson, 1975), the majority of the project site
is underlain by the geologic San Diego Formations, which exhibit high paleontological
resource sensitivity. Grading for the proposed project would require excavation and
removal of over 35,000 cubic yards of material and would extend to depths of
approximately 27 feet below the surface. Since the project is proposing to excavate
more than 1,000 cubic yards of earth material at depths of 10 feet and below, there is a

_ potential for unknown fossils to be impacted. Therefore, the Mitigation, Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) detailed in Section V of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration would be required including paleontological monitoring during grading and
excavation operations. Implementation of the MMRP would reduce the project’s
impacts to below a level of significance.

The following environmental issue was considered during review and determined not
to be significant: Water Quality, Geology, Historical (Archaeology)

Historical Resources (Archaeology)

A cultural resources survey was prepared for the proposed project entitled, Cultural
Resource Survey for the Netta Terrace Subdivision Project, San Diego, California by
Kyle Consulting, May, 2002. The results and conclusions are summanized below.

A literature review, record search and field survey was conducted for the proposed
project. The field survey was completed on May 17, 2002 by Carolyn Kyle and
Steven Briggs. The parcel was intensively surveyed on foot with an interval of less
than 10 m between survey transects. No cultural resources were identified during the



field survey and no cultural resources were identified by the literature review and
record search. Based on the lack of cultural resources and the disturbance within the
study area, no additional cultural resource work is recommended for the proposed
project.

Geology

The project area is located in a seismically active region of California, and therefore,
the potential exists for geologic hazards, such as earthquakes and ground failure.
According to the City of San Diego’s Seismic Safety Study, the project area lies
within Geologic Hazard Category 53. Hazard Category 53 is characterized as having
a low to moderate risk, unfavorable geologic structure with sloping terrain. Proper
engineering design and compliance with the recommendations of site specific
geotechnical report entitled, Geologic Reconnaissance, Netta Terrace, East End of
Cervantes Street, San Diego, California, prepared by Michael W. Hart, Engineering
Geologist, dated August 2003, (to be updated with as grading plans are submitted)
would ensure that the potential for geologic impacts from regional hazards would be
below levels of significance.

RECOMMENDATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

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

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

PROJECT ANALYST: Herbert Warren

Attachments: Initial Study Checklist
Figure 1 - Location Map

Figure 2 - Site Plan

Figure 3 - MSCP Vegetation
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Initial Study Checklist

Date: November 8, 2006
Project No.: 2250
Name of Project: Netta Terrace

III. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

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

potential for significant environmental impacts and these determinations are explained in Section
IV of the Initial Study.

Yes Maybe No
L AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER — Will the proposal result in:

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic
view from a public viewing area? X
No designated public vista or scenic
views are identified on the project
site.

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic
site or project? X
No such negative aesthetic site would
be created by the proposed project.

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style
which would be incompatible with surrounding
development? X
The proposed bulk, scale, materials
and style of the project is compatible
with the surrounding development
and consistent with the SESDPD
Community Plan and Development
Guidelines.




D. Substantial alteration to the existing
character of the area? _ X
See IC above.

E. The loss of any distinctive or landmark
tree(s), or a stand of mature trees? ' X
No such distinctive or landmark
tree(s) or stand of mature trees exists
on the site.

F. Substantial change in topography or
ground surface relief features? X
No such changes would result.

G. The loss, covering or modification of any
unique geologic or physical features such
as a natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock
outcrop, or hillside with a slope in excess
of 25 percent? : X
No such unique geological or physical
features exist on the site,

H. Substantial light or glare? X
Proposed lighting would comply with
all current street lighting standards in
accordance with the City of San Diego
Street Design Manual and would not

create substantial light or glare.

I. Substantial shading of other properties? ' X
The proposed project would not result in
substantial shading of adjacent properties.

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL
RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Theloss of availability of a known

mineral resource (e.g., sand or gravel)

that would be of value to the region.and

the residents of the state? X
The project site is in an urban area

and is not suitable for mining of

mineral resources.

B. The conversion of agricultural land to




IIl.

nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agricultural
land?

The site is located in an urban area. No
such agricultural lands exist on-site.

AIR QUALITY — Would the proposal:

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
The proposed project would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of any
applicable air quality plan.

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?
The project could result in temporary
emissions such as dust from grading
operations. However, standard dust
control practices would be implemented
during grading and construction

operations.

C. Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?
See IIL.A and B,

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
See III.A and B.

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of
Particulate Matter 10 (dust)?
See III.A and B,

F. Alter air movement in
the area of the project?
No such alteration would occur.

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture,
or temperature, or any change in
climate, either locally or regionally?
The project would not cause such
alterations.

Yes Maybe




Iv.

BIOLOGY — Would the proposal result in:

A. A reduction in the number of any unique,
rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully
protected species of plants or animals?
The project would directly impact Non-
native grassland, a Tier II1B Sensitive
Habitat and Disturbed Wetland Habitat.
A biological resources report would be
required. See Initial Study discussion,
Section IV, Biological Resources.

B. A substantial change in the diversity
of any species of animals or plants?
SeeIV. A.

C. Introduction of invasive species of
plants into the area?
Any project landscaping would adhere to
the City’s Landscaping Standards.

D. Interference with the movement of any
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors?
See IV.A.

E. Animpact to a sensitive habitat,
including, but not limited to streamside
vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak woodland,
coastal sage scrub or chaparral?
See IV.A.

F. Animpact on City, State, or federally regulated
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption
or other means?

The project'site is adjacent to riparian
habitat and would impact an on-site
disturbed wetland. See Initial Study
discussion, Section IV, Biological
Resources.

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City’s

Yes

Maybe




VL

Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation
plan?

See IV.F.

ENERGY — Would the proposal:

A.

Result in the use of excessive amounts

of fuel or energy (e.g. natural gas)?

The project would not result in the use
of excessive amounts of fuel or energy.
Standard consumption is

expected.

Result in the use of excessive amounts
of power?
See V.A.

GEOLOGY/SOILS — Would the proposal:

A.

Expose people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes,
landslides, mudslides, ground failure,
or similar hazards?

According to the City’s Seismic
Safety Study Maps. the project site
lies within the geologic hazard
category No. 53 (low to moderate
risk). Fault lines border within
1,000 feet of both sides of the
project. See Initial Study discussion,
Section IV, Geology.

Result in a substantial increase in wind or
water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?
No such increase would result, either on-

or off-site from the proposed project.

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

a result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Yes Maybe

No



VIL

VIIL

B. Expose people or the environment to

Yes Maybe No
See VL.A. .

HISTORICAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:
A. Alteration of or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological
site? X
The project site is located within the '
City’s mapped historical sensitivity area
and in proximity to a recorded
archaeological site. An archaeological
survey was be required for the proposed
project. See Initial Study discussion,
Section IV, Historical (Archaeology).

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a

prehistoric or historic building, structure,
object, or site? X
See VILA.

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to
an architecturally significant building,
structure, or object? . ' X
See VIL.A.

D. Any impact to existing religious or
sacred uses within the potential
impact area? X
See VILA.

E. The disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? X

See VILA.

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

A. Create any known health hazard
{excluding mental health)? X
The proposed project would result in 7
single family residences which would not
create any such hazards.

a significant hazard through the routine
transport, use or disposal of hazardous



materials?

Residential project would not routinely
transport, use or dispose of hazardous
materials.

. Create a future risk of an explosion or the

release of hazardous substances (including

but not limited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals,
radiation, or explosives)?

See VIILA.

. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere

with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?

No such impairment or interference with
plan would result from the project.

Be located on a site which is included on a

list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, create a significant

hazard to the public or environment?

See VIIL.A,

Create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment?

See VIIL.A.

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY — Would the proposal result in:

A. Anincrease in pollutant discharges, including

down stream sedimentation, to receiving
waters during or following construction?
Consider water quality parameters such as
temperature dissolved oxygen, turbidity and
other typical storm water pollutants.

The proposed project is required to
comply with the City’s stormwater
regulations. See Initial Study discussion,
Section IV, Hydrology/Water Quality.

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and

-7-
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associated increased runoff?

An increase in impervious surface would
occur. See Initial Study discussion,
Section 1V, Hydrology/Water Quality.

C. Substantial alteration to on-and off-site
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff
flow rates or volumes?

See IX.B.

I

D. Discharge of identified pollutants to
an already impaired water body (as listed
on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list)? X
No such discharge would occur.

E. A potentially significant adverse impact on
ground water quality? X
Due to the size of the project, Best
Management Practices would need to be
incorporated into the project design. See
Initial Study discussion, Section 1V,
Hvdrology/Water Quality.

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance
of applicable surface or groundwater
receiving water quality objectives or
degradation of beneficial uses? X
See IX. A and E.

X. LAND USE — Would the proposal result in:

A. A land use which is inconsistent with
the adopted community plan land use
designation for the site or conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over a project? X
The proposed residential use would be
consistent with the Southeastern San
Diego Community Plan.

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the community
plan in which it is located? X
See X.A.

C. A conflict with adopted environmental

-8-



XI.

XIL.

plans, including applicable habitat conservation
plans adopted for the purpose of avoiding

or mitigating an environmental effect for the area?
The project is not within or adjacent to

the MHPA. No such conflict would eccur.

Physically divide an established community?
The proposed project would not

divide an established community.

Land uses which are not compatible with

aircraft accident potential as defined by

an adopted airport Land Use Compatibility Plan?
Project site is not located within an

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

(ALUCP).

NOISE — Would the proposal result in:

A.

A significant increase in the

existing ambient noise levels?

No increased ambient noise levels would
occur with project implementation.

Exposure of people to noise levels which
exceed the City's adopted noise
ordinance?

The project would not expose people to
noise levels which exceed the City’s
adopted noise ordinance.

Exposure of people to current or future
transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Plan or an

adopted airport Land

Use Compatibility Plan?

The proposed project would not alter
existing noise exposure beyond
temporary construction noise.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the

proposal impact a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
The proposed project is underlain with
the geologic San Diego Formation,
which have been assigned high fossil

-9.
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Yes Maybe No

resource potential. Excavation of more
than 1,000 cubic yards of earth material
at a depth of 10 feet or more would
require paleontological monitoring.

See Initial Study discussion, Section IV,
Paleontological Resources.

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the proposal:

A. Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)? X
The seven lot subdivision proposal
would not have a substantial impact on
population growth or existing housing.

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? : X

Project would not substantially displace
existing housing.

C. Alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population
of an area? : X
Residential units for the proposed site
are consistent with the SESD
Community Plan.

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

A. Fire protection? X
Is Provided.

B. Police protection?
Is Provided.

-10-



Yes

C. Schools?
Are Provided.

D. Parks or other recreational
facilities?
Population based park requirements
would be satisfied through payment of
per unit Development Impact Fee

(DIF).

E. Maintenance of public
facilities, including roads?
Is Provided.

F. Other governmental services?
Are Provided.

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Would the project increase the use of -
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
The proposed project is not
anticipated to increase usage of any
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur.

B. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

No such recreational facilities are

proposed.

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

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/
community plan allocation?
The proposed project would not
generate traffic in excess of the

-11-
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community plan recommended

volumes.

. An increase in projected traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system?
The proposed project would produce

a maximum of 70 ADTs. No
substantial increase in traffic would
occur.

. An increased demand for off-site parking?

All required parking would be
provided on-site.

. Effects on existing parking?
See XVIC.

. Substantial impact upon existing or
planned transportation systems?
No such impact would occur.

. Alterations to present circulation
movements including effects on existing
public access to beaches, parks, or

other open space areas?

The proposed project would not
change existing circulation routes, nor
would it affect access to beaches,

parks or open space areas.

. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians due 1o a proposed,
non-standard design feature (e.g., poor sight
distance or driveway onto an access-restricted
roadway)?

The proposed project would be

subjected to City Engineering Safety
Standards.

. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs supporting alternative transportation
models (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
The project would not conflict with

any such plans or programs.

-12-




Yes Maybe No

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

A. Natural gas?
Urbanized ares., all such utilities exist.

B. Communications systems? X
Urbanized ares. all such utilities exist.

C. Water? X
The project would construct sewer
laterals and water services.

D. Sewer? X

E. Storm water drainage? - X
The project would construct storm

. drains and appurtenant structures.

F. Solid waste disposal? X
Existing utilities are adequate.

XVIII. WATER CONSERVATION - Would the proposal result in:

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? X
The proposed project would not result
in excessive water use,

B. Landscaping which is predominantly
non-drought resistant vegetation? X
Required landscaping would be
consistent with the City’s
Landscaping Regulations.

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A. Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish

. or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate

-13 -



a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
- important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory? , , X
There is a potential for impacts to

biological resources, paleontological

resources, and cultural resources. See

Initial Study Section IV, discussion,

Biological Resources, Paleontological

Resources, Cultural Resources and

Hyvdrology/Water Quality.

Yes Maybe No ‘

. Does the project have the potential to

achieve short-term, to the disadvantage

of long-term, environmental goals? (A

short-term impact on the environment is

one which occurs in a relatively brief,

definitive period of time while long-term

impacts would endure well into the :
future.) X
Project would not have the potential

to achieve short-term, to the

disadvantage of the long-term,

environmental goals.

. Does the project have impacts which are

individually limited, but cumulatively

considerable? (A project may impact on

two or more separate resources where the

impact on each resource is relatively small,

but where the effect of the total of those

impacts on the environment are significant.) X
No cumulative impacts would result

from project implementation.

. Does the project have environmental

effects which would cause substantial

adverse effects on human beings, either

directly or indirectly? X
The project would not have

environmental effects which would

cause substantial adverse effects on

human beings, either directly or

indirectly.

- 14 -



INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST |

REFERENCES

Aesthetics / Neighborhood Character

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

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

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

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

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

Air N/A

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

Site Specific Report:

Biology

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

-15-



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

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

Community Plan - Resource Element.

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

California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database,

"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California,”
January 2001.

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.

Site Specific Report:_Netta Terrace Subdivision City of San Diego Project Number

2250 Biological Technical Report, by Shannon M. Allen
Dated September 29, 2006.

Energy N/A

Geology/Soils

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

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

December 1973 and Part III, 1975.

Site Specific Report: Geologic Reconngissance, Netta Terrace, Fast Ind of Cervantes
Street, San Diego, California, prepared by Michael W. Hart,

Engineering Geologist, dated August 5, 2003 (his file no. 577-2003)

Historical Resources
City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.

City of San Diego Archaeology Library.
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X

VIII.

X

Historical Resources Board List.
Community Historical Survey:
Site Specific Report: Cultural Resource Survey for the Netta Terrace Subdivision

Project LDR No. 41-1058 by Kyle Consulting
dated February 2003.

Human Health / Public Safety / Hazardous Materials

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2006.

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

FAA Determination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized 1995.
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Hydrology/Water Quality

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

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

Clean Water Act Section 303(b) list, dated May 19, 1999,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d lists.html).

Site Specific Report: Water Quality Technical Report Netta Terrace by
Sedlack Development Co., Ine.. dated July 19, 2005.

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

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan
-17 -
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City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination

Noise

Community Plan

Site Specific Repoﬁ:

San Diego Intemational Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.
Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.

Montgemery Field CNEL Maps.

San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic Volumes.
San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Site Specific Report: .
Paleontological Resources

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

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

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area,
California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4 Escondido

7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles,” California Division_of Mines and Geology Bulletin 200,
Sacramento, 1975.

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

Site Specific Report:

-18 -




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

X Community Plan.
Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

Other:

XIV. Public Services
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

X Community Plan.
XV. Recreational Resources
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
X Community Plan.
Department of Park and Recreation
City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map
Additional Resources:
XVIL. Transportation / Circulation
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
X Community Plan.
X San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG.
Site Specific Report:
XVIIL. Utilities

X Community Plan.
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XVIIL. Water Conservation N/A 0

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

Revised 01/04

Revised September 2001




Mitigated Negative Declaration

Land Development
Review Division
(619) 446-5460 Project No. _510676

SUBJECT: Stebbins Residence: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT to demolish a single-level 1,250 square-foot residence and construct a 1,749 square-
foot, three-level single dwelling unit with a subterranean parking garage on a 2,500 square-
foot lot. The proposed project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the Ocean
Beach Community Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), Coastal Height
Limitation Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ), Airport Approach
Overlay Zone (AAQZ) and the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic District. Legal
Description: Eet13-of Bleck-41;Map-1814-Wondesland Beach. Lot 14, Block 90 of Ocean

Bay Beach Map No. 1189, Applicant: David Stebbins.

UPDATE: Subsequent to the end of the public review period for the environmental document,

additional information was provided resulting in minor revision to the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Section 15073.5 (¢)(4) of the California Environmental Quahty
Act Guidelines states that recirculation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration is not
required when new information is added to the declaration ‘which merely clarifies,
amphﬁes, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration. Minor
revisions have been made to the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study.

. These revisions do not affect the conclusions of the environmentzal document. All
changes and additions are shown in strikeeut/underline format.

UPDATE: Minor revisions to this document have been made when compared to the
11/02/2006  final Mitigated Negative Declaration. The changes do not affect the

and environmental analysis or conclusions of this document. All
01/23/2007  revisions are shown in a double strikeout/ underline format.

L PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
I. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.
. DETERMINATION:
The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed project could
‘have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): Archaeology. Subsequent
revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation identified in Section V of this
Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the potentially

significant environmental effects previously 1dent1ﬁed and the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report will not be required.

IV. DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Iitial Sfudy documents the reasons to support the above Determination.

.. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:



The mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or def)osits 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.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY)

L Prior to Permit Issuance
. A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not limited to,
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, but prior to
the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director
(ADD) Environmental designee shall verify that the requirements for Archaeological
Monitoring and Native American monitoring, if applicable, 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) identifving the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the City of San
Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals involved in the
archaeological monitoring program must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER
training with certification documentation.

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

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

IL. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (1/4 mile
radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, or, if the search was in-house, a
letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed.

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

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the % mile radius.

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

. Archaeologist shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.




a. Ifthe PIis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a focused
 Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or B, if appropriate, prior to the start of
any work that requires monitoring. :
2. Identify Areas to be Monitored

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an
Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based on the appropriate
construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to
be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation limits.

b. The AME 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.

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 site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase
the potential for resources to be present.

During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching
1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching

activities which could result in impacts to archaeological resources as identified
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE,
PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities.

. 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.

. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of
fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process
1. Inthe event of a discovery, the Archaeological 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 mmedlately nonfy the PI (un]ess Momtor 18 the PI) of the
discovery.~ '—"



3. 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 and Native American representative, if applicable, shall evaluate the
significance of the resource. If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in
Section IV below,

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.

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeologmal Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) 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.

c. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating
that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final
Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is
required.

Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and the followmg
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the
PJ, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropnate Senior
Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS).

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone.

B. Isolate discovery site

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenience of the remains.

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenience.

3. Ifafield examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine
with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likelv to be of Native
American origin.

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Nauve American

1 The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Comrmssmn
" (NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. ~ "

2. The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medical Examiner
has completed coordination.




o

NAHC shall identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely
Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information..

The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation.

Disposition of Native American Human Remains shall be determined between the
MLD and the PI, IF:

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a

recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR;

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the

MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American
1. The PIshall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era

2.

3.

context of the burial.

The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI

and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and

conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
“human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the

applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man.

Night Work
A. If night work is included in the contract
1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and tlmmg shall

be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am
the following morning, if possible.

. Discoveries

All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections I - During Construction, and IV — Discovery
of Human Remains. :

. Potentially Significant Discoveries

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

. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following morning 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 BL as appropnate 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.



VI.  Post Construction .
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring,
a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.
b. Recording Sites with State of Cahforma Department of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical :
" Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal )
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.
2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report. ' |
The PI shall subrmit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BJ, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Momtoring

Report submittals and approvals.
B. Handling of Artifacts

1. The PIshall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued

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

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acc@ptance Verification

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with
an appropriate institution, This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and
the Native American representative, as applicable. |

2. The Pl 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 one copy of the approved Fipal Monitoring Report to the RE
or Bl as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative}, within 90 days
after notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

2. 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.

oW




V1. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:

City of San Diego

Development Services Department

Council District 2

Development Project Manager, Laila Iskandar
LDR-Planning, Corey Braun
LDR-Engineering, Sean Torres :
Plan-Long Range Planning, Tony Kempton
Historical Resources Board, Mike Tudury
BDR-Geology, Jim Quinn

Other

James Scott Fleming

David Stebbins

Terry Brierton

Ocean Beach Planning Board
Ocean Beach Town Council

A . L.
i Oicean nPA("h Mere hants Acgepcratinon

VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

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

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

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

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

-

ULl M September 15, 2006
Allison Sherwood, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report
Development Services Department

October 30. 2006
Date of Final Report

“Asalyst: Cass " November 02. 2006
Date of Revised Final

January 232007
Date of 2™ Revised Final




City of San Diego

Development Services Department

LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 446-6460

INITIAL STUDY
Project No. _ 51076 _

SUBJECT: Stebbins Residence: SITTE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL :
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish a single-level 1,250 square- foot residence
and construct a 1,749 square-foot, three-level single dwellmg unit with a
subterranean parlcing garage on a 2,500 square-foot lot. The proposed project is
located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the Ocean Beach Community
Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), Coastal Height Limitation
Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ), Airport Approach Overlay
Zone (AAQOZ) and the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic District. Legal
Description: bet-13-efBleek41- Map1814-WonderlandBeach- Lot 14, Block 90
of Ocean Bay Beach Map No. 1189. Applicant: David Stebbins.

I PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The proposed project is a SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, to be considered by the Planning Commission (Process 4),
for the demolition of a single-level 1,250 square-foot duplex and the construction of a
three-level, 1,749 square-foot, single-family dwelling unit with a 2-car subterranean
garage on a 2,500 square-foot lot located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the
Ocean Beach Community Planning Area (See Figures 1 &2).

The site is located within the 100-year floodplain (FEMA Zone A). As such, the project
is required to comply with the Supplemental Regulat:lons for Spec1al Flood Hazard Areas

developmentof the remdenhal structur t'o be at 7.1 feet below the Base Flood Elevation

where 2 feet above the Based Flood Elevation is required.

The proposed 1,749 square-foot single-family residence would include an office, master
bedroom and two bathrooms at the first level; a kitchen, dining room and a living room at
the second level, and a loft on the third-floor level (which is open to the second-floor
level). The project would also include a subterranean two-car garage with a storage area,

Exterior treatments include a stucco finish with glass blocks located on the north, south
and west sides of the single-family residence. The second and third levels would include
a foam shape cornice that would border each of those levels. Pipe railing would border
the top of each level, along with a 2 ¥ foot glass rail on both the second and third level
decks on the west side of the structure. The eastern half of the roof would consist of a
downward sloping conctete flat tile roofing, while the west half of the roof would consist
of a flat roof (F1gure 3).



The project site would continue to be accessed from West Point Loma Boulevard. Site .
drainage would be directed into the existing drainage system located on West Point Loma

Boulevard via a sump pump and sidewalk underlain. Six-foot retaining walls would be

constructed on both sides of the proposed subterranean garage. Grading would consist of
approximately 190 cubic-yards of cut at depths to approximately 6 feet. The site is

located within the Coastal Height Limitation Overlay Zone, and as such complies with

the 30” height limit with a proposed height of 29°6”,

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The previously developed 0.057-acre project site is located at 5166 West Point Loma
Boulevard in Ocean Beach Planning Area. The site is designated Residential in the
Ocean Beach Precise Plan, and is zoned RM-2-4 (Residential-Multiple Unit; permits a
maximum density of 1 dwelling unit for each 1,750 square feet of lot area). Adjacent
land uses include residential uses to the south, east, west. Ocean Beach Park is adjacent
to the northwest and the Pacific Ocean is further northwest.

The proposed development site is located within an existing urbanized area currently
served by police, fire, and emergency medical services. The location of the proposed
development is approxunately 0.6 miles away from the City of San Diego’s Fire Station
15 which is located at 4711 Voltaire Street.

The property is developed with a single-level duplex. The developed site is relatively
devoid of native vegetation and 1s relatively flat with an on-site elevation of 8 feet above
mean sca level (AMSL). The site 1s neither within nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning

Area (MHPA) lands. ‘ .
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist,

DISCUSSION:

During the environmental review of the project, it was determined that construction
could potentially result in significant but mitigable impacts in the following
area(s):Historical Resources (Archaeology)

Historical Resources (Archaeologv):

According to the City’s Historical Resources Sensitivity Map, the site is located in an
area with a high potential for subsurface archaeological resources. The project would
export approximately 190 cubic-yards of excavation. Due to the quantity of cut, the
previously recorded archeological finds in close proximity to the site, and the potential for
grading activities to impact archeological finds on-site, archeological monitoning would
be required during grading activities. In the event that such resources are discovered,
excavation would be halted or diverted, to allow recovery, evaluation, and recordation of
materials. A Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, contained in Section V of
the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration, would mitigate potentially significant
archaeological resource impacts to below a level of significance.




The following environmental issues were considered in depth during the environmental
review of the project and determined NOT to be potentially significant: Geology, Visual
Effects/Public Views, Historical Resources (Architecture), Air Quality/Public Safety,
Neighborhood Character.

Geology:

A Geotechnical Investigation and responses to reviews of the submitted documents were
prepared for the project by Christian Wheeler Engineering titled, “Proposed Single
Family Residence, 6155 West Point Loma Boulevard, San Diego CA,” dated June 14,

- 2004 and August 05, 2005 respectively. The reports are summarized herein.

The project site is located within the Clty of San Diego geologic hazard categories 31 and
52. Hazard Category 52 is described as “other level areas gently sloping to steep terrain,
favorable geologic structure, and low risk.” Hazard category 31 refers to areas that are
susceptible to liquefaction. The geotechnical report indicated that shallow groundwater is .
present at the site and that strong earthquake shaking may affect the site. A liquefaction
analysis was performed to assess the probability of liquefaction. The results of the
analysis indicate that the saturated pornons of the beach depos1ts underlymg the site

e i g

- POSSCss factors-of-safety against soil uqucfac‘ﬂon ranging from 0.4 to 0.7. As such, the

site is subject to liquefaction. However, site preparation and foundation
recommendations provide a life-safety performance level acceptable for the proposed
single-family residence.

As delineated on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), panels 1613F prepared by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, the site is located within the 100-year
floodplain, and the garage would be below the 100-year flood level. The site is
considered suitable for the proposed development provided the conditions in the
Geotechnical Investigation are implemented. During exploratory borings; the
groundwater table was found at a depth of approximately 5 feet below existing site grades
(Elevation of 3 foot MSL) and is anticipated to fluctuate within 4 feet of existing site
grades (Elevation 4 foot MSL). The subterranean garage, which would have a depth of 6
feet below existing grades, would be at least two feet below the high groundwater table.
As such, a dewatering plan would be necessary during construction.

As outlined in Section 02140 of the Citv of San Dieeco CWP Guidelines, the

responsibility for conducting the dewatering operation in a manner which will protect
adjacent structures and facilities rests solely with the contractor. The contractor would
make an independent investigation of the soil and groundwater conditions at the site.

Prior to commencement of excavations, a detailed plan and schedule, with description,
for dewatering of excavation would be submitted with the dewatering plan. The plan

would be signed by a California registered Civil Engineer, Geotechnical Engineer,
Engineering Geologist or Hydrogeologist with experience of at least one dewatering
operation of similar magnitude. Additionally, where crtical structures or facilities exist
immediately adjacent to-areas-of proposed dewatering. reference points would-be
established and observed daily to detect any settlement which may develop. A daily
report would be maintained which would document the following: Groundwater elevation
and changes in elevation of reference points to detect settlement in adjacent structures.
After dewatering is discontinued. a weekly report would be maintained for two months




recording any chanee in elevation of reference points to d_etect settlernent in adjacent
structures. Additionally. the contractor would be responsible for obtaining an Industrial
- Waste Discharge Permit from the City’s Metropolitan Wastewater Department. which

would allow treated water to be dischareed into the City’s sewer svstem.

The report concludes that the proposed property would be suitable for the proposed
construction provided the conclusions within the report are implemented. The
recommended measures would be conditions of the permit, and therefore permit issuance
would preclude a significant impact from geologic conditions.

With regards to the dewatering plan. it is not enforced through the discretionary process:
however, compliance with the procedures for dewatering as outlined above would
prcclude potential impacts resuiting from p;round failure,

o Visual Effects/Public Views:

A project would be considered to cause a significant effect to views under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if the project would either substantlally block a
public view through a designated pubhc view corridor, or cause a substantial view
blockage of a public resource that is considered significant by the applicable community
plan. No designated public views within the project area are identified in the Ocean
Beach Community Plan or Local Coastal Program. Additionally, the project would have
to conform to San Diego Municipal Code section 132.0403 (b), which states that, “A
visual corridor of not less than the side yard setbacks or more than ten feet in width,
running the full depth of the premises, shall be preserved as a deed restriction as a
condition of the Coastal Development Permit whenever the following conditions exist:
(1) the proposed development lies between the shoreline and the first public roadway and
(2) the requirements for the visual corridor is feasible and will serve to preserve, enhance
or restore public views of the ocean or shoreline as identified in the applicable
community plan.”

In accordance with SDMC 132.0403 (b), the applicant would be required to record a deed
restriction preserving a visual corridor of 3 feet along the eastern property line and 3 feet

. along the western property line, running the full depth of the premises, which would be a
condition of the Coastal Development Permit.

The height of the project would not exceed 30 feet at the highest point. The second floor,
which is 744 square-feet, has been scaled back from the first floor, which is 815 square-
feet. The third story, which is 190 square-feet, incorporates a sloped roof (5:12 pitch).
Compliance with the 30 foot height restriction, the deed restriction preserving a visual
corridor pursuant to SDMC 132.0403 (b) and the proposed design of the scaled back
second and third floors would preclude a significant impact to views.

Historical Resources (Architecture):

As a baseline, the City of San Diego has established a threshold of 45 years of age to
determine historical significance under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). CEQA Public Resources Code section 21084.1 states that “a project that may
cause a substantial adverse charigé ini the significafice’ of a historical resource is a project
that may cause a significant effect on the environment.” A historical resource is a
resource that is listed in, or determined to be eligible for, the California Register of
Historical Resources. Historical resources that are listed in a local historical register are




presumed to be historically significant, unless a preponderance of the evidence indicates
the resource is historically significant.

The duplex proposed for demolition was constructed in 1955; and was therefore, further
evaluated to determine historical significance under CEQA. The Environmental Analysis
Section and the Historical Resources Board staff reviewed the structure and determined
that the structure does not posses integrity of setting, location, design, materials,
workmanship, or association with individuals of local, statewide or national importance.
The structure does not meet the any of the criteria for historical designation.

With regards to listing in a local register, the site is located within the geographic
boundaries of the Ocean Beach Emerging Historic District (OBC-EHD) and was
evaluated for the structure’s potential contribution to the emerging district. The OBC-
EHD is a Jocally designated historic district that is listed on a local register of historical
resources; therefore, the OBC-EHD meets the definition of a historical resource pursuant
to section 5024.1 of the CEQA Public Resources Code. ‘

However, the duplex does not meet the 1887-1931 period of significance established for
the emerging district, as the duplex was constructed in 1955. Furthermore, the duplex
does not meet the architectural qualities or description that the majority of current
contributors to the district posses, i.e. Crafisman Bungalows, Craftsman Cottages. Given
that the duplex is not listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources nor is the structure a contributor to the OBC-EHD, demolition of the duplex

...... e AL ad  Fg O S S

would not result in an adverse effect to a historical resource.

| Neighborhood Character:

A project would be considered to cause a significant effect to neighborhood character
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if the project would exceed the
height or bulk regulations and the existing patterns of development in the surrounding
area by a significant margin.

The proposed project would conform to all of the zoning regulanons of the underlying
zone pertaining to height and floor-area ratio (FAR). Additionally, there are similar
developments. in terms of bulk and scale. in close proximity to the subject property. As
such, project implementation would not result in a 51gmﬁcant impact to neighborhood
character.

Air Quality/Public Safety:

The project is proposing to demolish a duplex which may contain asbestos and lead-based
paint and if so, could potentially pose a risk to human health and public safety. While the
City of San Diego does not have permitting authority over the handling of hazardous
material, all demolition activities must be conducted in accordance with the San Diego
County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rules 361.140 through 361.156 and the
California Code of Regulations Title 8 and 17 regarding the handling and disposal of
Asbestos-containing materials and Iead-based paints, respectively.

The SDAPCD requires a project follow special procedures during demolition, renovation,
and removal of asbestos containing material. In addition, the SDAPCD must be notified
in writing at Jeast 10 days in advance of any demolition regardless of whether any
asbestos 1s present or not. Failure to meet these reqmrements would result in the issuance
of a Notice of Violation.



If the testing shows the presence of asbestos or lead-based paints, then proper precautions
must be made during the removal and disposal of asbestos or lead-based paint containing
materials. The removal and disposal of these materials is regulated by state agencies
(Cal-OSHA and Cal-EPA), the SDAPCD, and the County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health (DEH). These agencies ensure that the demolition crew, adjacent
residents, or other individuals are not exposed to these hazardous building materials.

Because the above-mentioned State and County agencies oversee asbestos and lead-based
paint removal, and it is required of the applicant to notify these agencies prior to any
demolition activities as per state and county law, human health and public safety impacts
due to the demolition of the on-site structures would be below a level of significance.
Notice to the SDAPCD is required and would be incorporated as a condition of the
permit. Therefore, no mitigation would be required.

V. RECOMMENDATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The pronosed proiect wonld not have a significant effect on the environment,

A e 1ML (XN LRy 3

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

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

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

PROJECT ANALYST: Cass

Attachments: Figure 1 (Location Map)
Figure 2 (Site Plan)
Figure 3 (Elevations)
Checklist
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Initial Study Checklist

Date: September 22, 2005
Project No.: 51076
Narme of Project: Stebbins Residence

III. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

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

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

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic view from
a public viewing area? V
The project would be reauired to record a deed
restriction preserving a visual corridor. See -
Visual Effect/Public View discussion in the

Initial Study.

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or
project? V
The proiect would conform to all height. bulk
and scale regulations. See Neighborhood
Character discussion in the Initial Study.

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style
which would be incompatible with surrounding
development? ‘ <
See I-B.



. Substantia] alteration to the existing character of

the area? ' A
Similar developments in terms of architectural

stvle exists within the area. See Neighborhood

Character discussion in the Initial Study.

. The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s),

or a stand of mature trees? V
There are no distinetive or landmark tree(s). or a

stand of mature trees on the site.

Substantial change in topography or ground o
surface relief features? Y
The project proposes grading; however,

implementation of the project would not result

1n a substantial change in topographv since the

grading is minimal and the topography is flat.

. The loss, covering or modification of any

unique geologic or physical features such as a

natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock outcrop, or

hillside with a slope in excess of 25 percent? v
The project site is located on relatively flat land '
with no unigque geological features in close

proximity:.

. Substantial light or glare? v
The project does not propose construction with :

reflective materials or outdoor lighting.

Substantial shading of other properties? v
The project’s second and third levels have been

scaled back. and the project compiies with the

heipght regulations. As such, no substantial amount

of shading would occur.




Yes Mavybe

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL
RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. The loss of availability of a known mineral
resource (e.g., sand or grave]) that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the
state? . .
The project site is on urban land that has been ‘
previously developed. No known mineral
resources are present.

B. The conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agricultural land? L L
The project site is located within a developed,
urbanized area.

AIR QUALITY - Would the proposal:

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? _ N
The project would not generate vehicle trips.
However, demolition activities could impact air
guality. See Air Quality discussion in the Initial

Study.

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? . N
See TII-A. )

C. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations?
No impact to sensitive receptors would occur.

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
The proposed project is a single-family
residence and would not generate objectionable
odors.




- ‘ Yes Mavbe No .
E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate '

Matter 10 (dust)? ' - . N

There i1s a potential for the creation of dust

during demolition and grading. However,

‘orading would not exceed the threshold of 100

pound per day of particulate matter. The City

Municipal Code requires dust suppression

measures be implemented during construction
activities. '

F. Alter air movement in the area of the project? v
Air movement would not be substantially
aliered.

G. Cause a substantial alieration in moisture,
or temperature, or any change in climate, either
locally or regionally? \
The project proposes demolition of a single-
family residence. No such alteration would
occur.

BIOLOGY — Would the proposal result in:

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

There are no such species of plants or animals -
on or adjacent to the project site.

B. A substantial change in the diversity of any
species of animals or plants? v
See IV-A.

C. Introduction of invasive species of plants into
the area? : N

Landscaping would be in conformance with the
City’s Landscape Technical Manual.

D. Interference with the movement of any
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors? v
No such corridors exist on or adjacent to the




E. Animpact to a sensitive habitat,
including, but not limited to streamside
vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak woodland,
coastal sage scrub or chaparral?
See IV-A.

F. Animpact on City, State, or federally regulated
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means?

There are no wetlands on-site.

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

plan?

s ot 1 rrtlhaen e e ~ ~ MATTD A
Praoject 1s riot within or adiacent to the MOPA
See IV-A.

ENERGY - Would the proposal:

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or
energy (e.g. natural gas)?
The proposed residential development would
~ not use excessive amounts of fuel or energy.

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

GEOLOGY/SOILS -~ Would the proposal:

A. Expose people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?
The proposed project lies within Geologic
Hazard Zone 52 and zone 31. See Geology
discussion and discussion in the Initial Study.

B. Resuit in a substantial increase in wind or
water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?
No such erosion would occur. '




C. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

See VI-A.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistonic
or historic archaeological site?
The project site is located within an area that

is considered a high sensitivity area for archaeological

o3 P Ty O, N .y R - Py
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be required during grading. See Initial Study Discussion.

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building, structure,
object, or site?
The project proposes to demolish a single-
family residence which was determined not to
possess any potential for architectural
significance, architect of note, resident/owner of
note or an association with a significant event,
See Historical (Architecture) discussion in the

Initial Study.

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an
architecturally significant building, structure, or
object?

See VII-B.

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses .
within the potential impact area?

No documented areas of religious or sacred uses
within the potential impact area.

Yes Mavbe No
_ N
.
_ N
— N
_\j




VIL

E. The disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? ‘ N
No such documented areas are located within the
potential impact area.

HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
proposal: '

A. Create any known health hazard
(excluding mental health)? . N
Project implementation would not result in
anv know health hazard. Proper handling of
potential asbestos containing materials would be
required during demolition activities. See Air

Quality discussion in the Initial Study.

B. Expose people or the environment to
a significant hazard through the routine

transport, use or disposal of hazardous

materials? —_— — __._\/
The project proposes no transportation, usage or
disposal of hazardous materials.

C. Create a future risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (including
but not limited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals,
radiation, or explosives)? _ A
No such risk of an explosion would occur,

D. Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan? - _ N
The project would not interfere with such plans.

E. Belocated on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
- and, as a result, create a significant
hazard to the public or environment? _ - N
The site is not listed on the Countv’s DEH SAM

case listing.




Yes

Maybe

No

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

See VIII-A,

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY — Would the proposal result in:

A. Anincrease in pollutant discharges, including
- down stream sedimentation, to receiving
waters during or following construction?
Consider water quality parameters such as
temperature dissolved oxygen, turbidity and
other typical storm water pollutants.
o such increase 18 expecled.

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and
associated increased runoff?
An increase in impervious surfaces would

occur; however, appropriate Best Management
Practices would be reguired as conditions of

the permit.

C. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff
flow rates or volumes?
The project would not result in a change to
the drainage pattem. Drainage would be filtered -
by pervious planted areas before being
dischareged into West Point Loma Boulevard.

D. Discharge of identified pollutants to
an already impaired water body (as listed
on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list)?
See IX-C.




: Yes Mavbe No
E. A potentially significant adverse impact on
ground water quality? ' _ N
Water would be treated before being discharged :
into the storm drain. As such, the project would
not result in a significant impact to water quality,

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of
applicable surface or groundwater receiving
water quality objectives or degradation of
beneficial uses? . —_— vV
See IX-A. and -B.

LAND USE - Would the proposal result in:

A. A land use which is inconsistent with
the adopted community plan land use
designation for the site or conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over a project? | v
The QOcean Beach Community Plan desicnates
the site as a Residential (15-24 units/acre for each
Y2 block). The project would not be inconsistent with
the Ocean Beach Community Plan. With respect to
underlving zone, the project proposes a deviation for
building below the Base Flood Elevation; however,
compliance with engineering standards would preclude
a significant impact.

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the community
plan in which it is located? \/
See X-A.

C. A conflict with adopted environmental plans,
" including applicable habitat conservation plans
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect for the area? v
The project would not impact anv sensitive biological
resources. Additionallv, the project is not adjacent
to the MHPA.




- D. Physically divide an established community?
The proposed project is a single-family residential
dwelling unit that would be surrounded by '

other residential dwelling units, As such, the project
would not divide an established community.

E. Land uses which are not compatible with
aircraft accident potential as defined by an
adopted airport Airport Comprehensive Land
Use Plan (CLUPY? . . <
A recorded avigation easement would be
- provided to bring the development into

compliance with the Airport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (ALUCP).

NOISE — Would the proposal result in:

A. A significant increase in the existing ambient
noise levels? ' . : vV
The project is a single-family residence and
would not result in an increase to the existing
ambient noise level.

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which
exceed the City's adopted notse ordinance? ) Y
The site 1s located within a residential area '
and would not result in the exposure of people

to noise levels in excess of the Citv’s adopted
noise ordinance.

C. Exposure of people to current or future
transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Plan or an adopted
- airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan? ) V
Traffic on West Point Loma Boulevard is well
below the transportation standards established in
the Transportation Element of the General Plan.
Additionally, a recorded avigation easement would
be provided before construction activities commenced.

-10-



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

The project site is underlain by the Bav Point
formation. which has a high potential for
paleontological finds. However, the project
proposes excavation of 190 cubic-yards at
depths of less than ten feet. Therefore,

paleontological monitoring would not be -
required.

X1l POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the proposal:

A. Induce substantial population growth in

_an area, either directly (for examnle, by

proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

The project would not induce substantial

population prowth.

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing
" housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
The proiect proposes the replacement of a

sinple-family residence.

C. Alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population
of an area? '
The density of the population would not be
increased. -

-11-



Yes Maybe No

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

A. Fire protection? ‘ V
Proposed proiect would be developed 1n an :
urbanized area and it is not anficipated to have a
significant affect on fire protection. Fire
Protection would be available to the new"

development.

B. Police protection?- . . N
Police protection would be available to the new
development. Sese XIV-A.

C. Schools?
" The project would not have a sienificant impact
on schools.

D. Parks or other recreational facilities? | v
No effect would occur.

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including _
roads? v
Maintenance of public facilities would not be
affected with the project being developed.
See XTV-A.

F. Other governmental services? V
No effect would occur. See XTV-A. '

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated? V

The project would not have an affect on
recreational resources.

=12 -



XVL

Yes Maybe
B. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
" recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment? -
No such adverse effects would occur. See X-V.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION — Would the proposal result in:

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/ _
community plan allocation? — S
The project would not increase traffic.

B. An increase in projected traffic which is

substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system? S —_
See XVI-A.

C. Anincreased demand for off-site parking? —_ _
The proj ect would provide adeguate parking.

D. Effects on existing parking? _ _
See XVI-A
E. Substantial impact upon existing or planned
transportation systems? . —
The proposed project would not create a
~ substantial affect on existing or planned
transportation systems.

F. Alterations to present circulation movements
including effects on existing public access to
beaches, parks, or other open space areas?
Public access to any such areas would not be

impacted.

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, non-
standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance
or driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)?
The project would be designed to engineering
standards. No such impacts would result,

-13 -
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H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs supporting altemnative transportation
models (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

No such impacts would occur. '

A

UTILITIES — Would the proposal result in a need for new systems, or require substantial
alterations to existing utilities, including:

A. Natural gas?
The proposed project would not reguire new
systems or substantial alterations to existing
natural gas utilities.

'

B. Communications systems? ‘ V
No new systems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

C. Water? : : N
No new systems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

D. Sewer? 7 N
No new systems or substantial alterations would :
be required. See XVII-A.

E. Storm water drainage? . ' v
Storm Water drainage would be developed and
maintained in accordance with the City’s Storm
Water Guidelines. No new or substantial
alterations would be required.

F. Solid waste disposal? v
No new systems or substantial alterations would '
be required. See XVII-A.

. WATER CONSERVATION — Would the proposal result in:

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? , N
Project would not use excessive amounts of
- water, )

-14-




B. Landscaping which is predominantly

non-drought resistant vegetation?
Landscaping would be consistent with the City’s

Landscaping Regulations,

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade

the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number-
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important -
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

No sensitive vegetation exists on-site. The
project does not have the potential to affect any

of the ahove,

. Does the project have the potential to achieve

short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on
the environment is one which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period of time while
long-term impacts would endure well into the
future.)

Project is consistent with the long-term vision
and would not achieve short-term goals to the
disadvantage of jong-term goals.

. Does the project have impacts which are

individually limited, but cumuiatively
considerable? (A project may impact on

two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of those
impacts on the environment is significant.)
The project would not contribute to cumulative

impacts.

-15-
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Yes Mavbe No

D. Does the project have environmental effects
which would cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
The proposed project would not cause
substantial adverse environmental effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectlv.

-16 -



INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

Aesthetics / Neighborhood Character

City of San Diego Pfogrcss Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

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

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

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

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

Site Specific Report:

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

Site Specific Report:
Biology

City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan,
1957

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

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

Community Plan - Resource Element.
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California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January
2001.

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

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biblogy Guidelines.

Site Specific Report:

Energy N/A

< e |- A

|

I 8

Geology/Soils

el o TN L P o T
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U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and IJ,
December 1973 and Part I, 1975.

Site Specific Report: Proposed Single Family Residence, 6155 West Point Loma
Boulevard, San Diego CA,” dated June 14, 2004 and responses dated August 05, 2005.

Historical Resources

City of San Diego- Historical Reso.urces Guidelines.
City of San Diego Archaeology Library.

Historical Resources Board List.

Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report:

Human Health / Public Safety / Hazardous Materials
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2004.

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

- 18-
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FAA Determination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Lisﬁng, Public Use Authorized
1995. o ‘

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Site Specific Report:

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

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

Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list, dated July, 2003,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html).

Land Use

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

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan

City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination

Noise

Community Plan

San Diego Intemational Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Mapé.
Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

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

.19.
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San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weckday Trﬁc Volume Maps, SANDAG.
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Paleontological Resources

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

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

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peteréon, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles,”" California Division of Mines and Geology

. Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975.

- Site Specific Report:

Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and

oy - ~ 1 L] ~ o1 ~ -~ b SR L RN ST S I St NI L I SURIINE oL MRS
Ulay Viesd JUalrdangies, SOULLEIn ddl LIego lVlleUpUllL'dﬂ. Alca, Lalllliia, lvidap DhD‘EL

29,1977

Population / Housing

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

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

Other:

Public Services
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Recreational Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.
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Department of Park and Recreation

~ City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map

Additional Resources:
XVIL.  Transportation/ Circulation
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

v Community Plan,

San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG. |
Site Specific Report:

XVIT, Tltilifies

v Community Plan

XVIII. Water Conservatio_n N/A

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

-21-
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000567 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY SHEET
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DATE ISSUED: ey 16, 2007 REPORT NO 07- 091
ATTENTION: Councﬂ President and City Council
ORIGINATING DEP ARTMENT: Development Services Department
- SUBRJECT: ' Steom’ns Residence, Project Ne. 51076
COUNCIL DISTRICT(S): 2

CONTACT/P:-IONT: WUMBER: Laila Iskandar, 619-446-5287, liskandar@sandieeo. crov

REQUESTED ACTION This is an appeal of the Plzmmn- Commussion’s decision 10 approve a
Coazstal Development Pernit (CDP), and Site Development Permit (SDP) o allow the
demolition of an existing duplex, and the construcuon of a new three-story single family
residence above 2 basement garags, including & deviation from the regulations for Special Flood

Hazard Areas.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DENY the appeal and APPROVE Cozstal De\?e]opm ent
Permit No. 147134, and Site Development Permit No. 389929, and CERTIFY Mitigated
Negarive Declaration No. 51076, and ADOPT the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
Program. ‘ '

TVTOITTTIS STV ARV T'hpnrm»pt-e\ nrated &

P A

the Ocean Beach Precise Plan The issue before the C1ty Council is the appeal of the Planning
Commission’s dacision to allow the demclition of 2 one-story duplex, and the consmuction ofs
new three-story single family residence above a basement garage, and allow for a deviation from
the rec_rula,uons for Special Flood Hazard Areas. The project sit¢ 1s within the 100 vear
floodplain and is therefore considersd environmentally sensitive land. The property 1s reladvely
flat with an elevanon of § fest above mean s=a level and does not include any sensitive

topo graphical or biological resources. The site 1s neither withun nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Mmcrated Negative Declaration dated November 2, 2006, has
been prepared for this project in accordance with State CEQA guidelines, and a Mitigation,
Monitoring and Reporting Program 1s reqmred for Agvnzﬁolomual Resources to reduce any
potential impacts to below a level of significance

t 3164 West noint Loma Ronlevard within

In addition, the following environmertal issues wers considered in depth during the
environmental review of the project and determined NOT 10 be potentially significant: Geology,
Visual Effects/Public Views, Historical Resources (Architecturs), Air Quality/Public Safety, and
Neighborhood Character, however, no significant impacts were identified.

Tnﬂ requested devianon is to allow development of the residential structure, to be at 7.1 fae
elow the BE.S“ Flood Elevation where two (2) feet above the Bease Flood Elevation is required,

Staff believes that MIND No. 31076 adequately addresses th» project’s potﬂnnal impacts, and that
implementation of the MMRP Would avoid or reduce such impacts to below 2 level of

Sl...“"'llIluB.I’lG"‘
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An app=ei'erine rianning Commission's decisionn was flled asserting facual error, conflict with
other matters, and findings not supported, new information, aad city-wide significance
(Attaf‘hment 13). Staff has provided a response to each issue and conunues 1o support the
project.

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. All costs associated with the pro cessing
of this project are paid from 2 deposit account maintained by the applicant.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION; On February 8, 2007, the Planning
Commission requested a contipuance of the subjncf project to a date certain of March ] 2007 w0
address specific issues related to nood -proofing of the proposad swucrure.

The applicant responaﬂd to these issues at the March 1, 2007 Planning Commission, hearing,
resuling in unanimous approval by the Planning Cormission.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: The Ocean Beach
Plarning Board met on July 3, 2006. There were ™o motions presented concerning this

" prOp"ITy and neither one passed.

. The first motion was to approve the project as presented. The moton failed by 2 vote of 4-4-0

Th= subse quﬂn‘c motion was to deny the project as presented due to the bulk and scale. This

-
len. {utiad I"|U' uountas uf:.'_'.-i:_aj.

.
}
0
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“Varous board members noted that the new residence would reprﬁsm‘t a sigrificant improvement

over the existing dupiex, and would improve the character of the general neighborhood. In
addition, the change from z duplex to 2 single farnily residenc would reduce density in the arza.

Various board members noted cond =rns about the hei ght of the r)rojb"* and that other properties

" on the dlock might be re-developed 1o simular neignts, altening the character of the neighborhood.

eir concern is that subsequent development m1ght creaie a comdor of tall buildings on T.h"
block. The suggestion was to resuict the project o two stor1°s.

KEY ST Lsau:HOLD_.Ff-)&ND "PROTEGTED IMPACTS: David Stebbins, Owner/Applicant

/%/// Y Vo fu! //% / 7/«/ -

A
Mar‘ﬂla Zscobar-Eck Vi % @mes T. Wiring
Di ctor epury Chief of Land Usg and
Developmem Services Department Econornic Development:
Criginating Department ' Dppu*y Chief/Chief OD rating Officer

1S



6'(( 7 : k NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

95 X __ Recorder/County Clerk FROM: City of San Disgo
P.0. Box 1750, MS A33 Devejopment Services Department
1600 Pacific Hwy, Room 260 1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101-2422 San Diego, CA 92101

‘oject Number: 51076
pject Title: Stebbins Residence

oject Location: San Diego, California - The proposed project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the
~san Beach Communiry Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealabie area), Coastal Height Li:rntar;on Overiay
yne, Adrport Environs Overlay Zone (AECZ), Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAQZ) and the Ocean Beach o
stiage Emerging Historic Dismct ~

oject Applicant: David Stebbins
5166 West Point Loma Boulevard
San Diego, CA 52107
(619) 224-0674

oject Description: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish 2
1gle-level 1,250 square-foot residence and consuruct & 1,749 square-foot, thrae-level single dweliine unit with a
bterranean parking garage on 2 2,300 sguare-foot lot, - =

(MM
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de 1o to adviss that the City of oan Diggo LDy L.OuDlH ofl wiay 24, 2037, approved (he above deseribead Lroiest and
ide the following detsrminations. o
The project in 118 approvec 10rm will, _ X will not, have a significant effzct on the environment.

4 Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project and certified pursuant to the provisions of -
CEQA. — ‘ '

X A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant 1o the provisions of CEQA

An addendum to a Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant 1o the provisions of CEQA
Record of project approval may be examined at the address above. : e

v

Mitigation measures were, X werenot, made a condition of the approval of the project.

is hereby certified that the final environmental report, including comments and responses, is available 1o the general
blic at the offce of the Land Development Review Division, Fifik Floor, City Operations Building, 1222 Tirst ’
senue, San Diego, CA 92101, = -

alyst,  Cass ‘ - Telephone:  [619) 446-3330
Filec by |
Signarure
Title

Ference: California Public Resources Code, Sections 21108 and 211352,
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PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
MINUTES OF REGULAR SCHEDULED MEETING OF
. MARCH 1, 2007
IN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS - 12" FLOOR
CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

CHRONIO_LOGY OF THE MEETING:

Chauperson Schultz called the mesting to order at 9:08 zm. Chairperson Scnultz adjourned the

meeting at 10:33 p.m.

BT TATTI TR TIIS AT T TTR T~

AT 4
o A aL NIE D AN

Ta Ll
_‘1.& J.Ln- l.‘./j_{‘\.r-‘-/.l-lulhl.-

Chairperson Barry Schultz-present
Vice-Chairperson Kathisen Garcia- present
Commissioner Robert Griswold- present
Commussioner Gil Ontai-present
Commigsioner Dennis Otsuji- present
Commuissioner Eric Nastund- present
Vacancy

Mary Wright, Planning Department — present
Mike Westlake, Development Services-present
Shirley Edwards, Ciry Attorney- present
Sabrina Curtin, Recorder-present
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000 57 THE CORRECTIONS INDICATED BY TT-IE PLANNING COMMIS SION.,
Seuond by Commussioner Ontai. "Passed by & 5-1-1 vote with Comrmissioner
Griswold voting nay and one vacancy.

Conzinued from January 25, 2007 & February 8, 2 QW/

ITEM-8:
*LAS PALMAS - PROJECT NO. 92178

COMMISSION ACTION: .-~
MOTION BY COMM]S SIONER GRISWOLD TO CONTINUE TO

MARCH 28, 2007.- ~Second by Commissioner Otsuji.
Passed | by 2 6071 vote with one - vacancy.

ITEM.-9: 3 _ Con;izzuedﬁom February 8 2007

*STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51476

Laﬂa Iskander updated the Commission since the projsct was heard on Fe ebruary §,

AT
R

Speaker siip submltted in favor by David Stebbms

Spealer slips submitted in opposition by Nancy Taylor, William Wilson, and Landry

Watson.
Public Testimony was closed.

COMM’ISSION ACTION:
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER GRISW OLD TO CERTIFY MITIG ATED

NEGATIVE DECLARATION NO. 31076, AND ADOPT THE MITIGATION,
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, |

APPROVE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 147134 AND APPROVE
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 389939,

Second by Commussioner Naslund passed by & 6-0-1 vote with a Vacancy.
Resolution No, 4227-PC.



