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CALIF~RNIA COASTAL COMMISSION RECORD 
San D1ego Coast 
3111 Camino Del Rio Nor·th Ste. 200 
San Diet;JO. CA 92108 
(619) 521-8036 

Application No.: 6-96-128 

Applicant: Fairbanks Ranch Racquet 
Club Apts., Ltd. 

Filed: 
49th Day: 
!80th Day: 
Staff': 
Staff Repor·t: 
Hearing Date: 

October 21. 1996 
December 9, 1996 
April 19. 1997 
EL--SD 
November 19, 1996 
December 10-13. 1996 

A£tent: JP Engineering, Inc. 

Description: Subdivision of eight act~es into nineteen single-family 
n:l:;id~mthd lots and tl•JO open sp<~c<:~ lots including gradin~~ and 
installation of utilities, dnilinage facilities and private 
stt'(:H?! ts; also. construction of the not"thcrn half of Via de la 
Valle impt··ovetmmts along site fr·ontage and an on-·site 
desiltation basin north of Via de la Valle. Construction of 
homes is not included in the proposed d<,1velopment. 

Site: 

Lot A!"ea 
Building Pad Co\ler·age 
Pavem<:1nt Coverage 
Landscape Coverage 
Zoning 
Plan Designation 

8. 086 acn.1s 
1.035 acres (13%) 
0.853 acres (10%) 
6.198 acres (77%) 
R-1-15,000 (HRO) 3 dua 
Low-density Residential 3 dua 

1\lor·th side of Via de la VallE.~. betw~~en San Andres Drive and Via 
del Canon. North City, San Diego, San Diego County. 
API\! 302-090-12 

··---·······-····------·--·-·------·--------

Staff l"ecomm~.mds approval of the pt~oposed subdivision and site 
improvements. with special conditions addressing the preservation of open 
space. gr·ad:ing and erosion controls. runoff controls, br·u:;h managE.'lment and 
landscaping. Issues raised by the proposed development include biological 
resources (coastal sage scntb/Cali for-nia Gnatcatch€!rs). ~·JatE.'lr quality in the 
do~11nstream San Diegui to River· and Lagoon. encroachments onto steep slopes and 
visual resources . 
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Substantive File Documents: Certif'it1d 1\Jorth City LCP Land Use Plan and City 
of San Diego LCP Implementing Ordinances 

Tentative Pat"ce 1 Map. Land Development Permit. 
Hillside Review Permit. Planned Residential 
Development Pet"'mi t and Envit·onmental Impact 
Repot·t No. 92--0430 

The staff n'!commends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

The Commission hereby gr.,lin.ts a permit for the proposed development. 
subject to the conditions beloiiJ, on the ~.:Jrounds that the development will be 
in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act 
of 1976. will not prejudice the ability of the local government having 
jurisdiction over the at·ea to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to 
the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. and will not have any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Envir·onmtmtal Quality Act. 

See attached page. 

The permit is subject to the following conditions: 

1. .Q£~!..L~P3~:~Jt . .RS~_<;I __ ~~-~!.t:!.~:UQ.!1. As proposed by the applicant. and as 
required by the City of San Diego. the permitted development includes the 
preservation of' appt"oximately four acr·es of undisturbed steep slopes and 
sensitive habitat as permanent open space. Thus. prior to the issuance of the 
coastal development per··mi t. the applicant shall recor·d a restriction against 
the subject propE:n-·ty. ft"'ee of all prior· liens and encumbrances. except for· tax 
liens. and binding on the permittee's successors in interest and any 
subsequent purchasers of any portion of the real property. The restriction 
shall pt"ohibi t any development. including but not limi tE;'!d to. alteration of 
landfot·ms. removal of vegetation ot· the erection of structures of any type. 
except the firE:! wall and drainage facilities permitted herein. in the area 
designated as "open space" on the attached Exhibit "3" and generally described 
as all of Parcels 20 and 21. as well as those pot·tions of Lots 8-16 that shall 
remain undisturbed and at·e in excess of 25% gradient. as shown on TM 92-0430. 
The recording document shall include legal descriptions of both the 
applicant's entire parcel(s) and the restricted area. and shall be in a form 
and content acceptable to the Executive Director. Evidence of recordation of 
such restdction shall be subject to the review and written approval of the 
Executive Director. 

• 

• 

• 
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A. From November 15 to March 31 of each year. grading may only occur 
in incn.~ments as deter·min..:!d by the City Engineer and in confor·mance IIJi th 
Section 62.0417.1 of the La!'ld Development Ordinance of the City of San Diego, 
as cet·tified by the Commission in January. 1988. Pdor to commencement of any 
grading activity, the permittee shall submit a gr·ading schedule to the 
Executive oit~ector. Any variation from the schedule shall be pt·omptly 
reported to the Executive Director. 

B. All permanent runoff and erosion control devices shall be 
developed and installed prior to or concur-rent with any on-site grading 
activities. 

C. All areas disturbed. but not completed, dur·ing the construction 
season, including graded pads. shall be stabi lizec! in ad11ance of the r·ainy 
season. The use of tempor-ary eros ion contt~ol measures, such as berms. 
int(~rceptor ditdHls. sandbagging. filt~~rec! inh:!ts. debds basins, and silt 
traps shall be utilized in conjunction with plantings to mirdmize soi 1 loss 
from the construction site. 

D · er.J.Jl.!.'_J!9 .... tb!LJJ!~Y~.DSJL2.L t[!!.J;:Pi!J>.!.~l. . .Q~elQ.P!!)B.!l!:..J>.~mi t. the 
applicant shall submit final ~~nJl.din~~ plans v.1hich shall inco!,.porflte each of the 
above requirements as construction notes on the plans . 

3. !:?~AD.2X.L.9_t!!'.l.'!:I..9":~· Pdo1 ... to the issuanca of a coastal development 
permit, thG applicant shall submit a rursoff control plan designed by a 
licensed engineer qualified in hydrology and hydraulics, that assures the peak 
t-unoff rate of the developed site does not exceed the peak runoff rate of the 
existing undeveloped site in a ten-year fn-~quency stor·m o11ar a six-hour 
duration (10 y<~ar. 6 hour rainstorm). Runoff control shall be accomplished by 
an on·-s :i te detention/des il ting bas in. The plan Hhall provide fot' energy 
dissipating measures at the terminus of outflow drains. The plan shall 
include details of the a xi sting drainage channel and st~Jale south of Via de la 
Valle. Any necessc;u-y improvements to the existing drainage facilities 
resulting from the construction of~ the pi,.oposed desiltation basin (Alternative 
2 on TM 92-0430), shall require the written concurrence of the 22nd District 
Agricultural Association. as owners of the off-site property where said 
existing drainage facilities are located. In addition. if such off-site 
improvements are comprised of more than a typical rock dissipatot~ to meet 
County of San Diego drainage standards, said improvements will require an 
amendment to this permit or a separ-ate coastal development pE-n"mi t. The r·unoff 
control plan shall be accompanied by supporting calculations and shall be 
submittt."ld to, reviewed and approved in vJf'iting by the Executive Director. 

a. Prior to the issuance o-f the coastal development par·rnit. the applicant 
shall recot"d a deed restdction against the subject property, in a for·m and 
content acceptable to tho Executive Director. fraa of all prior liens and 
encumbrances. except for tax lions, and binding on the permittee's succe~sors 
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in interest and any subsequent purchasers of any portion of the real 
property. The deed restriction shall pr·ovide the follollling: 

(1) Zone 1 brush management and/or· clear cut vegetation removal is 
prohibited in the dedicated oper1 space areas: 

(2) A min.imum thh·ty-foot (30') structural setback fr·om dedicated open 
space areas shall be provided on all lots abutting open space (Lo~ S 
through 16 as shown on Tentative Map mo. 92-<>430): This requireme1ft shall 
apply to both pr·incipal and accessory structures and shall be shown on the 
submitted site plan; 

(3) Building setback and brush management practices on Lots 5 through 16 
as shown on Tl':!ntati\te Map No. 92-0430 are limited. pursuant to Coastal 
Development Permit No. 6·-96-128 on file in the Coastal Commission office. 

b. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development per·mit. the 
applicant shall submit for the r·eview and written approval of the Executive 
Director. a n~vised brush management plan which incorporates the above 
requirements. Compliance with the approved plan shall be required throughout 
the life of the project. 

5. E!nal bandscape Plans/Deed Restriction 

• 

a. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit. the 
applicant shall submit for the review and written approval of the Executive • 
Director. a revised detailed landscape plan which shall include the following: 

(1) The type, size. extent and location of all plant materials. the 
pr·oposed irrigation system and other landscape features; 

(2) The use of dt'ought tolerant native or naturalizir.g plant materials to 
the maximum extent feasible; 

(3) The provision of at least forty specimen size trees (combination 
24-inch and 36··inch box minimum) to be planted along the Via de la Valle 
frontage to effectively screen the site. including the Alternative 2 
desiltation basin. frt')m vio•JJs from Via de !a Valle and the San Dieguito 
Rivet' Valley; 

(4) Conformar.ce of the landscape plan with the brush management plan 
requit"ed in Special Condition #4. above; 

(5) Completion of the installation of all plants provided for in the plan 
within 60 days of completion of all other herein-approved subdivision. 
improvements: and 

(6) Maintenance of all required plants in good growing condition. and 
whenever necessar.v. replacE~ment with new plant materials to ensure 
continued compliance with applicable landscape screertir.g requirements . 

• 
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b. Priot· to the issuanc~ of th<~ coastal d~~velopm12!nt pet .. m:it, the applicant 
shall record a deed restriction against the subject property. to ensure that 
tha contc.~nt of this condition continues to bG! c\pplicabl(.~ thJ·'OI.J';Jhout the life 
of the project. The restriction shall provide the above language and that 
landscaping shall be implemented in accor~ance with Special Condition #5 and 
consistent with those plans approved with COP #6-96-128. The restriction 
shall be ,~ecor·ded. free of all pdor· liens and encumbrances. excE:!pt for tax 
liens. and binding on the permittee's successors in interest and any 
subsequent purchasers of any portion of the real property. 

6. ;!;Jnport~tior:~ .... .Q .. f.. .. _fi 11 Material. Prior to the issuance of the coastal 
development permit. the applicant shall identify the soune location fot· the 
imported fill material. If the site is located within the coastal zone. a 
separ·ate coastal development pN·mi t ot· pet·mi t amendment shall first be 
obtained from the California Coastal Commission or its successor in interest. 

7 . .U.~.!:.~.:!!':~.J!~~~.!..QP..ITI.~D .. t· This pet·m:it is for subdivision of 8 ac. into 19 
single family residential lots and 2 open space lots. grading of the site to 
create building pads, the paving of the internal street system. installation 
of utilities and dt·ainage facilities and implementation of a landscape plan. 
All other development proposals for tho site, including but not limited to. 
construction of the residences. shall require review and approval by the 
Coastal Commission. 01·· its successot· in int~~rest. under a separate coastal 
development permit or an amendment to this permit. 

• rv. fJn.<:!Jng_~----~n9 .... R~.~..lf:\t:~tt . .9n .. ~ . 

• 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

1. .P..~.-~~J-l.9.~ .... .P.r.2.i.~.~~L.P..~~-£t:JP.t.tt?.IJ· Pt·oposed is the subd:iltision of 
approximately eight net acres of land. located on the north side of Via de la 
Valle. east of San Andres Drive and west of Via del Canon. into nineteen 
single-family residential lots and two open space lots. The proposal includes 
grading of the site to crE:!ate building pads. the paving of the internal street 
system. installation of utilities and drainage facilities and implementation 
of a landscape plan. Construction of homes is not par··t of the subject 
proposal. and such construction will require a separate coastal development 
pet··mit (ot·· multiple per·mits) in the future. 

Also included are off-site half-width improvements to Via de la Valle along 
the property frontage. to include paving. curb and sidewalk. and the planting 
of stt·eet trees. These off-site improvements will require the removal of 
approximatel.Y forty to fifty mature trees which are located along the southern 
border of the subject site, within the street right-of-way for the proposed 
expansion of Via de la Valle to thE:! north. 

Grading for the proposed development will include a total of 14.200 cu.yds. of 
cut and 15.000 ctt.yds. of ·f'ill. •JJith 800 cu.yds. of mater·ial to be impot·ted 
from an as-yet-unidentified site. Special Condition #6 requires that the 
impot't site be~ idantif:i~~d. and advis(~S that. if tho. site is I.IJithin the coastal 
zone. a coastal development permit is required for that site as well. 
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2. g.n~tr..!?!l~D.~i!HJL .. ~-~.tl~i t:i.J[.~--'1~YJ.1{ilt!!,. The follotdng Coastal Act policy 
is most applicable to the subject site: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat ar-eas shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those ar-eas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed 
to prevent impacts t~ihich IIJould significantly d~lgt·ade those areas. and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recr-eation 
areas. 

Portions of' the subject site are vegetated with coast&! sage scrub and 
maritime succulent sc.rub. California Gnatcatchers, a species listed as 
thre&tened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. h&ve been sighted in both 
these veg<~tmtion communi ties. which occut• along the •JJestern edge and eastern 
quar·ter of the subject site. The proposed development. however. is withir1 the 
centra! por··tions of the s ito. and. no encroachment into the idonti fied 
sensitive habitat areas is herein proposed. although development will occur 
immedi&tely adjacent to the western portion. Because human activities related 
to construction practices and occupation of the future homes will occur in 

• 

closer pr·oximity to the sensiti\1e areas than at present. the City of San • 
Diego's approvals require mitigation for indirect impacts in the form of 
contributions to the City's Habitat Mitigation Fund. 

Moreover. as required in the City approvals of the Tent&tive Map and Planned 
Residential Development Permit. all areas of sensitive vegetation at~e within 
the areas to be retained permanently as open space. The applicant has thus 
proposed these areas. along with adjacent unve~1etated steep slopes. as open 
space in the subject co&stal development permit application. This is an 
appropriate designation due to the presence of sensitive plant and animal 
species. Special Condition #1 provides that these open space areas be 
formalized through. t·ecordation of a deed restricth')J'l, since the Commission is 
not party to the open space agreements between the applicant and the City of 
San Diego. As conditioned. and because thE:w·e at~e no direct impacts to these 
resources. the Commission finds that no further mitigation measures &re 
•,.~arrantt'!d. and the proposal is found to be consistent with Section 30240 of 
the Act. 

3. §j':£!IL§J&.P.i __ ;ncroachment!~.n!J.h_Management. In addition to Section 
30240 of the Coastal Act. cited above. Sections 30251 and 30253 also apply to 
the subject proposal. and state in part: 

The scenic ar,d visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered 
and protGcted as a l"esource of public importance. Per·mitted development 
shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and • 
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scenic coastal areas. to nnrnn11ze the alteration of natural !and for··ms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of sun~ounding an:~as. and. where 
feas ib.la, to restot·e and enhance vi tiual quality in vi tiual.l.Y degraded 
areas .... 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize dsks to life and property in areas of high geologic. 
flood. and fire hazard. 

(2) As sure stabi l.i ty and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability. or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area .... 

The IIJest--central portion of the subject site is relati1taly flat. and housed 
nursery operations in the past. The elevation of that part of the property is 
approximately forty feet. •..vhich is level IIJith the adjacent public street. Via 
de la Valle. It is on this portion of the site that rtearly all proposed 
development will occur. 

Approximately half of the subject site is comprised of slopes exceeding 251 
gr·adient, vJith ehwations reaching 166 f€l,~t above sea levt~l at the highest 
point. Mot'\::lover, the site is within the Hillside Re\lietv (HR) Overlay at·ea of 
the c~:n·ti fi~d City of San OiE:'!~~~o LCP. Tha cct·tified 1-!R maps. drawn at large 
scale from a~~rial photographs. designate all on-site steep slopes as 
"s~:msitive," due to the appat·ent p!'''i.'!senct~ of sensitbte biological resources. 
l~ere is some discrepancy between the certified 1-!R mapping of the subject site 
and the al .... ea shot•m as HR in the pt·oj ect EIR and on the submitted plans for 
developm<~nt. Actual on-site conditions appear· to be more accurately reflected 
on the E!R mapping than the cer·ti fied HR maps: the EIR stt~ep slope boundades · 
were based on a site-specific slope analysis. Also, the boundaries of 
existing s~~nsiti\fe ltec,.H~tation, as shot-m in the EIR ffiii\pping. an~ based on a 
si te·-·speci fie \lege tat ion survey. Some at·eas of steep slopes ar·e not vegetated 
at this ti.me. 

In addition to potential habitat concerns with steep slope encroachments, 
grading or other alteration of steep landfor·ms can also affect geologic 
stability and visual resources. The City's HR Overlay maps designate some 
slopes as "significant" for these n~asons. ~-ather than. or in addition to, 
being designated "sensitive" due to native vegetation. In this particular 
case. the HR maps do not indicate either a ':J€lological or visual concern. The 
property otvner has submitted studies demonstrating that development of the 
pt·oper·ty. including the pr-oposed grading. should not adversely affect the 
stability of the site. With respect to visual resources. the site is located 
within a river valley, much of which is proposed for future parkland. 
Howevet·, the steep slope portions of the property will remain mostly 
undisturbed. Concenls over \lhual impacts due to the futun;l r·esidential 
construction on the flatter an!!as of' the site will be addressed in a later 

• finding. 
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As stated. nearly all pr·oposed development IIJill occur on the flatter. 
pt~eviously-disturbed portions of the site. However. a fire-wall. proposed as 
alter·native compliance IIJith the City's brush management provisions. is 
proposed along the rear (western boundary) of Lots 5. 6 and 7. which are 
located within the western portion of the site. This wall would allow a 
reduced area for Zone 1 brush management. which provides for a clear-cut area 
adjacent to structures. This zone is typically a minimum of thirty feet in 
width but. with the proposed fire wall. the Fire Marshall has accepted a 
twenty-foot--11Jide Zone 1 area for brush management in this speci fie location. 
In all other portions of the site. the proposed Zone 1 brush management area 
is 35 feet wide. and. as shown on the submitted conceptual landscaping plan. 
would encroach into the dedicated open space on Lots 8-16. 

Generall~J spealdng. grading. vegetation r·t~mova! ot~ other alteration/ 
modification of slopes at or exceeding 25% gradient is prohibited within 
coastal zone portions of the Hillside Relfiew OVE:!rlay Zone. The zone. however. 
does include provision for some minor encroachments into steep slopes. These 
allowances are disct~etionat"Y only. and are 1>\ppliod on a case--by-case basis 
dependent upon the specific development constraints of each individual site. 
l"he HR r~egu!ations incl•.Jde a sliding scale of potential. discretionary 
encroachment allowances. which is based on the percentage of the total site 
comprised of steep slopes. In addition. tht~ amount of per·mitted encroachment. 
and potential mitigation measures. are deter·mined by whether slopes are 
classified as "sensitive 11 or "non··-sensitive." 

• 

Undet' tht~ "sensitive" designation. a maximum, discretionary encroachment • 
allowance of 10% may be granted. wh~m circumstances war-r·ant. to development of 
a site with less than 75% of the property comprised of 25% or greater slopes: 
as stated previously. approximately half the subject site is comprised of 
slopes in excess of 25% gradient. In this particular case. permanent 
encroachments totalling 7.3% of mapped steep slopes .,Jill occur. based on the 
submitted plans. These calculated encroachments include the above-mentioned 
fire wall. portions of manufactured slopes behind some of the proposed 
building pads. retaining walls and cor,crete drainage ditches/facilities. The 
plans also indicate another .9% encroachment due to temporary construction 
impacts for the building of the walls and drainage devices. Temporary 
encroachments have typically not been counted against a potential 
discretionary encroachment allowance by the Commission. since the area. once 
constt~uction is comph~te. can continue to support native vegetation and 
provide some wildlife habitat. The Commission finds the proposed 7.3% 
E:lncroachment acceptable under the provisions of the certified HR ordinance. 

However. the submitted encroachment calculations do not include the proposed 
Zone 1 brush mana,~ement within the dedicated open space aroas. nor do they 
appear to include encroachment into steep slopes for small portions of the 
proposed on-site desilting basin (Alternative 2). Zone 1 brush management 
requit"·es the complete removal (clear-cutting) of all native vegetation for 
fire protection pur~poses: thus, all .Zone 1 brush management areas represent a 
permanent encroachment. cmd at•e ar1 inappropl"iate use of open space. The 
Commission has established pt~eccd'"~nt r~quiring that Zone 1 bi"Ush management be 
accommodated through adequate building setbacks on all lots adjacent to open • 
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space areas. such that no c!ear-·cut 11egetation n!!moval occurs in the open 
spaco its~lf. Mot~eover. such setbacks provide the property owner with at 
least a minima! amount of Flat !awn area for· pdvatQ r·ecreation pur·poses. 

The Commission finds it appropriate to gnitnt a disct~etionary 7.3% encr·oachment 
for the pr·oposed subdivision impt~OII'-~ments. In <ll.dd i tion, although the 
desil tation enct~oachments do not appear to be included in the calculated 7. 3%, 
only a very small area of manufactured slopes for that device is within 251 
slopes. Thus, even with the addition of this minor encroachment. total 
enct·oachments for· the dt:~v<dopment wi 11 be liJi thin the potential. discretionary 
maximum of 10% overall. However, the Commission does not find it appropriate 
to •:;~rant any additional enct·oachment allo!.'Jance to accommodate brush 
management. Thus, Special Condition #4 provides that the Zone 1 brush 
management ar·ea be redefined and accommodated entirely outside areas of 
dedicated open space. 

Lots 5 through 16 either abut open space lots or have areas of designated open 
space liJi thin the lots themselves. !\lo setbacks 01~ building envelopes have been 
shown on the submitted plans to demonstrate that a minimum of thirty feet of 
lmtf~l an:!a will be maintained bet'1Jeen futur·e stn1ctures and the open space. 
Lots 5. 6 and 7 at~e a par·ticular concern. since the proposed Zone 1 brush 
management an~a has be~::m n~duced from the usual minimum of thirty feet to 
twenty feet in width on these three lots. with the delineated building pads 
sepat·ated fi"Om the open space by only a ,~eta:ining liJall and shor·t manufactured 
slope. With no delineated setback (le1tel) ar·ea reserved as a yard. homes 
could pobmtially be built dght up to the toe of the slope and/ot· wall. 
Thus. thet·e is a potential that future pt·operty owners would want. or· be 
requin.:~d. to clear in the adjacent open space. if additional brush manag(;~ment 
were to be determined necessat·y at a latcH~ date. 

Spacial Condition #4 provides for recordation of a deed restriction to assure 
that all f'utut"e propet·t.Y OLIInat~s at·e awar·e of the bn1sh management requirements 
in the siting of tha future homos. The deed restriction will provide that a 
thd ty--·foot building setback from open space. for both principal and accessory 
st!"Uctut·es. must b~ providti~d on Lots 5·-16. rmd vJill pnlhibit any Zone 1 brush 
management from occut~ring in a t-eas of designated open space. Only as 
condi tiom~d can the Commission find the proposed steep slope encroachments 
consistent with the cited policies of the Coastal Act and with the provisions 
of tho certified Hillside Review Overlay Zone. 

4. fi'ADQ.f.f __ J~mc! Erosion Controls. Sections 30240 and 30253, cited 
pt·aviously in the finding on slope encroachments, also pertain to dt·ainage and 
erosion issues. since these can affect environmentally sensitive habitats and 
site stability. In addition, Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states. in part: 

§~ction 30231 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters. 
streams. t.Jetlands. estuaries. and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health 
shall be maintained and, whE:!t·e faas ib.le, t·estorad through. among oth~t~ 
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means. minimizing adverse 10:ffects of IIJ&ste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff. 

The subject site ranges in elevation from approximately 40 feet above sea 
le1tel to 166 feet above sea level ir, the northwest corner of the property. 
Existing development already exists on properties to the east. west and not·th 
of the site. Impermeable surfaces associated with these developments, along 
with natural \ljaterflow patterns through undeveloped areas. contribute to 
existing ru1"1off from the subject site. In addition to some level of surface 
sheetflow. said runoff is currentlydirected through two existing 18-inch 
diameter pipes running under Via de la Valle. both of which exit south of the 
road on property owned by the 22nd District Agricultural Association (commonly 
known as the Showpark property). From there. water moves southward across the 
Showpark propm·ty until it enters the San Oiegui to Rivet·. which is 
approximately a quarter-mile south of the subject site. West of Intm~state 5. 
the river widens into the San Dieguito Lagoon, a signific&nt ltJetland system, 
which has been the subject of several enhancement and mitigation activities in 
the p&st few years. 

ThP. &pplicant has included pr·oposed drainage facilities on the submitted 
preliminar·y plans to collect runoff from the developed site and direct it 
tov.tards the ri\ter. Proposed facil.i ties include concret'~ ditches. catch 
basins. n~taining IIJ&lls and stl"H'm dr<iins. In addition. the proposed Tentative 
Map includes two alter·native locations for a desiltatiors basin. Alternative 1 

• 

is located or'f·-site. south o'f Via da la Val!rl, on the 22nd District pt~operty, • 
and Alternative 2 is located on-site. in the eastern portion of the pt~operty 
within an area to be preserved as open space. 

A representative for the 22nd District has indicated that Alternative 1 is not 
acceptable as proposed. since it is inconsistent with current, and possibly 
future, uses of that portion of the property. Potential future realignment of 
Via de !a Valle also makes the Alternative 1 location less feasible. For 
these reasons. the Commission is not endorsing the Alternative 1 desi 1 tatio.n 
basin, and only Alternative 2 is herein approved. Alternative 2 is located 
on-site. ar.d would discharge all site runoff into the more eastern existing 
18-inch pipe running under Via de !a Valle. At the terminus of that existing 
pipe. on the 22nd District's property. there is an existing concrete channel 
for a shor·t distance passing underneath the Showpark entrance road, then 
runoff continues through a grassy swale to the river. It is possible that 
these existing facilities may requit·e some augmentation to adequately handle 
the increased runoff from the subject site after it develops, at least in the 
form of a rock dissipator at the discharge point. Towards that end, the 22nd 
District representative has expressed a willingness to work with the applicant 
on possible improvements to the existing system on the Showpark property. 

Special Conditions #2 and #3 address grading, erosion control and drainage 
facUi ties. Condition #2 allows on.Ly incremental grading during the rainy 
season, to minimize construction impacts on downstream sedimentation and site 
stability. The condition also provides for the installation of temporary 
erosion control measures during the construction phase of development. Most 
of the pn.1posed land disturbance IIJi .l.l occur on the previously·-distur·bed :flat • 
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areas of the site. such that there is less concern than if significant areas 
of existing steep slopes were being modified or areas of native vegetation. 
which provide soil stabilization, being renmved. 

Condition #3 addr·esses the pet--manent drainage facilities r·equired for the 
ant:icipatf)d inct··eased site t·unoff t·Jh:ich vJi 1 .l n':'!sul t ft·om both street paving 
under this permit and the future construction of homes to be processed in 
subsequent coastal development p~H·mits. llH! condition r·equit·es the submittal 
of final drainage plans. along with hydrologic calculations supporting the 
siza and design of all proposed drainage facilities. Should said plans 
include any off·-site improvements to the existing drainage facilities on the 
:?.2nd Distr-ict's pt·op~n-ty. t•wit:ten concu!'Tt'mce by that a(~1ency is r-equir·ad. and, 
depending on the extent of such modifications. an amendment to this permit or 
new coastal dQvelopment permit may be rQquired as well. As conditioned, the 
Commission finds the subject proposal consistent with the cited policies of 
the f!ct. 

5. Y. .. t~~~-~ .. L..Beso~~!.:.£.~-~-· Section 30251 of the Act. cited previously, 
provides for the protection of scenic coastal areas and for the compatibility 
of new and existing development. The subject property is located just north 
of Via de la Valle. approximab:dy hal f~tJay between Inter·state 5 and El Camino 
Real. The higher elevations of the site. where no development is proposed, 
are more \!isible fr-om the dver· valley than the lower area adjacent to the 
road wher·e the future homes wi 11 be located. However. Via de la Valle is a 
major coastal access route connecting the beaches of Del Mar and Torrey Pines 
with several inland communities. As such; the street corridor itself provides 
a public visual experience. Also. the site is visible from portions of the 
proposed San Oieguito River Park. which is expected to encompass the lagoon, 
river valley and areas continuing east to the mountains. 

Although there are existing residential developments some distance to the east 
and west of the site. and homes visible on the ridgetops to the north. the 
subject site and immediately surrounding properties are undeveloped at this 
time. lhus. any de\!elopment of the subject property will represent a 
significant change in the overall appearance of the area. South of the site. 
act"oss Via de la Val.le. thet·e mdsts the Shmvpad: p!·'opet·ty, ,,jhich is developed 
with stables. corrals. show rings and other equestrian facilities. South of 
that is t!·H! dv~.n- itself and ;,n·eas of op~~n space, and t!HH'e rAn'! some existing 
agricult!.wal activities to the southwest. Finally. ther·e is an existing SDG&E 
easemtmt ~tJi th overhead utili ti~')S running east .. ·t.oJest along the nor·thern boundar,y 
of the subject site and onto adjacent properties on either side: this easement 
wi 11 n~main. 

Implementation of the required street improvements for Via de la Valle will 
result in the r·emoval of appnnimately forty mature eucalyptus trees, and a 
few trees of other varieties, including five Torrey Pine trees and some London 
Plane trees. Existing Torrey Pines along the northern property boundary would 
remain. as would a few existing tt"ees in other locations. Other than along 
the pt··opet··ty's pedmt~tet·s. and in ai~eas designated as open space. most of the 
site is currently unvegetated. Most building pads are proposed in a 
"sp!it·-lev~~J" confi~~un~tion. ~tJith manufactured slopes and r-etaining Lvall.s 
interspersed throughout the area proposed for future homes. 
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Although construction of homos is not included in the subject per·mit 
application. the City has approved the Planned Residential Development Permit 
to include specific design criteria for the future homes. The homes cannot 
exceed thirty feet in height. and are to employ varied setbacks and facade 
treatments to avoid a regimented appea!"'ance. Although s•Jch design standards 
will have a positive effect on overall site appearance. the Commission. 
thr~ough many past per·mits. has found that protection of the visual r·esources 
of sites similar to the subject one are best addressed through adequate and 
appropriate landscaping. A good landscaping plan can \fisually blend a 
developmerst into the surrounding landforms and screen buildings and other 
improvements to a significant degree. 

The applicant has submitted a conceptual landscaping plan which includes 
street trees and other plantings along the Via de 1a Valle frontage, a 
landscape palette for interior manufactured slopes. and another palette for 
transi tiona! slopes adjacent to the open space areas. Although the types and. 
sizes of proposed plantings are irscluded in the conceptual plan. the mJmbers 
of each species are not indicated. and there are no plans included for an 
irrigation system. Also. the plan did not indicate any landscape screening of 
the proposed dosiltation basin. which •JJill be located i~nmediately adjacent to 
Via de la Valle. a major coastal access route. Yard treatments will be 
determined when the actual houses are proposed in a futut~e coastal development 
permit. but the Via de la Valle street frontage is the critical viewshed in 
any case. and is appropriately addressed at the subdivision level. 

• 

Special Condition #5 requires submittal of final larsdscaping plans. and • 
provides fot· a minimum of f'ot·ty specimen--size tret:!s along the Via de !a Valle 
frontage to provide a similar level of screening as is provided by the 
existing row of eucalyptus tt·ees. ttJhich will be removed. The plan must also 
include landscape screening for the proposed desiltation basin as well as 
confor··m to brush management t~equirements listed in Special Condition 114. In 
addition. the condition provides for implementation of the landscaping plan 
IIJithin 60 days of completion of all other subdivision improvements herein 
approved. and ongoing mair,tenance of all landscapir,g in common areas. through 
recordation of a deed restriction binding both current and future landowners. 
Again. maintersar1ce of landscaping along the Via de la Valle street fror,tage is 
the pr·imary concern of the Commission for purposes of protecting and enhancing 
public views. As conditioned. the Commission finds the proposal consistent 
with Section 30251 of the Act. 

6. b9cal Coastal Planning. Section 30604 (a) also requires that a 
coastal development permit shall be issued only if the Commission finds that 
the permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the local 
government to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) in confor·mity with the 
provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Such a finding can be made for 
the subject development. as conditioned. 

Although the City of San Diego has a fully certified LCP. several isolated 
areas of defon·ed cer-t;i fication remain. where detailed planning has not 
occurred. The subject site is in an at~ea of deferred certification. The 
local approvals fo1~ the dQvelopm<mt included incorporation of the site into • 
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the Via de la Valla Specific Plan (which has not bean reviewed or certified by 
the Commission thus far·) and a rezone of the property from A-1-10 to 
R-1-15,000 to accommodate the :;woposad development. Since this area is not 
part of the certified LCP at this time, these changes do not require an 
amendment to the LCP. 

The overall plan area is now nearly built-out, with the Commission having 
approved indi \/idual development projects on most propc:wties t.lli thin the 
Speci fie Plan houndades over the past sevet~al yeat~s. The proposed 
development is consistent with the R-1-15,000 Zona, as approved by the City 
under a Planned Residential Oe\/elopment Permit, and with the Low-Density 
Residential designation·of the Via d~ la Valle Specific Plan. It has received 
all required local approvals, including approval of the TentathH:! Map and 
Hillsid~ Review Permit. As discussed in previous findings, the subject 
proposal is also consistent, with the inclusion of several special conditions. 
with Cllapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
approval of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the 
ability of the City of San Diego to complete a certifiable LCP for this area. 

7. £QE,J?j._!>_t<mcv wi 1:!• the ....£...~li forni_a Environmental Ql.!ali tv Act {C~ftl. 
Section 13096 of the Commission's Code of Rc.'.'!gL!lations requires Commission 
approval of coastal development permits to be supported by a finding showing 
the permit to be consistent with an.v applicable requirements of the California 
Envit~onmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080. 5(d) (2) ( i) of CEQA prohibits 
a pmposed de\telopment ft~om being appt·o11ed if there are feasible altet·nativas 
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any 
signincant adverse impact t~Jhich the activit.Y may have on the envit·orunent. 

As discussed herein, with the attached special conditions, the proposed 
project will not cause signif:icant adverse impacts to the envit·onment. 
Specifically, the project, as conditioned. has bean found consistent with the· 
biolo~)ical resou!"Ce. vJater quality. hazt:-\rds and visual t·esout~ca policies of 
the Coastal Act. There are no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact 
which the activity might have on the envit~onment. Therefore, the Commission 
finds that the pr·opost~d project is the least envit·onmcnta.l.ly damaging feasible 
alternative and can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal 
Act to confor·m to CEQA. 

1. ~.9_tt~e_of_J~~.~-'!.tt?.t~.nd A.~_Jm.QJ!:!.!g_Q.9..ement;. The permit is not valid and 
d0.1te lopment shall not commence until a copy of the per·mi t. signed b_y the 
permittee Ol" authorized agent. acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the tE.H"ms and conditions, is retut·ned to the Commission 
office. 

2. ~JU~ir!?!:!.:.i2I!· If development has r1ot commenced, the per·mi t will expir·e two 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application~ 
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Development shall be put·sued in a diligent manm~r and completed in a • 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must 
be mada pdor to the expiration date. 

3. g_Q..~!i.l:l..n.£.~. All development must occur in str·ict compliance with the 
proposal as set fot·th belot~J. Any deviation from the appr·oved plans must 
be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commissior1 approval. 

4. Interp_r_~_!:,gltion. Any questions of intent or· interpretation of any 
condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. J_ll!Ut'l.~t;olll!· The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site 
and the development during construction. subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. ft~tl.,gnmen1;. The pet·mit may be assigned to any qualified person. provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms ..!D.!LCor.ditions Run with the Larsd. These terms and conditions shall 
be perpetual. and it is the intention of the Commission and the per·mittee 
to bind all future owners and possessor·s of the subject property to the 
terms and conditions. 

(6128R) • 
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