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Applicant: Craig T. Irving Agent: Lynne Heidel

Description: Demolition of a one-story, 1,765 sq.ft. single-family home and detached
garage and construction of a new one-story, 8,010 sq.ft. single family
residence, a detached garage with guest quarters above totaling 800 sq.ft.,
installation of a 5-6 ft. high perimeter fence around the project site,
widening of an existing paved access drive on the east from approximately
10 feet to 12 feet with four-foot wide shoulders and construction of an
approximately 160-foot long, 12-foot wide access driveway fo. a

. neighboring lot to the north on a 1.3 acre hillside site consisting of two lots.

Site: 3900 Lomaland Drive, Point Loma, San Diego, San Diego County. APNs
532-034-04 and 532-510-05

Substantive File Documents: Appeal Forms; Certified Peninsula Community Plan; City
of San Diego Implementing Ordinances; City of San Diego Report to the Planning
Commission dated 9/9/99; Mitigated Negative Declaration LDR No. 98-1074/
SCH No. 99041049 dated 7/8/99; Letter from Applicant’s Representative dated
5/18/00.

STAFE NOTES:
The Commission found Substantial Issue at the January 12, 2000 meeting. The subject
de novo permit was scheduled for Commission review at its June 14, 2000 meeting. At
that meeting, after a brief staff presentation and discussion regarding the project, the
Commission voted to continue the matter due to outstanding questions regarding
information from the fire department regarding brush management required for Zone 1
and confirmation from the fire department that the access road off of Lomaland was the
preferred access route required by the fire department and that the other proposed
alternatives for access to the site would not meet fire department requirements. The
applicant provided Commission staff with a draft letter from the fire department
addressing these issues on 6/21/00; however a final letter is not yet available. It is

' anticipated that this information will be received in time ror the addendum to the

. Commission’s packet for the July 11-14, 2000 meeting.
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Summary of Staff’s Preliminary Recommendation:

Staff is recommending approval of the proposed project “vith several special conditions.
The project raises concerns over potential impacts to biological and visual resources. The
subject development involves demolition of an existing one-story, 1,765 sq.ft. single
family residence and construction of a one-story, 8,010 sq.ft. single family residence
which is situated adjacent to a steep natively vegetated canyon to the north within the
City’s Hillside Review Overlay zone. As proposed, the residence will require an
encroachment of 6% into these steep natural slopes for brush management purposes for

- fire safety. The Commission’s staff biologist has determined that the vegetation in the
canyon is high quality coastal sage chaparral and, as such, Special Condition #1 requires
submittal of revised plans for the residence such that it ic sited on the subject property in
a manner that eliminates any encroachment into the stcep natively vegetated hillsides or
removal of native vegetation for brush management (Zone 1) purposes. Special
Condition #2 requires submittal of a final brush management plan approved by the City
of San Diego which requires that no Zone 1 brush management and/or clear cut of native
vegetation shall be permitted in the open space deed restricted areas of the sizc. It further
requires that a min. 30 ft. setback be provided both for the primary residence as well as
accessory structures. Special Condition #3 requires the recordation of an open space
deed restriction over the Hillside Review Overlay areas of the subject site to the north
and south of the proposed building pad. Special Conditicn #4 addresses drainage
controls and requires submittal of a plan that documents that drainage will be directed
away from the adjacent natively vegetated canyon and into an existing storm drain.
Portions of the site may be visible from a proposed scenic overlook as part of the draft
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Master Plan to the south and east of the site. Protection of
visual resources is addressed through landscaping requirements in Special Ccrdition #5
and exterior treatment of the proposed structures through Special Condition #6.

I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution:

1. MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal
Development Permit No. A-6-PEN-99-143 pursuan: to
the staff recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL:

Staff recommends a YES vote. This will result in adoption of the following resolution
and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the
Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT:
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The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the deve.opment as
conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and
will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to
prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of
the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1)
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there
are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen
any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment.

II.  Standard Conditions.
See attached page.

II1. Special Conditions.

The permit is subject to the following conditions:

1. Final Revised Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for
review and written approval, final plans for the proposed development including a
demolition plan, floor plan, site plan, foundation plan and elevation plan that have been
approved by the City of San Diego. Said plans shall be in substantial conformance with
the plans submitted with this application by Studio E Architects dated 9/14/99, except
that they shall be revised to reflect the following:

a. The project shall be re-designed in a manner such that no clear cut of natively
vegetated steep slopes is required for brush management for any of the proposed
structures (principal or accessory). Alternatives for re-design include a reduction
in size of the home or siting the residence in a different location.

b. All structures shall be setback a minimum of thirty feet (30 ft.) from the area that
is required to be maintained in open space pursuant to Special Condition #3.
This requirement shall apply to both the primary residence and all accessory
structures, including the proposed cantilevered d:ck. -

The permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.
Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.
No changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment
to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines t:at no
amendment is required.
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2. Final Brush Management Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive

Director for review and written approval, final detailed brush management
plans for the site approved by the City of San Diego. Said plans shall include the
following: .

a. Zone 1 and Zone 3 brush management and/or cle:.: cut vegetation removal is
prohibited in the area that is required to be maintained in open space pursuant to
Special Condition #3.

b. Zone 2 brush management may occur in the area that is required to be maintained
in open space provided such management is required by the Fire Department.

c. All requirements for fire-resistive construction and other architectural features

shall conform to the City and Regional Building Code Standards as required by the
City of San Diego Fire Department.

d. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the apsroved
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the
Executive Director. No changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal
Commission approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction in a form and content acceptable to
the Executive Director, which shall reflect the requirements of Special Condition #2 of
CDP #A-6-PEN-99-143. Therecorded document shall run with the land, binding all
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. The deed restriction
shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no
amendment is required.

3. Open Space Deed Restriction. No development, as defined in Section 30106 of
the Coastal Act shall occur in the area generally described as the steep naturally vegetated
hillsides in the HR Overlay zone to the north and south of the proposed residence and as
shown on the attached Exhibit "3" except for Zone 2 brush management for fire safety
(as required by the City of San Diego Fire Department) and approved by Special
Condition #2 in CDP #A-6-PEN-99-143.

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall execute and record a restriction in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, reflecting the above restriction on development in the designated
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open space area. The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of both the
applicant’s entire parcel and open space area. The deed restriction shall run with the
land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the
Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed
restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines
that no amendment is necessary.

4. Drainage/Runoff Control. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for the review and written
approval of the Executive Director, a drainage and runo: control plan. The final plans
shall document that the runoff from all impervious surraces shall be directed into
pervious areas on the site (landscaped areas) for infiltration and/or percolation. Any
excess runoff above the percolation rate shall be conveyed off-site in a non-erosive
manner into the street drainage system.

The permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.
Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.
No changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment
to this coastal development permit unless the Executive rector determines that no
amendment is required.

5. Landscaping Plan/Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive
Director for review and written approval, a revised landscape plan approved by the City
of San Diego. The plan shall be in substantial conformance with the plan by Studio E
Architects dated 9/14/99 submitted with this application but shall be revised to reflect the
following:

a. The type, size, extent and location of all plant materials, the proposed irrigation
system and other landscape measures shall be identified. In addition, landscape
materials shall consist of drought tolerant, non-invasive, native or raturalizing
plant species.

b. A least seven (7) specimen size trees (minimum 24-inch box) shall be planted
along the southeast-facing portion of the proposed residence. Special emphasis
shall be placed on screening of the structures from views from a prospective
vista point in the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park to ..e south,

c. A planting schedule indicating that the seven (7) trees shall be planted within
60 days of completion of residential construction.

d. A written commitment by the applicant that all required plantings shall be
maintained in good growing conditions, and whenever necessary, shall be
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replaced with new plant materials to ensure continued compliance with
applicable landscape screening requirements.

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final
landscaping plan. Any proposed changes to the required screening trees on approved
final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the req.irsd
screening trees on the approved final plans shall occur without an amendment to this
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment
is required.

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, that reflects the above requirements. The restriction shall provide
that landscaping shall be implemented in accordance with plans approved pursuant to
Special Condition #2 of CDP #A-6-PEN-99-43. The document shall run with the land
for the life of the structures approved in this permit, binding all successors and assigns,
and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect
the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or
changed without a Coastal commission-approved amendment to this coastal development
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required.

6. Exterior Treatment/Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit a color board or other
indication of the exterior materials and color scheme to be utilized in the construction of
the proposed residence. The color of the primary residence and guest house and roofs
permitted herein shall be restricted to earthen tones compatible with the surrounding
environment (i.e., shades of green, brown and grey, with no white or light shades, no red

tile roof and no bright tones except as minor accents. Al! windows shall be comprised of

non-glare glass).

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved color board.
Any proposed changes to the approved exterior treatment shall be reported to the
Executive Director. No changes to the exterior treatment shall occur without an
approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines that no amendment is required. '

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE PERMIT, the applicant shall record a deed restriction,
in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Dirccior, that reflects the above
requirements. The restriction shall provide that the exterior treatment of the residential
structures and roofs permitted herein shall be restricted to earthen tones compatible with
the surrounding environment (white tones shall not be acceptable) in accordance with
Special Condition #6 of CDP #A-6-PEN-99-143. The document shall run with the land
for the life of the structures approved in this permit, binding all successors and assigns,
and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect
the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or
changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amend:ent to this coastal
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development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is
required.

7. Other Special Conditions of the CDP/HR/CUP No. 98-1074 . The following
special conditions of the City’s CDP/HR/CUP Permit #98-1074 are modified herein and

are a part of the subject coastal development permit: Special Condition #11 and 29. All
other special conditions of the City of San Diego’s Permit #98-1074 remain subject to the
City’s jurisdiction. '

IV. Findings and Declarations.

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

1. Detailed Project Description. Proposed is the demolition of an existing one-
story, 1,675 sq.ft. single-family residence and a detached garage and the construction of a
new one-story, 8,010 sq.ft. single-family residence and a detached garage with an 800
sq.ft. guest house above. The subject site is comprised of two parcels totaling 1.3 acres in
size. The easternmost lot (Parcel A) is 1.07 acres and the westernmost lot (Parcel B),
which fronts on Stafford Place, is 0.23 acres. The subject site (Parcel A) is accessed by
an existing paved approximately 10-foot wide road off of Lomaland Drive to the east
which is also the main entrance to the Point Loma Nazzrene University located to the east
and southeast of the subject site. This driveway is a lega! access easement. As approved
by the City, this access road will be widened from appro:imately 10 feet to 12 feet with
four-foot wide shoulders. The western portion of the site lies adjacent to the cul-de-sac
of Stafford Place. Presently, there is an existing 12-foot paved access road off the cul-de-
sac of Stafford Place that traverses another vacant and undeveloped parcel (_ot 5) and
then goes in a northerly direction across Parcel B of the subject site to provide access to a
neighboring parcel (Lot 3) to the north (reference Exhibit No. 2). According to the
applicant’s representative, the applicant intends to purchase Lot 5 which is currently in
eSCIOw.

As part of the subject proposal, the applicant proposes tc vacate the access driveway off
of Stafford Place that traverses Lots 5 and Parcel B and construct a new approximately
160-foot long, 12-foot wide paved access driveway perpendicular to Stafford Place at the
far northwest corner of Parcel B of the subject site (reference Exhibit No. 2). According
to the City, the applicant does not want the neighboring property to gain access across the
subject site in the manner that presently exists. The existing driveway is proposed to be
removed and then replanted to provide a large lawn area that will be approximately 5,000
sq.ft. in size. Due to the steep terrain of this portion of the site, the construction of this
latter access road will also involve the construction of six retaining walls to support the
driveway which range in height from 7°10” to 15°10” inches. An existing historic
structure, a World War II Base End Station (bunker), exists on Parcel B just south of the
new proposed access road. The City required that this structure be preserved through
recordation of a conservation easement.
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The subject site is located within the Point Loma (Peninsula) community of the City of
San Diego and just inland and to the east of the cul-de-sac of Stafford Place. The subject
property is located immediately adjacent to Sunset Cliffs Natural Park which is a 50-acre
park that is largely situated to the west of Point Loma Nazarene University. The park
extends to the west where there are steep sandstone bluffs that descend in elevation to the
beach below. A smaller “pocket” canyon of the park exists to the north of the subject
site. As noted earlier, parkland exists to the north, south and east sides of the subject
property (reference Page 5 of Exhibit No. 4). The majority of the park affords panoramic
views of the ocean looking west, and consists of both flat and steep natively vegetated
hillsides. There are also numerous hiking trails throughout the park. The area where the
subject residence is located is relatively flat. However, the site slopes upwards to the
south and downwards to the north. The area north of the site is referred to as the -
“northern canyon” (refer to Exhibit No. 4). These steep slopes are predominantly
natively vegetated. Parcel B slopes downwards to the west. This latter area contains
both native and non-native vegetation.

The standard of review for the proposed development is the City’s certified Feninsula
Community Plan and other applicable sections of the former implementation plan
(municipal code) that was in effect at the time that the proposed development was
reviewed and approved by the City. The City of San Diego recently received effective
certification of an LCP amendment that replaces its for-:er municipal code with its new
Land Development Code Update. The LCP amendment became effective on January 1,
2000. However, the amendment was submitted with a provision that the prior municipal
code would continue to be applied to projects for which complete permit applications
were submitted prior to the effective date of the LCP amendment. The subject proposal
was submitted and acted on by the City prior to the effective date of the LCP amendment.
The Commission finds that in this case, the appropriated standard of review is the LCP
that was in effect prior to the effective date of the LCP amendment (i.e., the former
municipal code).

2. Environmentally Sensitive Areas/Steep Slopes/Brush Management. The proposed
residence will be situated on an existing level building pad; however, natively vegetated

steep slopes exist to the north and south of the building pad in two canyon slopes on the
subject site. These areas are within the City’s Hillside Review (HR) Overlay Zone.
According to a slope analysis submitted by the applicant, 28% of the site contains slopes
of 25% grade or greater and 27% of the site contains native coastal sage chaparral on
steep slopes within the Hillside Review area of the site. As approved by the City, the
proposed residence will precipitate the need to clear cut vegetation for brush management
(to reduce fire hazard) purposes on slopes of 25% or greaier that contain coastal sage
chaparral (i.e., slopes within the Hillside Review Overlay Zone). The Fire Department
requires a thirty foot Zone 1 brush management area around all structures ix this area.
The amount of clear cutting that will be needed for brush management is 6% (0.03 acres)
of the total area of the site containing steep naturally vegetated slopes within the Hillside
Review Overlay Zone. Clear cutting for brush management is referred to as *“Zone 1”
brush management. Zone 2 brush management is also required for the subject site by the
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Fire Department. Zone 2 will extend for a distance of 7. feet beyond Zone 1 and will
consist of selective thinning and pruning of vegetation as opposed to clear cutting that
occurs in Zone 1.

The City did not require an analysis of alternative locations of the residence and new
access road to avoid and/or minimize encroachment into steep naturally-vege....ed areas
and removal of native vegetation. In particular, alternatives such as a reduction in the
building footprint of the home to reduce the encroachment into steep hillsides for brush
management were not addressed. The certified LCP requires that the home and access
road be sited in a manner that has the least damage to the environment.

Specifically, the certified LCP provides the following policies:

Conserve existing open space including canyons, hillsides, wetlands and
shorelines. (p. 15, Peninsula Community Plan)

Encourage sensitive placement of structures in steeply sloped residential areas to
minimize removal of natural vegetation, grading and landform alteration. (p. 23,
Peninsula Community Plan)

All projects should minimize grading and maintain the natural topography to [the]
greatest extent feasible. Significant canyons and hillsides should not be
developed. (p. 102, Peninsula Community Plan)

Also, the certified HR ordinance states the following:

5. Inreviewing an application for a Hillside Review Permit, the Planning Director
and/or the Planning Commission shall make the following findings of fact in the
review process:

a. The site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the proposed
development. The proposed development will result in minimum disturbance
of sensitive areas.

[...]

c. The proposed development retains the visual quality of the site, the
aesthetic qualities of the area and the neighboring characteristics by utilizing
proper structural scale and character, varied architectural treatments, and
appropriate plant material. ...

Specifically, the Special Regulations under Section 4.A of the Hillside Review Overlay
zone regulations states the following:

a. Where a development, including any land decision, is proposed on slopes of
twenty-five percent (25%) grade and over whic!: possess environmentally
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sensitive habitats, or significant scenic amenities, or potential hazards to
development, as identified on map Drawing No. C-720....the following
regulations shall apply:

1) Slopes of twenty-five percent (25%) grade and over shall be preserved in
their natural state, provided a minimal encroachment into such slopes (areas
disturbed by grading or development) may be permitted as set forth in the

following table:
25% SLOPE
Table 1 ENCROACHMENT ALLOWANCE
Percentage of Parcel in Slopes Maximum Encroachment Allowance
of 25% Grade and Over as Percentage of Area in Slopes of
25% Grade and Over

75% or less 10%

80% 12%

85% 14%

90% 16%

95% 18%

100% 20%

For the purposes of this ordinance encroachment shall be defined as any area of
twenty-five percent (25%) or greater slopes in whi~h the natural landform is
altered by grading, is rendered incapable of supporting vegetation due to the
displacement required for the building, accessory structures, or paving, or is
cleared of vegetation, other than allowed below.

[...]

d) All vegetated areas located between thirty (30) and one hundred (100) feet of
existing or proposed structures, which are selectively pruned, thinned or trimmed
by hand to comply with existing City fire codes p:uvided that such slopes retain
their native root stock, and that no alteration or reconfiguration of the r.atural
landform is required. Selective clearing under this exemption shall not allow the
wholesale clearing or cutting of existing vegetation down to a uniforr.a height....

While the HR ordinance does provide for encroachments into steep sensitive slopes, such

encroachment is only permitted when no other feasible alternative exists to provide

reasonable use of the site and avoid the encroachment. The maximum percentage of

allowable encroachment is not an automatically allowed encroachment. Rather, it is

intended in unique cases when there is no other alternative means to accommodate the

development. Also, several findings of fact must be made by the City when issuing an

HR permit. One of those findings is that proposed development “will result in minimum ‘
disturbance of sensitive areas.” [Emphasis added] The above LCP provisions specifically
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require that adverse impacts to sensitive habitat areas, native vegetation, scenic qualities,
and natural landforms be minimized. New residential structures that are located in close
proximity to natively vegetated steep slopes can be inconsistent with these provisions
because they can result in the need to remove coastal sage chaparral and other sensitive
vegetation around the residence for brush management purposes.

In this particular case, the brush management program that will be required in order to
protect the proposed residence involves the removal of native vegetation on steep natural
slopes for brush management (total encroachment of 6% for brush management). This
encroachment is inconsistent with the above LCP provisions because there are
alternatives that will avoid the need for any encroachment into steep naturally vegetated
slopes. The City did not review alternatives that could avoid the need for this
encroachment, such as a reduction in the size of the home or alternative siting of the
home. The Commission staff biologist visited the subject site and concurred that the
canyon known as the “Northern Canyon™ north of the subject site contained the most
critical and sensitive vegetation on the site. This canyon is the area where Zone 1 brush
management requirements will result in the removal of approximately .03 acres of native
vegetation on steep slopes. In this particular case, the City has approved an §,010 sq.ft.
house and other improvements that will require encroachment into steep slope areas for
brush management without considering what appear to be feasible alternatives that could
avoid such encroachment altogether as required per the certified LCP.

The applicant has indicated that the only area of Parcel A that can be developed without
encroachment into steep natively vegetated hillsides is an approximate 2,500 sq.ft. pad
area which represents 4% of the parcel (ref. Tab 6 of Exhibit No. 5). The exhibit
referenced also shows the setbacks required for brush management purposes. The
applicant states that any other alternative would require encroachment into the steep
slopes of the site. However, this exhibit is somewhat misleading. What the exhibit
shows is a “brush management setback” from native vegetation on the site. However,
only the native vegetation in the most northern and southern portions of the site within
the mapped HR areas is located on steep slopes, and is thus protected under the certified
LCP (the native vegetation on non-steep slopes is not required to be preserved under the
LLCP standards). In addition, the project, as approved by the City, already proposes
removal of the native vegetation on the non-steep areas to accommodate the proposed
guest house and landscape improvements (lawn). Thus, the proposed residence could be
resited on the site and still avoid the need for any encroachment into steep natural
hillsides for any structures or necessary brush management.

In addition, the option of reducing the size of the home has not been addressed by the
applicant nor alternative compliance with the fire depz - ..ient (such as incorperating fire
resistant construction materials into the proposed residence) such that any proposed
encroachment into native vegetation could be eliminated or reduced. Thus, given that
there are alternatives for siting the home that would avoid encroachment onto natively
vegetated steep slopes, the home, as proposed, is inconsistent with the LCP. Therefore,
the Commission is requiring through Special Condition #1, submittal of revised site,
building, floor and elevation plans for the residence such that the home is reduced in size
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or sited on the subject property in a manner to avoid encroachment into the adjacent steep
hillsides for Zone 1 brush management purposes. This condition further requires that a
min. 30 ft. setback be provided for the principal residence and the proposed accessory
structure from the steep natural areas on the site.

Special Condition #2 also requires submittal of a final brush management plan approved
by the City of San Diego which requires that no Zone 1 or Zone 3 brush management
and/or clear cut of native vegetation shall be permitted in the open space deed restricted
areas of the site. Zone 1 is typically a distance of 30 ft. around structures that must be
cleared (clear cut) of vegetation required by the fire dep:..tment in order to reduce fire
hazards. As noted earlier, Zone 2 brush management is also required for the proposed
development. However Zone 2 brush management requires only the selective thinning
and/or pruning of vegetation within 20 feet beyond the perimeter of Zone 1 as opposed to
clear-cutting of vegetation and is permitted within HR designated slopes.

Special Condition #3 requires the applicant to record a deed restriction to limit any
further improvements, grading, or development beyond the edge of the graded building
pad or into the HR Overlay Zone, except for Zone 2 brush management for fire safety as
approved by this permit. The special conditions assure tnat brush management consisting
of clear cutting of natively vegetated steep slopes shall not be permitted. As cited above,
clear cutting of vegetation in this case involves encroachment into the Hillside Review
Overlay zone and natively vegetated steep slopes of the site. The HR Overlay Zone
regulations permit Zone 2 brush management because it does not involve the wholesale
clear-cutting of native vegetation and the native root stock of such vegetation i left in
place. However, as proposed, Zone 1 brush management will involve the clearcutting of
natively vegetated steep slopes on the site, inconsistent with the certified LCP. Special
Condition #1 addressed above requires revised plans that will result in the re-siting of the
residence on the subject site in a different location or reducing the size of the home such
that encroachment on the steep slopes with native vegetation does not occur.

As shown on the project plans, there is a deck proposed which extends out onto steep
slopes north of the proposed residence within the mapped Hillside Review (HR) Overlay
zone. This deck appears inconsistent with the HR Overlay ordinance. However, the
applicant has indicated that the deck will be cantilivered and does not involve any
encroachment onto steep slopes for either its construction or its footings. However, it is
not clear if brush management may be required for the deck that would extend into steep
natively vegetated slopes. Because no encroachment for Zone 1 brush management is
permitted within the steep slopes, if brush management is required, the deck will have to
be entirely removed or relocated such that it does not result in the need to clear native
vegetation for brush management purposes. Thus, Special Condition #1 requires that all
structures shall be setback a minimum of thirty feet (30 ft.) from the area that is required
to be maintained in open space pursuant to Special Condition #3 inclusive of both the
primary residence and all accessory structures.

On a related point, the project opponents have also asserted that the proposed grading and
removal of the existing access road and its replacement with a large (5,000 sq.ft.) lawn
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area would be inconsistent with the certified LCP because it would result in clear cutting
of native vegetation. However, this area is flat and contains no steep slopes. Therefore,
the certified municipal code serving as the standard of review in this case does not
prohibit removal of native vegetation if it is not located on steep slopes and thus, there is
no LCP provision which restricts that clearance. In summary, with the above-cited
special conditions which require the residence to be designed in a manner that will
eliminate any proposed clearcutting of natively vegetated steep slopes for brush
management purposes, the biological resources of the canyons to the north and south of
the site will be adequately protected, consistent with the certified LCP.

3. Other Potential Impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Resources. There were

several issues that were raised as concerns with regard to potential impacts to other
environmentally sensitive resources on the site. These are discussed below:

a) Alternatives for Access Roads. There is also a concern that the proposed driveway
across Parcel B from Stafford Place for access to Lot 3 for the adjacent property owner to
the north will result in the removal of mature habitat. It is also a concern that this will
result in a significant landform alteration inconsistent with policies of the certified LCP.
Another concern is that the existing driveway off of Lomaland Drive through the Point
Loma Nazarene University to the subject residence will be widened and it may result in
the fragmentation of parkland, thereby impacting its value and function.

The applicant has addressed alternatives to the proposed new road. In addition, the
applicant considered mitigating the impacts of the new access road by redesigning it so
that it would provide access to the applicant’s proposed residence as well as to Lot 3 and
then eliminating the current access from Lomaland Drive. These alternatives included:
1) maintain existing access from the existing access road off of Lomaland Drive, 2)
revise the existing driveway off of Stafford Place such that it would serve Parcel A as
well as Lot 3, and 3) extend the newly proposed driveway off Stafford Place for Lot 3 in
an easterly direction to serve Parcel A, as well. Staff also asked for information on the
degree of impacts of each alternative on sensitive resources (i.e., steep slopes,
environmentally sensitive habitat/coastal sage chapparal plant communities) and any
information related to the easement for the existing driveway off Stafford Place,
including when it was created.

In response to these questions, the applicant’s representative has indicated that the
existing driveway off of Lomaland Drive which runs through the Point Loma Nazarene
University campus and across a small portion of the park is the only legal access to
Parcel A. The driveway has been in use for many years and the easement for the
driveway was granted in 1957. With regard to the second alternative of using the
existing access road off of Stafford Place, the existing driveway is an easement for
ingress/egress by the property owner to the north of the subject site. In addition, the City
also noted in their review and approval of the subject prc ect that the reason this
driveway cannot be extended northeast to provide access for the new residence is that the
grading required to meet fire department standards would be extensive due to the
steepness of the hillside. The applicant’s representative has also indicated tiat this



A-6-PEN-99-143
Page 14

alternative will result in approximately 2,500 sq.ft. of grading and clearing within the HR
overlay of Lot 5 to provide an adequate turnaround at the street for a fire truck without
accounting for improvement of the driveway itself to City standards. Finally, the
applicant has stated that there is currently no legal acces- to Parcel A across Parcel B.
However, the applicant’s statement is unclear because ine applicant owns both Parcel A
and B and presumably, could construct a driveway across Parcel B to access Parcel A.

The applicant further states that an extension of the driveway across Parcel B to the
subject residence would require 200-300 cy. of grading and the addition of continuous
retaining walls along both sides of the driveway. Again, this grading would occur within
the steep slope portions of the site which has also been acknowledged by the City in its
review of the project. Even if this road were to be extended in such a fashion, the
applicant has also noted that due to the slope of the drive vay, it would not meet fire
department standards. Thus, the existing legal driveway within the easement off of
Lomaland would still be required to be maintained for emergency access to Parcel A and
the upper slopes of the park according to the Fire Marshal. In addition, only the portion
of the existing driveway off of Stafford Place that crosses Parcel B for access to Lot #3 is
part of the subject permit. The removal of the portion of the driveway that crcsses Lot #5
is not before the Commission as no development is being proposed on this lot at this time
(reference Exhibit No. 2).

In summary, the purpose of addressing the two alternativ s discussed above, was to
consider the ability of consolidating the driveways in a manner that would serve both the
subject site and the lot to the north of the site to minimize encroachment into naturally
vegetated areas of the site. This alternative also included the potential to remove the
existing driveway easement off of Lomaland Drive and restore it to its former condition
by revegetating it with native plants similar to the surrounding native vegetaiion on the
site. However, given that the existing driveway easement off of Lomaland Drive would
need to be maintained in any case for access by the fire department, the ability to
consolidate driveways for access purposes to the subject property and the lot to the north
is not feasible. As such, the Commission concurs with the applicant’s analysis regarding
alternatives for the access roads to the subject site and that maintaining the existing
driveway easement off of Lomaland is the most feasible alternative.

Therefore, the applicant has an existing legal easement for use of the existing driveway
off of Lomaland Drive and is not required to remove it. Based on the earlier discussion,
maintaining this legal access represents the least environmentally-damaging alternative.
Furthermore, the applicant has indicated that no grading will be necessary to widen the
driveway to meet the City’s requirement for a 10-foot wide driveway. The existing
driveway ranges in width from over 9 feet to over 24 feet and the majority of the
driveway exceeds 12 feet in width. In addition, no sensitive vegetation will be disturbed
with the improvement of the driveway.

It should be acknowledged when Commission staff visited the site in the early part of this
year, it was apparent that brush clearance had occurred along both sides of the driveway
and other areas of the site. Staff notified the applicant that any brush clearance would
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require a coastal development permit and that no work should occur to the site prior to
the issuance of such a permit. To address this issue, the applicant’s representative has
included a letter from the University to the Fire Marshal verifying that the clearance was
necessary for brush management purposes for fire safety. The Fire Marshal signed the
letter agreeing to its content. The letter noted that the clearing was done in compliance
with a Notice of Violation issued to the University (property owner) from the Fire
Marshall on November 30, 1999, which required a fuel break of approximately 85 feet
around the residence on the property and that 20 feet of unobstructed width be provided
for the existing roadway. Thus, the removal of vegetation that occurred was to meet the
requirements of the Fire Department. In addition, the Ci.y of San Diego has also verified
through a letter written to the applicant that clearing of vegetation along the driveway
involved only the removal of non-native species while preserving native species.
Therefore, the removal of this non-native vegetation for brush management purposes can
be found consistent with LCP provisions addressing the protection of sensitive resources.

However, it should also be acknowledged that the City advised the applicant that in the
future, if any brush management efforts are necessary in this area that they be discussed
with the Sunset Cliffs community group before such work occurs and that a biologist be
present to assure that the work is done in compliance with the Landscape Technical
Manual and that no adverse impacts to native vegetation occurs. In summary, even
though it appears that the brush clearance was performed in accordance with the
requirements of the fire department, it does constitute “development” pursuant to the
Coastal Act. As such, the applicant has been advised that no further work (i.e., brush
removal of any kind) shall occur on the property until a coastal development permit is
first obtained to authorize such development.

b) Wildlife Corridor/Fencing. The appellants asserted that the proposed
development, including the installation of a fence arounc ‘*he perimeter of the site, will
obstruct a wildlife corridor between the larger portion of the park to the south and the
smaller canyon to the north (Northern Canyon). As can be seen in Exhibit No. 1, there is
small area of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park north of the subject site (Northern Canyon) with
the great majority of the natural park being located south of the subject site. However,
the project site was visited by the Commission staff biologist who concurred t-at while
the vegetation is good quality coastal sage scrub in the north canyon, the small area
connecting the north canyon with the remainder of the park is “fragmented” by the
presence of other development (residences and structures associated with the Point Loma
Nazarene University) and fences. There is no evidence that there is a viable wildlife
corridor connecting the “northern canyon” to the remainder of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park
southwest of the site.

c) MHPA Mapping Error - As noted in the staff report for substantial issue during
review of the proposed project, the City determined that Parcel A, the parcel that contains
the existing single family residence that will be demolished, and where the new residence
is proposed to be constructed, was erroneously included in the Multiple Habitat Planning
Area (MHPA), in the area identified as Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. In addressing a letter
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) commenting on the environmental
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document for the project (in which FWS disagreed with the City’s determination of a
“mapping error”), the City indicated that Parcel A is surrounded by Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park on three sides (to the north, west and south) yet does not appear as a distiact parcel
within the park on a subdivision map. The portion of the site mapped MHPA included
the residence, driveway, detached garage and lawn area, but excluded the undeveloped
area in the southern portion of the property and although Parcel A is not associated with a
subdivision map, it is a legally separate parcel and contains an 89-year old residence.
Thus, the City modified the boundary of the MHPA to reflect this error. The City
considered its modification to the MHPA in this area a “correction” rather than an
“adjustment” as it believed that this area was never intended to be included in the MHPA
and therefore, should not require an exchange of equivalent MHPA area. As such, the
boundary of the MHPA was corrected such that the portion of the site that contains the
existing residence was entirely removed from the MHPA. In any case, the MHPA is not
part of the City’s certified LCP nor it is addressed in the certified Peninsula Community
Plan. Although the project opponents have raised the mapping error as a concern, it does
not raise an issue with regard to consistency with the certified LCP.

4. Visual Impacts/Coastal Scenic Area.

a) Public View Blockage. The proposed development initially raised concerns with
regard to impacts on public views toward the ocean as well as public views within the
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. The subject site is located in the middle of City parkland
(Sunset Cliffs Natural Park) in that it is surrounded by public parkland on three sides (to
the north, east and south). Specifically, the construction of the proposed residence will
result in the grading and removal of native vegetation. Also, the grading and construction
of the new access road on steep slopes, with the construction of several retaining walls up
to 15° in height, raise a potential concern with alteration of natural landforms.

The Peninsula Community Plan contains the following policies relative to protection of
" public views and scenic resources:

Strucfures should be designed to protect views of Peninsula’s natural scenic
amenities, especially the ocean shoreline, and San Diego Bay. (p. 108)

All projects should minimize grading and maintain the natural topography to [the]
greatest extent feasible. Significant canyons and hillsides should not be developed.
(p. 102)

However, Commission staff visited the subject site and drove around the area !ooking at
the property from different vantage points. The site is not visible from most areas of
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. However, the site is visible from portions of the University to
the east. In addition, there are three existing residences which are located southeast of
the site that are “Life Estates” proposed to be demolishe:: in the Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park Master Plan. The opponents to the proposed development have stated that a scenic
overlook is proposed to be constructed in this area which will look west toward the ocean
(however, no such overlook is identified in the most current Park Master Plan). Due to
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the lower elevation of the parcel as compared to the elevation of the proposed scenic
overlook site, it does not appear that any ocean views will be impacted by the new
residence from the proposed location of the overlook. While some views are visible of
the ocean from parts of the subject lot looking west, the sroposed overlook would be at a
higher elevation. '

In any case, given that the subject site is located within the “viewshed” of the potential
future scenic overlook, the Commission finds that any potential visual impacts can be
mitigated through the planting of several tree elements along the southeastern portion of
the residence and site between the proposed residence and the scenic overlook to help
buffer the development from public views. Given that the certified LCP calls for
protection of views to the ocean, with the proposed mitigation, the project is consistent
with the scenic/visual protection policies. As such, Special Condition #5 requires
submittal of landscape plans which require the planting of seven box-size trees along the
south and eastern-facing portions of the site to help buffer the proposed residence from
public views from the proposed future scenic overlook to the southeast. In addition, to
help assure the home is subordinate to the natural surrounding environment, Special
Condition #6 requires that the home be constructed with earth tones (no whi:. - or bright
shades). Both of the special conditions which address landscaping and exterior color
treatment are required to be recorded in a deed restriction for the subject site so that
requirements run with the land should the parcel be sold in the future.

As noted in the previous findings, the applicant proposes to construct a large lawn area on
a flat portion of the site. This potentially raises concerns with regard to visual impacts
because it will result in the removal of native vegetation and replacement w_th
ornamental landscaping. However, as previously stated, the City's former IP does not
protect native vegetation that is located on flat land. However, the landscape provisions
of Special Condition #5 require that proposed landscaping be of native, non-invasive and
drought tolerant species. With this provision, the developed site will better “fit” with the
surrounding natural areas and will not introduce plants that could “invade” and impact
the adjacent sensitive areas.

It should also be acknowledged that the proposed grading and construction of retaining
walls for the proposed access road off of Stafford Place for Parcel #3 will not be visible
from any public vantage points nor major coastal access routes. As such, although it will
result in landform alteration, it will not be visible to park users.

In summary, with the attached special conditions for landscaping and exterior treatment,
visual impacts associated with the proposed development will be reduced to the
maximum extent feasible. As such, the proposal can be found consistent with the
certified LCP relative to protection of visual resources.

b) Community Character. The appellants assert that the size and scale of the
proposed residence at 8,010 sq.ft., compared to the existing 1,765 sq.ft. residence which
is proposed to be demolished, raises a potential concern with regard to compatibility with
the character of the surrounding neighborhood.
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The certified Peninsula Community Plan states the following:

“New development should be consistent with the scale and character of the
existing development of the surrounding areas. The fitting in of new development
is, in a broad sense, a matter of scale. It requires a careful assessment of ¢zch

“building site in terms of the size and texture of its surroundings, and a very
conscious attempt to achieve balance and compatibility in design between old and
new buildings.” (p. 110)

The subject site, consisting of two parcels, is quite large and is surrounded by a natural
canyon to the north, residential development to the west, the University to the east and
other residences to the immediate south. The site is natural in character because of its
proximity to the Northern Canyon of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park and there is also other
native vegetation on the site, as well, including a variety of trees, etc. The existing
residence is largely buffered from public views due to the presence of the existing
surrounding vegetation. The proposed new residence will be compatible with the
surrounding area and with the surrounding development in that there are other homes

" located within the area close to native vegetated hillsides, etc. In addition, while the
proposed home is large, it is proposed on a lot of greater than one acre in size and there
are other structures in the area of similar size and scale (directly east of the site is a very
large building associated with the university).

5. Runoff/Water Quality. The project site is proposed to be developed with a large
single-family residence and accessory structures including a guesthouse. The site is not
immediately adjacent to any wetland or environmentally sensitive resources but a coastal
canyon known as the “Northern Canyon” exists immediately north of the existing
residence.

In order to reduce the potential for adverse impacts to water quality resulting from runoff
from the proposed development, Special Condition #5 requires the installation of drought
tolerant, native and non-invasive landscaping on the developing portion of the site, -
consisting of shrubs, trees and ground cover. In addition, Special Condition #4 requires
that runoff from the impervious surface of the site be directed into the landscaped areas
on the site for infiltration and excess runoff be conveyed off-site to an existing street

_ drainage system. Directing runoff through landscaping for filtration of on-site runoff in
this fashion is a well-established best management practicz for treating runoff from small
developments such as the subject proposal. As conditioned, the proposed landscaping
will serve to reduce any impacts to water quality from the project to insignificant levels.
Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed project consistent with the policies
addressing water quality of the certified LCP.

6. Land Use. Another issue raised by the appellants is with regard to the sale of the
subject property from the Point Loma Nazarene University to the permit applicant (Mr.
Irving). Specifically, the appellants contend that, consistent with the policies of the
certified Peninsula Community Plan, the subject property should have first been offered

=
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for sale to the City of San Diego for possible acquisition by the City as an addition of
parkland to Sunset Cliffs Natural Park prior to being offered for sale for private
development. The certified Peninsula Community Plan contains an objective :hat states
the following, “[e]valuate feasibility of developing park and recreation facilities on
portions of school sites no longer being used for education purposes.” (p. 48) Elsewhere
in the community plan a similar policy statement is made, but it refers to “public school
sites”. Specifically, the policy states, “[f]easibility stu<::s should be undertaken for any
school sites to be disposed of by the San Diego Unified School District in the future to
determine the desirability of developing all or a portion of such sites for park and
recreation use” (p. 111). Thus, the two policies in the certified LUP appear to conflict in
that one clearly refers to “public schools”, while the other does not. The City concluded
that these policies do not apply to the subject site because they believed that ti.cse
policies addressed public school sites and the university is a private institution. Neither
policy requires that the property be made into parkland. In addition, the site was
previously owned by the university and has contained a <.ngle family residence for over
80 years. The Commission concurs with the City’s conciusion that the reference is
intended for public schools rather than private schools (as is the Point Loma Nazarene
University) and as such, this does not raise an inconsistency with the certified LCP.

A second related issue brought up on appeal was with regard to the legality of the subject
lot (Parcel A). Specifically, the subject site is located just inland of the cul-de-zac of
Stafford Place. Initially, there appeared to be inconsistencies with regard to the creation
of the subject site as a legal parcel as the site is located in the middle of City parkland
(Sunset Cliffs Natural Park) that was previously owned by the adjacent Point Loma
Nazarene University. Specifically, Section 101.0101.34 of the City’s Municipal Code
defines a lot as a parcel of land which meets several requirements. Subsection C cites
one of the requirements as, “[h]eld as a separate parcel prior to March 4, 1972, and
having a minimum of 15 feet of frontage on a dedicated street or other legal access to a
dedicated street as approved by the City Engineer. The applicant has since submitted a
Certificate of Compliance for the lot which documents compliance with the above cited
municipal code provisions and thus, documents that Parcel A is a legal lot.

7. Local 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 conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. In this case, such a finding can be made for the proposed development, as
conditioned.

The subject site is zoned R1-5000 and designated for school use in the certified Peninsula
Community Plan. The proposed residential development is “technically” inconsistent
with the community plan designation. However, while the site is designated for school
use, the existing single family residence is 86 years old znd was formerly used as housing
for officials associated with the previous private college east of the site which is now
known as the Point Loma Nazarene University and the proposed development will
continue a residential use on this site. Thus, the City should consider amending the
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community plan in the future to address this minor discrepancy. The preceding findings
have demonstrated that the proposal, as conditioned, is consistent with all applicable
policies and ordinances of the certified LCP. Therefore, the Commission finds that
approval of the development, as conditioned, should not prejudice the ability of the City
of San Diego to continue implementation of their fully certified LCP.

8. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section
13096 of the Commission’s Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of
coastal development permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit to be
consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from
being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may
have on the environment. '

As discussed herein, the proposed project will not cause significant adverse impacts to
the environment. Specifically, the project, as conditioned, has been found consistent with
the biological and visual resources policies of the Coastal Act. As conditioned, there are
no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
any significant adverse impact which the activity might have on the environment.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is the least
environmentally damaging feasible alternative and can b: found consistent with the
requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA.

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and de ~>lopment
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and
conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development
shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as
set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and
approved by the staff and may require Commission approval.

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the
development during construction, subject to 24-hour advance notice.

v
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6. Assignment. The perrhit may be assigned to any o “.ified person, provided assignee

files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the
permit.

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the L.and. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to ..nd all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions

(G:\San Diego\Reports\1 999\A-6-PEN-99-143 Irving DN 7.00 stfrpt.doc)
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CAMLOTRIA L OESE COASTAL COMMISSION

San Dicgo Office SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT
11 Camino del Rio South, Suite 200

San Diego, California 92108

Re:  Coastal Development Permit Application #A-6-LJS-99-143/Irving
Dear Ms. Owens:

We are writing in response to your letter dated Jaruary 21, 2000 wherein you requested
additional information which vou felt was needed to evaluate the project’s consistency with the LCP.

{. Proiect Description

The subject site is located approximately 1600 feet or five streets back from the shoreline.
1t is not located on a beach or a coastal bluff; there are no coastal access or hazardous bluff issues
raised by the project, and no marine resources will be affected.

The subject site consists of two legal lots both of which were previously developed. Parcel
A1s 1.07 acres in size and is currently developed with a siagle family residence. Parcel B isa .25
acre lot on which an historic World War II bunker is located. Mr. and Mrs. Irving, the applicants.
propose to demolish the existing residence and build a new residence generally on the footprint of
the existing one on Parcel A. The historic bunker will be preserved on Parcel B. Except for
construction of a driveway to an adjacent property. Parcel B will otherwise remain undeveloped.

The proposed 8,010 square-foot residence along with an 800 square foot detached garage
and guest quarters will represent a floor area ratio of only .. > on Parcel A alone or .13 over the two
parcels where a floor area ratio of .6 is allowed. The underlying R1-3000 zone would allow
development of up to 10 units on the two Parcels, but the ay s.icants are willing to forego any further
development. on the two Parcels. Accordingly, the majority of the property will remain

undeveloped.
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The only legal access to Parcel A is a driveway from the Point Loma Nazarene College
campus which crosses Sunset Cliffs Natural Park (Park). The existing driveway, which currently
ranges in width from approximately 9 to 20 feet, will be improved to a more uniform width of 12
feet. The Irvings will cap certain water lines that crisscross the Park and install a single water main
in the new driveway. This is significant because the existing water lines are old and are leaky, and
the City has been unable to solve the drainage problems that result from these leaks. In addition, ihe
Irvings will install a new drainage system across the subject property which will also help prevent
existing erosion problems that plague the Park.

It is the relationship of the subject property to the Park that has generated concerns by a few
individuals. These concerns are the basis of the appeal. To understand its relationship of the project
to the Park. a map of the draft park Master Plan is enclosed behind Tab 1. From the map, it is clear
that while the subject property abuts the Park, it is not unique in this regard. Development of other
residential properties similarly situated is far more intense. In addition the existing Parcels and the
existing residence were developed several decades prior o creation of the Park. In other words, the
existing residence, bunker and driveway all predate the Park for which planning began in the 1980’s.
The driveway has been in continuous use for over 80 years.

The project was supported by the Peninsula Planning Board (the local pianning group) and
also has the support of the vast majority of the neighbors. The appellants do not represent the
majority of residents in the area, and there will be an outpouring of support for the project as
proposed when the matter comes before the Commission.

2. Standard of Review

As you are aware from previous correspondence, it is our position that :he LCP applicable
to this project is the one which was in etfect at the time the application was deemed complete by the
City of San Diego. Our position is consistent with the provisions of the ordinance adopting the new
City Land Development Code. This project was deemed complete in the fall of 1998. It was
approved by the City on September 16, 1999 and appealed to the Coastal Commission on September
30, 1999 prior to the certification of the LDC by the Coastal Commission. Regardless of your
position and our cooperation with you to bring this matter to hearing, we will continue to reserve our
right to object to any analysis of the project which is not consistent with the LCP in place at the time
the application was deemed complete by the City.

3. Access Alternatives

a. Proposed Access

As discussed above, the existing residence is accessed via a driveway off Lomaland
Drive which runs through the Point Loma Nazarene College campus and then across @
portion of the Park. This is the only legal access to Parcel A. The driveway has been in c:
for over 80 vears. An easement for the driveway was granted in 1957. A copv 01 tl
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easement is attached behind Tab 2. To suggest that any other access would be a viable
alternative has no legal basis. Although we will discuss the merits or lack thereof of
alternative driveways from Stafford Place, the existing easement is the only legal access to
the property, and therefore it is our position that there is no alternative access. The legality
of the easement was discussed at public hearings, where the City Attorney reviewing this
matter opined on its validity.

As stated above, the existing residence and lot predate the establishment of the Park.
It is interesting to note that the current draft of the Park Master Plan prepared by the City
shows the access driveway and does not recommend its deletion. (See map behind Tab 1.

No grading will be required in order to widened the driveway to meet the City’s
requirement for a 10 foot driveway. Attached behind Tab 3 is a drawing which shows that
the measurements of the existing driveway range in width from over 9 feet to over 24 feet.
The majority of the driveway already exceeds 12 feet.

No sensitive vegetation will be disturbed with the improvement of the driveway for
the proposed project. Attached behind Tab 4 is a letter from the City’s senior biologist, Lisa
Wood, confirms that clearing along the driveway which was done for fire protection or brush
management purposes reduced the non-native species while preserving native species. Such
clearing therefore had a beneficial rather than a deleterious effect. '

Not only is the existing driveway the only legal access to the Parcel A, it is also more
environmentally sound than the alternatives you suggest in your letter. It is, for example, the
only alternative that does not require grading. In addition, as stated above, at the request of
the Park and Recreation Department, our clients will construct a new water line in the
driveway and cap four water mains that currently crisscross the Park and are believed to be
the cause of erosion problems in the Park. By capping these lines, they will alleviate a
drainage problem that has plagued the Park for years.

In summary, to suggest that there are more cuvironunentally sound access alternatives

not only ignores the legal reality that the current access is the only legal access to Parcel A,
but also ignores its environmental benefits.

b. Existing Driveway from Stafford Place

There is no legal access from Stafford Place to Parcel A. The existing driveway is
an easement for ingress and egress held by the Clark parcel to the north of the subject
property. Besides the fact that the property over which it runs is not a part of this
application, there are other reasons why this driveway is less desirable i:an the legal access
to the property. First. the grading required to meet the Fire Marshai siandards would be
substantial because of the steepness of the existing grades.
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This alternative will result in approximately 2500 square feet of grading and clearing

within the hillside review area of Lot 5. No biological survey was done on this lot, but based -

upon the survey for the adjacent Parcel B, considerable habitat would also be disturbed if this
driveway were to be improved to City standards. Depending on the route of a driveway
across Lot 5, it may have to be located in an area of steep slopes which v.ould require even
more grading. The 2500 square feet mentioned above is merely for purposes of providing
an adequate turning radius at the street for a fire truck to navigate the driveway.

c. New Drivewav from Stafford to the Clark -roperty

There is currently no legal access to Parcel A across Parcel B. If Parcel B were
deleted from the project, this would not be an option Even if it were, tais alternative is not
as environmentally sound as the existing driveway. An extension of the new driveway
across Parcel B to the Irving residence would require moving an additioral 200-300 cubic
yards of dirt and the addition of continuous retaining walls along both sides of the driveway.

All of this grading would be in a steep slope area of the site adjacent to the Park.
Attached behind Tab 3 is a site plan showing the extension of the Clark driveway. Because
the slope of this driveway would not meet Fire Marshal standards, the existing driveway
from the College across the Park would still be required to allow emergency access to both
Parcel A and the upper slopes of the Park according to the Fire Marshal.

4, Deck

The plans show that the deck does not encroach into steep slopes. The deck is elevated; it
is not at grade and therefore requires no disturbance to the slope. The footings are to be located in
an area of Zone | brush management, and no additional brush management is required for the deck.

-

5. Alternative Locations for the Size and Location of the House

Enclosed behind Tab 6 is a site analysis which outlines the only area of Parcel A that could
be developed without encroaching either in steep hillsides or sensitive vegetation. This area is only
approximately 23500 square feet or 4% of the Parcel. Any alternative would therefore require some
encroachment into either steep hillsides or sensitive vegetation. The currently proposed residence
will essentially be located on the pad of the existing residence and will minimize encroachments into
these areas. Furthermore, as noted above, the residence, girage and guest quarters represent a mere
.14 tloor area ratio where .60 is allowed.

It should not be overlooked that Parcel A could, under the R1-5000 zone. be further
subdivided. Neither the applicants nor the owner of the property is asking to subdivide the property.
Neither are they asking to develop each of the existing legal lots. But for the sake of comparison.
we have had a site plan prepared that shows the intensity of development that could be proposed on
the two existing legal lots by remodeling the existing residence on Parcel A. which would require
no permits, and building a new residence on Parcel B. The site plan is attached behind Tab 7.
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6. Alternative Analvsis for Lawn

The current location of the lawn area is the only logical one. Please recall the exhibit behind
Tab 6. The lawn is proposed on the flattest remaining portion of Parcel A, a portion that represents
a tiny percentage of the subject site on which some disturbed habitat exists. Based upon the exhibit
located behind Tab 6, there would be no other area suitable for a lawn. The lawn area has been
included in all calculations considered by the City with respect to habitat disturbance and grading.

7. Fence

The fence is an essential part of the development for the applicants. They have four young
children, and the open fencing will give them some peace of mind when their children are outside
on the property. At the same time the fence will establish private property boundaries for both the
children and unwanted trespassers. The Park is unfortunately a gathering place for individuals who
are using drugs and alcohol. Litter, cans, glass bottles and drug paraphernalia are left throughout
the Park.

The openness of a fence will also allow small animals to come and go from the property. But
it is important to note that no reputable expert has identified a wildlife corridor across the property.
Even if such a corridor existed, it would currently be interrupted by the barbed wire fence across the
Navy property south of the Park.

Also please note in the draft Park Master Plan that the north part of the park is to be fenced

along its boundary line and access is to be restricted. (See rz2p behind Tab 1.) A clear delineation
between parkland and private property is also appropriate.

8. Certificate of Compliance

The Certificate of Compliance can be found behind Tab 8.

9. MSCP Mapping Error

The City concluded administratively that they had erred in including the subject property
within the MHPA. Enclosed behind Tab 9 is the City’s original MHPA Map. The line runs directly
through the currently developed site. The City did not intend to include developed properties within
the MHPA The scale used by the City in its mapping was such that soin: property was
unintentionally included. It is only when specific development proposals are submitted that such

errors are identified and can be corrected. In this case the existing residence would have been within
the MHPA.

Also. much of'the site supports non-native or disturbed vegetation communities which ditfer
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from the MHPA mapping designation for this area of coastal sage scrub. The MHPA boundary
correction results in deleting .72 acre from the MHPA of which .21 acre is disturbed coastal sage
scrub/chaparral, .46 acre is disturbed habitat, and .05 acre is developed. Impacts to the disturbance
of the already disturbed coastal sage scrub/chaparral will be mitigated by purchasing preserved
habitat of the same type off site or contributing to the city’s habitat acquisition fund.

10. Legal Owner

I believe you already have a letter on file from Point Loma Nazarene College authorizing
this application. The Irvings are in escrow and have permission to apply for the CDP.

11. Clearing of Driveway

While the appeal has been pending, issues were raised as to whether illegal clearing of
vegetation had occurred along the driveway. Attached behind Tab 10 is a letter prepared by the
College and confirmed by the Assistant Fire Marshal, Samuel Oates, which states that the clearing
was done in accordance with City policies and at the request of the Fire Marshal.

With this information, we assume that you will be able to prepare your report and
recommendation. If you need additional information, please let me know.

Very truly vours,

S Har

L{nne L. Heidel
of
SULLIVAN WERTZ McDADE & WALLACE
A Professional Corporation
Enclosures

ce: Mr. Craig Irving
Ms. Rebecca Irving
Mr. Eric Naslund
James R. Dawe, Esq.
Mr. Art Shingler
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Prepared For

City of San Diego

Prepared By
Van Dyke, LLP

Tab 1 of Attachment to Exhibit No. 5
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THe CIiTY oF San Discgo

January 21, 2000

Art Shinyler

Vice President

3900 Lomaland Dnive

San Dicgo, California 92106

Dear Mr. Shingler:

It was my plecasurc 1o work at the beautiful site that fonns the boundary between your campus
and the City's parkland. Although I had inttial concern that the brush management that had been
done along the driveway could have becn done in a more sensitive manner, my continued
investigation of the site revealed a number of wart-stemmed ccanothus plants that would have
been displaced by non-natives if ctews had not taken steps to remove overgrowing iceplant and
acacia. | yreatly appreciate the helo vour crews provided in this endeavor. The work
accomplished has complicd with the Firec Department’s requirement to provide access and with
the fucl-reduction procedures of th2 Landscape Technical Manual, while preserving much of the
existing hotanical structure and reducing the non-nativc component.

I know that there was some concem about the driveway access. [ have looked at the plants
within the driveway access and have concluded that complyving with the Fire Departiment’s
regulation to maintain a 20" unobstructed access roadway over the exisling eascment driveway
from the Point L.oma campus to the property would not confiict with the environmental interest
of the City, provided 1t is done tn compliance with the Landscapc Technical Manuai. |
reconimend that future brush manazement efforts in this area t) be discussed with the Sunset
Cliffs community group before-hard, and 2) have a biologist monitor who can cnswe that the
work is done in a sensitive manner that is in compliance with the Landscape Technical Manual
and does not hunn the wart-stemmed ceanothus.

Again. my sincere appreciation for your cooperation and the work your crews have done to help
ensurc that the unique bio-diversity of the arca is prescrved. Please call me at (858 373-1236if
vou necd clarification or have any questions about the content of this letter.

Sincerely,

S

//"

. /{vf ~ LA . )
Lisa F. Wood
Sentor Biolowist Tab 4 of Attachment to Exhibit No. 5

Environmental Services Department » Public Works Business Cenicr
467 Ricgehover (oun @ Son Blage, 4 91331438

Inwitanrtzster Pragnms Dwision ¢ Suire 370 Refca {afection Jidson » Suire "2
ot 46197 292-3000 Fax 1917 492003% T2 L1 I3EG05F feq 3114EINIE

H




Exi 8T, ACLESS
70 AEMAIN

—

T8Y.7 R N
7 e \
L

Tab 5 of Attachment to Exhibit No. 5

Alternatives Analysis: Two Lot Development Potential

* Remodel of the existing single family residence on Parcel A and
construction of a new single family residence on Parcel B
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Alternatives Analysis: Extension of Proposed Clark Driveway

A 12’ extension of the proposed Clark Residence driveway runs
northerly along the proposed Irving Residence. This configuration would
require continuous retaining walls along the entire length with a
maximum height of four feet above adjacent grade (near the garage)
and seven feet below adjacent grade (near the intersection with the
Clark drivewcy). Most of this drive will be within the Hillside Review area
on site. This drive will not meet fire department standards for access.

The existing access from Lomaland will still be required to allow
emergency access to both the Irving Residence and the upper slopes of
the Park.

Tab 7 of Attachment to Exhibit No. 5




THE CRIGINAL [F ’"n‘iS D&Qﬁﬁﬂ'
#hS RECORDED 24 FER 15, 2000

RECORDING REQUESTED BY: DOCURENT LHEER "000-00?%88
Tina Christiansen, Director GREGORY J. S¥ITH, COUNTY REDORDER
Planni d Development Review Department e ,

City of Sen Diego v pewe S4 DIEG COLNTY SECORDER'S OFFICE

TT Tl O
lk{ Jele h
RETURN RECORDED DOCUMENT TO:
The City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, M.5.#508
San Diego, CA 82101
Attention: Anne Hoppe

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
City of San Diego
County of San Diego, State of California

C.0.C. No.: 99-363 Date: 4FEBQQ
Assessor’s Parcel No.: 532-510-05

1. Upon the application of jen 3 i ion db :
ggmgmggllggg and pursuant to California Government Code Section 66499.35,
the City of San Diego has determined that the following described parcel of
real property described below was created by a deed of record and court
decree and it is in compliance with the Subdivision Mzp Act and local
ordinances adopted pursuant thereto. Said real property is situated in the
City of San Diego, County of San Diege, State of California is more
particularly described as follows:

See Exhibit “A" for the legal descr.ption and Exhibit “B” for
illustrative purposes , attached hereto and by this reference made
a part of this document.

The above described parcel of real property shall be held as ONE “ARCEL unlesc it
is subsequently lawfully subdivided. It may be legally socld, leascd, or financed
as a unit without further proceedings. NO DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS are canferred by this
document nor is there any implied approval Zor the development of the herein
described real property.

This Certificate of Compliance runs with the laaxd and its issuance and recordaticn
imparts constructive notice to the owner and his heirs, successors, and assigns
of the necessity to comply with all City zoning, building, and other ordinances
or regulations governing the development of the herein described real property
prior to, or concurrently with, or as a condition of, the issuance of any permit
cr other grant of approval for such development.

Approved for the City of San Diego

Frank Belock, Jr. ;Z/ Engineer:
m %ﬁ cotts7

N_¥eRbdy/Cc H nnes, Deputy - L.S. 4804

Tab 8 of Attachment to Exhibit No. 5



EXHIBIT “A”

That portion of Pueblo Lot 145 of the PUEBLO LANDS OF SAN DIECO, in the City of San
Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according to Map tf.reof made by James
Pasco in 1870, a certified copy of which was filed in the Office of the County Recorder of San
Diego County, November 14, 1921, and is known as Miscellaneous Map Io. 36, described as
follows:

BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of Map No. 3240, filed in the Office of the County
Recorder of San Diego County, June 1, 1955, said poiat also being also the Southwest corner
of that certain parcel of land granted to Pasadena College per document recorded December
1, 1977 as File/Page No. 77-495086 of Official Records; thence along the Easterly boundary
line of said Map No. 3240 and Westerly line of said Pasadena College’s land, North 12°43'40"
East, 272.25 feet [North 12°46'30" East per deed] to the Northwest corner of said Pasadena
College’s land; thence along the Northerly, Easterly and Southerly lines of said Pasadena
College’s land the following three (3) courses: North 81°5320" East, 171.29 feet [North
81°51'10" East per deed]; thence South 12°48'40" West, 272.25 feet [South 12°46'30" West per
deed]); thence South 81°5320" West, 171.29 feet [South 81°51'10" West per deed] to the
. POINT OF BEGINNING;

Contains: 1.00 acres, more or less.

fpf;i W (— 02/08 [ 000

Lonie K. Cyr  P.L.S.%929 Date
Expiration: 9-30-2001

W.0. #035000
I.D. #99-363

Page 1 of 1 0605LGO3.WPD




EXHIBIT "B’
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January 21, 2000

POINT LOMA

At e E st Mr. Sarnuel L. Oats” ares
viNrverirTe Assistant Fire Marshal
1010 Second Aveaue, 3" Floor
San Dicgo, CA 92101

Financial Aflairs

Dear Mr. Qetss OFREX

The purpose of this letter is to review the status of our Notice of Yiclation and te
insure that we clearly understand our responsibilities regarding comphance with Fire:
Department hazarcous fire regulations and policies relative to Assessor Parcel #532-
5$10-05-00.

On November 2%, 1999 Mr. Eddie Villavicencio and other members of your
department met with our Director of Physical Plant, Mr. Richard Schult, and
members of his staff to inspect and identify hazardous fire conditions related to
property we own west of our immediate campus. You also inspected the driveway
access to the subject property whrch runs from our campus to the subject property
acrass parkland property. This driveway access 18 a 20 foot casement that was
. recorded with the county of San Diego many years before the park was established.

Mr. Villavicencio issued a Notice of Violation on November 30, 1999 which required
us to have a fuel brzak of approximately 85 feet around the residences on the property.
We worked with city environmental people and park and recreation people 0
complete the required fuel break around the residence on the parcel.

Y our depariment uiso informed us af the City’s policy regarding our requirement to
provide an uncbstructed fire access rondway to the subject property. Your BFLS
Policy A-96-1 and Fire Access Roadways UFC 902.1 states, n part, "Access
roadways shall be not less than 20 feet of unobstructed width, shall have an adequue
roadway turning radius and shall have a minimum vertical clearance of 15 feat &
inches.”

The poiicy (UFC 992.1) leaves room (o1 a private roadway width of less than 20 feet
where buildings were consiructed prior to February 9, 1975, The existing residence
o the property was construcied prior to that date. However, your departmtis stated
that due to the extreme distance 10 the nearest fire hydrant, fuel lezd, vand
conditions, and structure type, your department requires a 20 (oot widih {ire access
roedway to be coninuously maintamed from our campus to the properiy. [tis our
understanding that the hasis of all el these rogulations i to protect lives, propenty,
and the environment. The 85 foot fucl break around the residence and the 1equired

unobstructed driveway access to the property protects not only the residence but ali
of the surrounding parkland propeny.

. 300 LOUMALAMD DRIV ~AN BHECH, CAUIEOANIA 92106, 280¢
619849 250 Fax: 6198402379 E:mail

Tab 10 of Attachment to Exhibit No. 5



Mr. Samuei L. Oa's
Page 2
January 21, 2000

Mr. Villavicencio indicated that there are times when your codes and regulations to
promote fire safety come in conflict with the City’s environmental interests. We
have reviewed the slants within the driveway 2ccess with Lisa Wood, biologist with
the City of San Dicgo. She determined that complying wath the Fire Department’s
regulation to maintain a 20 foot unabstructed access roadway over the exisiing
cascment driveway from the Point Loma campus to the property is not i conflict
with the environmental interests of the city provided it is done in compliance with
the landscape technical manuel. We have cleared the 20 foot access driveway and
will maintain it continuously hereafier.

I believe that you also stated that potential access to the propenty from Stafford Place
was inappropriate for several reasons and is not approved and would not be approved
as a primary access to the subject propertv. You determined thet the existing
driveway from the Point Loma campus is the approved primary fire access roadway.

If our understandir.g of our responsibilities relative to the subject property, and the
access driveway is accurate as stated above, will you and Mr. Villavicencio please
sign your approva. at the boriom of this page and retum it 10 me in the enclosed
envelope for my files.

Thank you very much for your help. We want to comply with fire and safety policies
and regulations.

Very truly yours,

O Bul) & PP

Arthur L. Shingler q /Samuel L.Ozts‘qu,"g
1 Affairs

Vice President for Finane Assistant Fire Marshal

(ol ==

Eddie Villavicencio
Deputy Fire Marshal

ALS:vfm

cc: Mr. Eddie Villavicencio
Deputy Fire Messha!




1295 Sunset Cliffs Bivd., San Diego, CA 92107
{619) 523-6721 Voice (618) 523-6722 Fax
www.cliffhugger.org

| 'Friends of Sunset Cliffs

May 3, 2000

Ms. Laurinda Owens

California Coastal Commission

San Diego Office

3111 Camino del Rio South, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

Re: Coastal Development Permit Application #A-6-LJS-89-143/lrving
" Dear Ms. Owens:

We are writing in response to the letter dated April 18, 2000 from Lynne Heidel, attomey for the
applicant in this matter. We were very disappointed to see that after waiting over three months for a response,
the package submitted by the applicant does not present any realistic altematives, and does not seem to

demonstrate any willingness to make reasonable changes that would diminish the impact on Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park.

The letter contained many misrepresantations of the facts, and we felt it is important to set the record
straight. We have attached a series of documsants, principally obtained from the City's files, which support the
facts cited in this rebuttal.

. The following key points summarize our position:
1. The ONL'" legal access to the parcel is from Stafford Place.
2. The project was misrepresented at key public hearings.
3. The applizant's assertion that he could altematively build up to 10 homes is not credible.
4. There is broad-based communit opposition fo this project.
5. Sunset Cliffs Natural Park anc e MHPA preserve will be severely impacted by this project.

We hope that you will consider our research as you prepare your report and recommendation. |
received considerable help from Ann Swanson and Dedi Ridenour of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation
Council in preparing this analysis, and you may feel free to contact any of us to discuss the issues invalved.

Very Truly Yours,
C. "Smgus
President
Enclosures
ce Ms. Ann'S\«'/anson
~ Ms. Dedi Ridenour EXHIBIT NO. 6
. . APPLICATION NO.
A-6-PEN-99-143

L.etters from
Interested Persons

mCalifomia Coastal Commission




Sullivan Wertz McDade & Wallace '

A PROFESHIONAL CORPORATION

LAWYERS
SANDRA J. BROWER 943 FOURTH AVENUE
RICHARD 7. FORSYTH : ,

SAN OIEGO. CAUFORNIA 3Z1at
ERIN M. GEE

LYNNE L. HEIDEL,

SEQRGE BURKE HINMAN . TELEPHONE 619 233-1888
JOMN C. HUGHES

FACSIMILE (819} ¢96-3478
1, MICHAEL MCDADE

TATHLEEN J. MCKEE

REAECCA MICMAEL ;

JOHN S, MOOT Aprl 18, 2000
ELAINE A. ROGERS

JARRY J. SCHULTZ

LEC SuLLIvAar

BRULE A, WALLACE

JOHN ROSS WERTZ

PAMELA LAWTON WILSON

RECEIVE(

V1A MESSENGER
APR 1 92000
Ms. Laurinda Owens o
California Coastal Commission CORSAL R AMISSION
San Diego Offics - SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

3111 Camino del Rio South, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

Re:  Coastal Development Permit Application #A-6-LIS-9%143/Irving

Dear Ms. Owens:

We are writing in response to your letter dated Janu

21, 2000 wherein you reqfiested
additional information which you felt was needed to evaluate

project’s consistency with t
1. Project Description

The subject site is located approximately 1600/eet or five streets back from thefshoreliné.

The subject site consists of fwo legal lotgboth of which were previ

Ais .07 acres in size and is currently developed with a single famil
acre lot on which an historic World War II bunker is located. }
propose to demolish the existing residence and build a new
the existing one on Parcel A. The historic bunker preserved on Parcel B. Except for
construction of a driveway to an adjacent property,Farcel B will otherwise remain undevelo

The proposed 8,010 square-foot seidence along with an 800 square foot detached garage
and guest quarters will represent a area ratio of only .19 on Parcel A alone or .15 ovgr the two
parcels where a floor area ratje”df .6 is allowed. The underlying R1-5000 zone wduld allow
[develcpment o1 up [0 1U uniisjon the two Parcels, but the ppplicants are willing 1o foregohny further

development. on the two Parcels. Accordingly, the majonty of the property will remain
undeveloped.

S:Clients\d 141307 13 \owens ftrwpd




Frie= s of Sunset Cliffs
Response to April 18, 2000 Acd-itional Information RE: #A-6-L.JS-99-143/irving

Page 1B

Note 1 - Parcels Not identified

The ietter refers to Parcel A and Parcel B repeatedly, but they are never defined or labeled in any of the illustrations.
Other documents refer to parcels 1, 3, 4, and 5. Without a consistent, defined use of labels for the parcels itis
impossible to be accurate in interprating what is being said.

Note 2- Greatly Expanded Use

i The phrase “generally on the footprint” of the exiz..ng structure is misleading in this context. The current house is

1600 sq. ft., whereas the proposed residence is 8,010 square feet PLUS an 800 sq. ft. guest house, PLUS a 5,000
sq. ft. lawn AND assorted decks and other structures.

. Note 3 - Threat of Subdivision

The applicant repeatedly states that up to 10 units can be built on these two parcels. However, the designatiorr R1-
5000 specifies use for 2 SINGLE residence per parcel. The parceis would have to be legally sub-divided befare
multiple dweillings could be built. As indicated page 4 of the applicant's letter, only 4% of this parcel can be
developed without encroaching into either steep hillsides or sensitive vegetation, making the approval of such
a subdivision extremely unlikely. Furthermore, City staff (Dan Stricker, Project Manager) repeatedly informed the
applicant that this was the case, and requesied that any such references be removed from the applicants dacuments
as well admonishing them to REFRAIN from stating in public meetings that this intense development would be the
aiternative, because it was misieading and untrue. There was particular concern over that fact that Mr, insinq had
used this argument at both the Peninsula Planning Board and Planning Commission hearings. The minutes’ of the

i tay 3, 1999 meeting of the Sunset Cliffs Recreation Council show that Mr. Irving told the group he has the right to

build 12 to 14 homes on this property, and that although he only wants to build one home at this time, circumstances
in the future might change. As it stands, Mr. Irving has refused to consclidate the two lots in escraw, to preserve his
future davelopment rights.

Note 4 - Prohibition Against Subdivision

Furthermore, the Easement Relocation and Road Maintenance Agreement” dated April 28, 1997 between PLNU and
the Clarks, states that "The College hereby covenants and agrees that the College Property {presently
consisting of three legal lots) shall not be subdivided in the future”. This agreement makes the threat to create
10 buildable lots even more misleading. The thr=at of building so many residences also seems to have been the main
argument that the applicant used to gain the support of neighbors for this project, as it is cited in several of their
.etters, in which indicate that they indicate the strong preference for a single residence. They were apparently
unaware that there never was any real issue of developing 10-15 homes. They may believe that approval of this
project will prevent additional homes from being built on the parcels currently owned by the college — however, the
applicant has refuss o consolidate the parcels, as requested by the Cily, so that he will retain the option of
deveioping additional rzsidences an the two parcels facing onto Stafford Place in the future.

05/02/00




Ms. Laurinda Owens
April 18,2000
Page 2

-,
L

The onlyllesal access to Parcel Alis a driveway from the Point Loma Nazarene College
campus which crosses Sunset Cliffs Natural Park (Park) The existing dnveway, wh1ch currently
ranges in width from approximately 9 to 20 fest, » i
feet. The Irvings will cap certair{ water lines {hat crisscross the Park and install a single water main
in the new driveway. This is sigmificant because the existing water lines are old and are leaky, and
the City has been unable to solve the drainage problems that result from these leaks. In addition, the
Irvings will instail a new drainage syswem across the subject property which will also help prevent
existing erosion problems that plague the Park.

pA

individuals. These concerns are the basis of the appeal. To understand its relationship of the project
to the Park, a map of the draft park Master Plag is enclosed behind Tab 1. From the map, itis clear
that while the subject property abuts the Park, kit is not unique is regard. Development of other
residential properties similarly situated is far more intense. In additic existing Parcels and the
existing residence were developed several decades prior to creation of the Park: er words, the
existing residence, bunker and drivewav 211 predate the Park for which planning began in
The driveway has been in continuous use for over 80 years.

The project was|supported by the Peninsula Planning Board| ¢the local planning group) and
also has the support of the vast majority of the neighbors. The appellagts do not represent the
majority of residents in the area. and there will be an ourpouring of suppor for the project as ‘
proposed when the matter comes before the Commission. .

2. |Standard of RevieV)\
As you are aware from previd~ <_correspondence, it is our position that the LCP applicable 5

to this project is the one which was in eifedtqg the time the application was deemed complete by the
City of San Diego. Our position is consistent the provisions of the ordinance adopting the new
City Land Development Code. This project was ed complete in the fall of 1998. It was
approved by the City on September 16, 1999 and appeal e Coastal Commission on September
30, 1999 prior to the certification of the LDC by the Co ommission. Regardless of your
position and our cooperation with you to bring this matter to hearing,weg will continue to reserve our
right to object to any analysis ot the project which is not consistent with CP in place at the time
the application was deemed complete by the City.

It is the retationship of the subject property to the Park that has generatedfconcerns by a fev]\

-

3. Access Altematives

a. Prooosed Access

As discussed above. the existing residence is accessed via a driveway off Lomaland
Drive which runs through the Point Loma Nazarene College campus and then across a
portion of the Park. This is the only legal access to Parcet A. The driveway has been in use
for over 80 years. An easement for the driveway was granted in 1957. A copy of the

S .Clients\4 141101 \L owens Itr.wpd .




Friends of Sunset Cliffs
Response to April 18, 2000 Additional information RE: #A-6-LJS-39-143/Irving

Page 2B

Note 1 - Legal Access (Stafford Place Easements)

The Grant Deed” dated July 11, 1977 in which S. Campbell Alexander granted to Pasadena College the title to the
main lrving parcel (Parcel A?) specifically incornorzies easements for utilities from Stafford Place ("over and upon
the northerly 4 feet of lot 4") and access from Siafford Place ("ingress and egress over and upon the southerdy 20
feet and the easterly 20 feet of lot 5"). Access tc the property from Stafford Place is acknowledged and reinforced by
a subsequent agreement, dated April 28, 1937 between the college and the Clarks, ("Easement Relocation and Road
Maintenance Agreement”). it specifically provides for access from Stafford Place for BOTH parceis which make up
the lrving property {referred to as Lot 4 and Parce! B in this agreement) with a 25% share of the maintenance costs
for the road assigned ic cach of the applicant's two parcels. The 1997 access arrangement was further
acknowledged in a subsequent October 26, 1998 agreement” between the Clarks and the Irvings (not yet in effect, as
it is contingent upon the close of escrow by the lrvings) which states, in part "Access to the Clark Property and the
irving Property is presently available by virtue of multiple roadway easements", and references the April 28,
1997 agreement. Therefore, the documentation clearly shows legal access to the parcels is via Stafford Place.

Note 2 - Water Pipe Erosion

WNe know of no mention, in any report on erosion in the park, which refers to problems related to these old water

i fines, or of any prior attempts by the city to solve any park drainage problems related to these pipes. Furthermore, no
mention of this has ever been made in any of the documents or argumenis made previously. If the irvings are now
contending that this is the case, we would like to see prior independent corraborating documentation of the problem
and City's failed attempts to solve drainage problems on park land due to this probiem.

Note 3 - Community Opposition

The Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council has passed multiple resolutions expressing concem over various
aspects of this project. The most recent vote unanimously approved support for access to the lrving Property through
Stafford Place rather than the 160-foot road across dedicated parkland (which is designated MHPA and named in the
Eiclogy Report as a wildlife corridor). The SCNPRC authorized the Executive Committee to handle communications
regarding any additional environmental issues. In addition, the Friends of Sunset Cliffs, the Sierra Club, San
Diego Audubon Society, League of Women Voters, California Native Plant Society, and US Fish and Wildiife
have all written letters, participated in appeals, or spoken at public meetings in opposition to this project.

Note 4 - Unique Parce!

This is a VERY unique parcel, which is surrounded on three sides by the park. Because of its intrusion into the park,
its development will have a dramatic effect on the northeastem section of the park, in perpetuity.

Note 5 - Misstatements Relied Upon for Approval

Unfortunatelg, at the Peninsula Planning Board mesting many misleading statements about the project were made.
The minutes” of the May 3, 1999 meeting show *hat the project was misrepresented in several ways:

1 1. Stated it "consists of 3 lots totaling 70,000 sq. ft.” (actually 2 iots). NOTE: it is our understanding that Mr:
Irving's agreement with PLNU includes an option to purchase a third lot, which he may develop. This was
not disclosed at the meetings at which the project was presented, and the neighbors may not be aware of it.
Stated that it will “include a conditional use permit because of the university land use designation” {(na such
permit related ‘o the change in land use was every requested or issued, and the land use designation was
never officially changed) ,

3. Stated that "site could be developed into approximately 12 lots because of the zoning desigration” (et anly
1 ot per parcal is actually allowed). NOTE; The applicant has not offered any evidence that they have
applied for or been granted any rights to subdivide this property — in fact, just the opposite was stipulated in
the April 1997 agreement with the Clarks - making their statements in this regard are very misleading.

'(\)

4. The Planning Board minutes also stz*e "Current access to the project site is off of Stafford Drive.”

,“ote 6 - Standard of Review

We agree that the most current LCP should be applied to this project, particularly as it will affect many people due to
its impact on the park. Because a full EIR was not required, altermnatives which could alleviate the impact were never
evaiuated, and it is ¢. - understanding that the new LCP would strengthen the requirement for alternatives to be
presented. We were particularly disappointed at the lack of good faith aitematives presented in this letter.

5/2/00




Ms. Laurinda Owens i
April 18,2000 1
Page 3

easement is attached behind Tab 2. To suggest thatfany other access|would be a viable
alternative has no legal basis. Although we will discuss the merits or lack thereof of
alternative driveways from Stafford Place, the existing easement is the only legal access to
the property, and therefore it is our position that there is no alternative access. The legality

of the easement was discussed at public hearings. where the City Attorney reviewing this
marter opined on its validity.

As stated above, the existing residence and lot predate the establishment of the Park. 2
It is interesting to note that the current draft of thd Park Master Plan prepared by the City
shows the access dnveway and does not recommend 1its deletion. (See map behind Tab 1.)

No grading will be required in order to widened the driveway to ‘meet the City's
requirement for a 10 foot dnvewav Attached behind Tab 3 is a drawing which shows that

the measurements o . e in width from over 9 feet to over 74 feet.
The majority of thedrjve -

No sensitive vegetation will be disturbed with the improvement of the driveway for
the proposed project. Attached behind Tab 4 is a letter from the City’s senior biologist, Lisa
Wood, confirms that clearing along the driveway which was done for fire protection or brush
managerent purposes reduced the non-native species while preserving native species. Such
clearing therefore had a beneficial rather than a deleterious effect.

Notonly is the existing driveway the only legal access to the Parcel A, it is also more .
environmentally sound than the alternatives you suggest in your letter. [t is, forexample, the
only alternative that does not require grading. In addition, as stated above. at the request of
the Park and Recreation Department, our clients will Fonstmct a new water line |in the
driveway and cap four water mains that currently crisscrass the Park and are believed to be

the cause of erosion problems in the Park. By capping these lines, they will alleviate a
drainage problem that bas plagued the Park for years.

In summary, to suggest that there are more environmentally sound access alternatives
not only ignores the legal realit that the current access is the only legal access to Parcet A,
but also ignores its environmental benefits.

b. Existing Drivewav from Stafford Place

There ig{no legal access{from Stafford Place to Parcel A. The existing driveway is
an easement for ingress and egress held by the Clark parcel to the north of the subject
property. Besides the fact that the property over which it runs is not a part of this
application. there are other reasons why this driveway is less desirable than the legal access
to the property. First, the grading required to meet the Fire Marshal standards would be
substantial because of the steepuess of the existing grades.
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Note 1 - Legal Access (Stirling Campbell Ale> : nder Easement)

The ONLY certain legal access to the property is off Stafford Place, which is described in the college's 1977
Grant Deed, and further amended in the 1997 Ezsement Relocation agreement. The City's Land Development
Review staff® (William Southern)} determined that the 1957 driveway easement cited here was granted to Sterling
Campbell Alexander. NOT the applicant, and requested documentation showing that the applicant is an Heir or
Assignee. The recorcs antain NO such documentation.  Furthermore, the 1957 easement was never recorded,
appears on no maps, and was not identified in the City's purchase agreements for the park land. It is important to
note that the 1977 Grant Deed from Stirling Campbelt Alexander to the college, which transfer the title to the
applicant’s parcel, omits any reference to the 1957 easement, and instead describes the parcel "together with
easements, all as described in legal description attached hereto”, which attachment ONLY describes the utility and
access easements across the lots 4 and 5 on Stafford Place (described in Note 1 on the Page 2B).

Note 2 - Park Master Plan

The draft master plan pages copied here are from an early rough draft which was subsequently changed. The
draft presented by the City staff to the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council on May 1, 2000, has aiready
been revised to show the driveways across the park being removed and revegetated. Since the 2000 draft master
plan has yet not been -..oroved at any level, it should not be cited or relied upon in this matter.

Note 3 - Width of Park Road

Until very recently, the road across the park was only 8 feet wide, as stated in the certified biology raport’ submitted
to the City for this project. However, while under appeal to the Coastal Commission, the road across the park land
wz~ widened by PLNU in October of 1999 without = permit, and without approval from the City Parks and Recreation
staff. The brush clearing and widening activity .ung the road was discussed in the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park
meeting on November 1, 1999 at which pictures showing the changes were reviewed. Subsequently, the fire
aepartment was contacted and PLNU then performed substantial additional clearing in response to the fire
department's issuance of an order to clear brush away from the existing structure and road. During this activity
several large, mature native plants were destroyed, including native sumac and lemonade berry plants. Photos®
taken while the work was under way show PLNU builldozers clearing the road. Lisa Woed, the city's biologist, did not
see the area until weeks after the majornity of clearing had occurred, and s6 she may not have known the extent to
which native plants were removed.

Note 4 - Utilities from Stafford

See Note 2 on Page 28 regarding water line. The most environmentally sensitive solution is for NO water lines or
oiher utilities to run across the park. All ulilities are readily available from Stafford Place, and the 1977 Grant Deed
orovides an easement across the northem boundary of lot 4 to provide for this connectivity. The argument presented
in the letter seems to confuse this pipe with surface runoff ("drainage”) problems NOT associated with water lines.
The long-term consequences to the park of placing these utility lines across the environmentally-sensitive
MHPA land consists of not only the impacts to wildlife during the initial construction, but years of potential interface
problems related to future breaks in the lines, brush management, and access for maintenance equipment.

Note 5 - Access Alternatives

See Note 1 on Page 2B. Even if the existing access arrangement from Stafford were not completely satisfactory to
the applicant, since PLNU owns all of the parcels in question, it should be simple for PLNU to modify the placement
of the Stafford access road to accommodate an acceptable site layout for their buyer. The current Stafford access
road is already paved, and has a quite gradual slope, except for one approximately 10-foot section. ltis
considerably less steep than the proposed new Clark driveway, which will require massive landform
alteration within the Hillside Review area.
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h‘his alternative}will result in approximately 2500 square feet of grading and clearing 2
within the hiilside review area of Lot 5. No biological survey was done on this lot. but b

more grading. The 2500 square feet mentioned above i tely for purposes of providing
an adequate{ turning radius at the street for a fire truck jo na

vigate the dniveway.
c. New Drivewav from Stafford to the W/

There is currently|no legal access fo Parcel A across Parcel B. If Parcel B were
deleted from the project, this would not be an option Even if it were, this alternative is not
as environmentally sound as the existing driveway. An extension of the new driveway
across Parcel B to the Irving residence would require moving an additional 200-30
yards of dirt and the addition of continuous retaining walls along both si e driveway.

3

All of this grading would be in d steep slope area pf the site adjacent to the Park.
Attached behind Tab 5 is a site plan showing the extension of the Clark driveway. Because
the slope of this driveway would not meet Fire Marshal standards, the existing driveway
from the College across the Park vould still be required to allow emergency access to both
Parcel A and the upper slopes of the Park according to the Fire Marshal.

4, Deck

The plans show that thekieck does not encroach into steep slopes.] The deck is elevated; it
is not at grade and therefore requires no disturbance to the slope. The footungs are to be located in
an area of Zone 1 brush management, and no additional brush management is required forthedeck. 6

3 Alternative [ ocations for the Size and Location of the House /

Enclosed behind Tab 6 is a site analysis which outlines thdonly area of Parcel A that could
be developed without encroaching either in steep hillsides or sensitive vegetation. This area is only
approximately 2500 square feet or 4% of the Parcel. Any alternative would therefore require some

encroachment inte ither steep hillsides or sensitive vegetation. The currently propesed resi 7
will essentially be located on the pad of the existing residence and will minimiz

these areas. Furthermore, as noted above, the residence, gara

.14 floor area ratio where .60 is allowed. 8

Neither the applicants nor th= owner of the property is asking to subdivide the property.
Netther-are they asking to develop each of the existing legal lots. But for the sake of comparison,
we have had a site plan prepared that shows the intensity of development that could be propesed on
the two exisung legal lots by remodelng the eXisung residence on Parcel A, wiuch would require
no permits, and building a new residence on Parcel B. The site plan is attached behind Tab 7.
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Page 4B

Note 1 - Missing Diagrzm

We do not understand the reference to 2500 square feet of clearing on Lot 5. Was there a missing diagram in our
copy of the most recent package submitted by the applicant? Or, does this refer to the diagram for placement of the
easement in the 1997 ezsement relocation agreement?

i Note 2 - Fire Safety

We DO request that the provisions for fire safety {hydrants, turnarounds, sprinklers) be applied fairly for each access
alternative proposed, and that the total distance from a public street, and from the nearest fire hydrant, be- showrn for
each proposed fire access, as previously requested by City staff®. The currently proposed new Clark driveway does
NOT meet the fire regulation standards, and the access across the park is described as an "extreme distance
from the nearest fire hydrant” in the letter to the Fire Marshal attached to applicant’s package.

Note 3 - Legal Access

See Note 1 on Pages 2E and 3B.

Note 4 - Location of Garage

The alternative road along the steep slope is only required if the garage is placed at the east side of the lot. The
obvious solution is to relocate the garage to the west side of the property, near the Stafford driveway.. it could
te underground, to minimize the visual impact. The distance to the house from the existing Stafford road, or from the
top of the proposed Clark driveway, is less than 30 feet, and only a few feet higher. Relocating the garage would
principally affect the 5,000 sq. ft. lawn, which would have to be reduced in size to allow for access from the front.

Note § - Deck

. The deck is located entirely within the hillside review area, with footings embedded into a steep slope. How is that 1ot
I encroachment? it would create a significant negative impact on the viewshed from the park. In addition, the plans
show stairs placed on the same steep slope, east of the deck, which would further endanger this highly unstabie
hillside. In a letter'® dated June 30, 1999 City staff directed the applicant to remove the stairs form the plan.

! Note 6 - Alternative Location of House

As shown, this alternate location would be in conformance with the goals of the LCP, and is the most enviconmentally
sensitive site for the house. A two-story structure in this location could yield 5,000 sq. ft. home, which would aise be
much more consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

Note 7 - Plan to Subdivide

if the applicant intends to argue the case for multiple dweifings, a sample plan for subdividing the property shauld be

submitted for review to show the buildable area of each lot. Then the commission could more reasonably determine if
the claim of building these residences is credible. If only 4% of the parcel is developable under the land use cade, as
js stated in the letter, it is very uniikely that subdivision the lots would be approved.

Note 8 - Two Residence Alternative

The SCNP Recreation Council has not reviewed the plan to develop two conforming residences, on the two lots, but
might prefer this approach as it moves the structures away from the park boundaries, and aiso eliminates the need
for the new Clark driveway. However, this approach would need to also eliminate the access road across the park to
be acceptable.
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6. Alternative Analvsis for Lawn

The currentjlocation of the lawn prea is the only logical one. Please recall the exhibit behind
Tab 6. The lawn is proposed on the flattest remaining portion of Parcel A, a portion that represents
a tiny percentage of the subject site on which some disturbed habitat exists. Based upon the exhibit
located behind Tab 6, there would be no other area suitable for a lawn. The lawn area has been
included in all calculations considered »y the City with respect to habitat disturbance and grading_

7. Fence : Z

' Thelfence is an essential part pf the development for the applicants. They have four young
children, and the open fencing will give them some peace of mind when their children are outside
on the property. At the same time the fence will establish private property boundaries for bothr the
children and unwanted trespassers. The Park is unfortunately a gathering place for individuals who

are using drugs and alcohol. Litter, cans, glass bottles and drug paraphernalia are left throughout
the Park.

The cpenness of a fence will also allow small animals to come and go from the prdperty. But
it is important to note that no reputable expert has identified a wildlife corridor across the property.
Even if such a corridor existed, it would cwrrently be interrupted by the barbed wire fence across the

Navy property south of the Park. 3

Also please note in the draft Eark Master Planlthat the north part of the park is to be fenced .
along its boundary line and access is to be restricted. (See map behind Tab 1.) A clear delineation
between parkiand and private property is also appropriate.

8. Certificate of Compliance

The Certificate of Compliance can be found behind Tab 8.

9, MSCP Mapping Ertor

The Ciry concluded administratively that they had erred in including the subject property
within the MHPA. Enclosed behind [ab 9 is the City’s original MHPA Map. The line runs directly
through the currently developed site. The City did not intend to include developed properties within
the MHPA The scale used by the City in its mapping was such that some property was
unintentionally included. It is only when specific development proposals are submitted that such

errors are iden:ified and can be corrected. In this case the existing residence would have been within
the MHPA.

Also, much of the site supports non-native or disturbed vegetation communities which differ
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Response to April 18, 2000 Additional Information RE: #A-6-LJS-99-143/Irving

Page 5B

Note 1 - Alternative Lawn

The letter does not address the obvious alternative of making the 5,000 sq. ft. lawn smaller, allowing raom for the
c2-zge at the driveway in front of the house, or the siling of the house farther away from the Park. Furthermore,
¢onsiderable native habitat will be destroyed by the construction of this turf lawn.

[Note 2 - Alternative Fence

We agree that a fence is essential, as it will prevent househoid pets from roaming the park, as well as protect the
applicant's young children. However, the fence should be installed along the line of the hiliside review area
rather than at the park boundary. This would provide better protection for the children from the steep slopes, as well
as preserve the "open space” area for wildlife, thereby easing the transition between the private property and the
park. The wildiife in the park currently depends upon this area to traverse from the northeastem canyon ta other
paris of the park. Contrary to the applicant’s disparaging assertions, the biology report for this project
specifically describes the MHPA preservation area adjacent to the Irving project as a "wildlife corridor”. This
report was prepared Helix Environmental Planning, Inc., a firm chosen by the applicant, and certified by the
City of San Diego. As proposed, the fence would cut off the majority of area currently used by small mammals in
this area. The report states "the wildlife corridor is expected to be utilized by small mammals such as
skunks, foxes, opossums and rabbits as well as migratory birds.” The design of the applicant's chain link fence
does not show how it could accommeodate the free cassage of these types of animals.

Note 4 - Master Plan Foace

See Note 2 on Page 3B regarding this draft of the Master Plan ~ the fence has already been deleted in the most
current draft.
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from the MHPA - :pping designation for this area of coastal sage scmb The
correction resuhs in deleting .72 acre from the MHPA of which .2} isturbed coastal sage
scrub/chaparral, .= acre is disturbed habitat, and .05 a gloped. Impacts to the disturbance
of the jalready disturbed coastal sage =<run/chaparral ]wﬂl be mitigated by purchasing preserved
habitat of the same type Off site or conributing to the city’s habirat acquisition fund.

10. Legal Owner

I believe vou already have a letter on file from Pomt Loma h
this application. The Irvings are in escrow and have 0 apply for the CDP.

11, IClearing of Driveway |

While the appeal has been per.cing, issues were raised as to whether illegal clearing of
vegetation had occurred along the driveway. Attached behind Tab 10 is a letter prepared by the
College and confirmed by the Assistant Fire Marshal, Samuel Oates, which states that the clearing
was done in accordance with City policies and at the request of the Fire Marshal.

With this information, we assume that you will be able to prepare your report and
recommendation. If you need additional information, please let me know.

Very tpuly yours,

s

L{nne L. Heidel
of
SULLIVAN WERTZ McDADE & WALLACE

A Professional Corporation
Enclosures

cc: Mr. Craig Irving
Ms. Rebecca Irving
Mr. Enc Nasiund
James R. Dawe, Esq.
Mr. Art Shingler
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. Note 1 - Disturbed Habitat

Even though much of the site and adjacent parkland contains disturbed native habitat, these areas are a vajuable
part of the wildlife habitat. The applicant's plans only protect the plants designated as "sensitive”; however the ather
native plants and evenr some of the non-natives provide an important function within the overait environment. The
wholesale destruction of these other plants in the lawn area on the site, and in the park land along the road and
property boundaries, may do irreparable harm to the park's function as a wildlife habitat and MHPA preserve.

Note 2 - Clearing of Driveway

See Note 3, Page 3B. While the Fire Department may be satisfied with the clearing that was done, it is their function
te “ocus on the protection of structures, not the environment. The letter from the college is misleading to the extent
that it fails to acknowledge that the brush clearing began in October, prior to any contact with either the Fire:
Cepartment or the City Park and Recreation staff. Furthermore, the brochures provided to the college by the Fire
Depariment’s staff emphasized the need to check with other City depariments to obtain the necessary permits before
performing the brush clearing. However, the college did not obtain any permits, and performed the majornity of the
clearing on park land without supervision by a qualified biologist, as is required on MHPA designated land. Their
defense of this practice makes it seem likely that this is the approach that they would again take in the

future.

Attachments

“ Bhoto-Map of Irving Property showing 3 driveways being considered in this matter,

' Minutes of tha May 3, 1999 meeting of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council

2 April 28, 1997 Easement Relocatién and Road Maintenance Agreement between PLNU and Clarks

3 July 11, 1977 Indivicual Grant Deed from S. Campbell Alexander to Pasadena College

* October 26, 198¢ Zasement Relocation and Lot Line Adjustment Agreement between lrvings Clarks

® Minutes of the May 12, 1999 Peninsula Community Planning Board meeting

& October 29, 1998 email from Planning Department {o applicant (Dan Stricker's file, p. 49)

7 Certified Biology ~eport from Helix Environmental Planning Inc., dated March 25, 1999, pp. 4-5

® Photos: 1) pre-clearing taken April 1999, 2) bulldozers in operation November, 1989, 3) bulldozers
and workcrew in operation November, 1999, 4) post-clearing measurement of 24 ft. width at
entrance to drive

° December 9, 1998 letter from Planning Depariment to applicant (Dan Stricker's file, p. 47}

% June 30, 1999 letter from Planning Department to applicant (Dan Stricker's file, p. 8)
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RECEIVEY)

California Coziial Commission JAN 25 2000

Llaurinda Owens COAS%AUFORNIA

3111 Camino del Rio #200 SAN DIE AL COMMISSION
GO

San Diego, CA 92108-1725 COAST DISTRICT

Re: Irving #A-6-PEN.99-143

The proposed Irving development should be rejected because:

1.

n

The city accepted a Mitigated Negative Declaration instead of a full E.LR. in this
environmentally sensitive, dedicated parkland. A full E.L.LR. is required.

The subject property is bounded on three sides by Sunset Cliffs Natural Park.

The Multiple Habitat Planning Area would be adversely affected by such
construction denying presently available access for wildlife.

The Local Coastal Program adopted by the City is expressly repudiated by
this proposal.

The present road easement of 8feet would be increased to 16 feet (including
shoulders) in width, extending 160 feet across the parkland, impeding wild-
life access to a sensitive canyon.

Access to the applicants parcel already exists from an adjacent city street
and therefore construction of a new driveway would not be necessary.

In the best interest of sound planning and environmental protection I urge
the commission to deny the Irving project.

Sincerely, |
/@;’\ﬁé/&/i.&,/___
Kay Harry

876 Golden Park Ave.
San Diego, Ca. 92106w



Tuesday, January 25, 2000 214 PM To From: James A Peugh, Page: 1of3 3

SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY
2321 Morena Boulevard, Suite D ¢ San Diego CA 92110 ¢ 619/275-0557

January 22, 2000 ' R% EHWE@

JAN 2 5 2000
Commissioners of the California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA
3111 Camino De Ric Nosth '
; . . «
San Diego, California 92108-1725 %Noﬁgsé%ggmgg?gq

Submitted by FAX: 619-521-9672
Altn: Laurinds Owens

Subject: Request that the Commission reject the application for the construction of the Irving
residence in Point Loma, San Diego, A-8-PEN-99-143.

Dear Commissioners:

The San Diego Audubon Society is very concerned with the potential environmental impact
of this project, especially to the native wildlife and vegetation of this area.

We urge that the Commission not grant a Coastal Development Permit for this project until it
is significantly ‘modified to avoid or at least minimize its considerable and unnecessary
environmental impacts. The project could disrupt the wildlife connectivity between 8 acres of .
the MHPA from the rest of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park and from the Navy's Point Loma
Ecological Reserve to the south. It could isolate € acres of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park from
public access. The proposed residence would be virtually surrounded by MHPA land and could
cause considerabie edge impacts to the adjacent habitat area. Specific impacts of the project
will be discussed in following paragr:..hs.

We urge that the Commission also require that the applicant set forth adequate mitigation
measures to fully offset the impacts of the project that can not be avoided. The mitigation
provided in this project is not adequate to offset the projects impacts on the habitat vaiue of the
MSCP preserve, Sunset Cliffs Natural Park, and on public access. Thase measures should
offset impacts related to habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and erosion impacts.
Needed mitigation measures will be listed in following paragraphs.

BACKGROUND

The structure that is currently on the property is very small and is surrounded by minimal
non-native landscaping and no fencing. Traffic to that building through the existing road
easement is minimal. The building was part of the college. The proposed home will be
extremely jarge with a non-attached residence and garage; the fencing will extend well into the
habitat areas; the roadway will have to be widened and native vegetation removed; a large lawn
area and landscaping will introduce aggressive non-native plants to the Preserve; and the

expanded roadway, roofs, driveways, and hardscape areas will risk increased runoff and
erosion problems.

WILDLIFE CONNECTIVITY :
This project will require variances from City regulations for the construction of retaining
walls, up to 15°6" high, for a driveway. o the west of the proposed house, . These wails would .
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prevent wildlife movement west of the prcposed house. The planned residence, other
structures, fencing, lighting, and lands= ~aping would seriously limit wildlife movement through the
project area itself. The 160-foot road casement, across City Park land and the MHPA, to the
property would impair wildlife movemenit to the east of the property and increase the likelihood
of road kill and vulnerability to predators for wildlife that try to cross the road. The combination
of these wiil s=-iously impair north-south wildiife movement across the entire camridor that should
connect the six acres to the rest of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park and the MHPA. If this easement
continues to be the accessway for this development the City would require that the roadway be
broadened, and vegetation removed, increasing the habitat fragmentation and loss of corridor
value for wildlife. We urge that the Commission not approve the development unless the
applicant agrees to maintain the wildlife corridor value by abandoning the road easement and
modifying the project to provide acce~- . the property from the west side (Staffordshire Place)

only.

FIRE FUEL CLEARANCE AREAS

This project is surrounded by habitat, much of it native. Fire clearance requirements will
require that vecstaticn be removed from the zone surrounding the house, and the vegetation in
the next zone out will have to be substantially thinned. As the house and other structures will
occupy a lot of land, the clearance zones will be very large, and will degrade or destroy a lot of
habitat value. We urge that the shape and the area covered by structures be substantially
modified to reduce the fire clearance impact.

MSCP PRESERVE IMPACTS

A major portion of the property, 0.72 acres, had been included in the MHPA, but was
removed in a "Boundary Correction” by the City. It is not clear why this arbitrary adjustment was
made, or if any offsetting boundary adjustments were made to maintain the adequacy of the
MHPA for these extremely scarce coastal slope habitats, or if there is some evidence or
agreement that the MHPA contains more than enough coastal slope habitat area to fully protect
the species covered by the MSCP.

MSCP PRESERVE IMPACTS, EDGE EFFECTS

The proposed development is adjacent to the Preserve and to Sunset Cliffs Natural Park on
three sides. This will cause significant edge effect impacts to the Preserve, unless protective
measures are taken to reduce these impacts. Unfortunately, reduction of lighting impact
appears to be the only edge impact on the surrounding habitat that has been addressed by the

City.

The natural drainage from the property is into the MHPA. Any dry season runoff from
irrigation or pavement rinsing will run off into the MHPA. This could promote erosion and an
infiltration of invasive vegetation within the preserve. Any wet season runoff will be increased in
volume and accelerated in flow by the roofs, driveways, walkways, etc. of the project, which will
also encourage invasive plants and erosion.

The Commission should not consider approving the project until the following mitigation

measures are incorporated into the project to minimize edge impacts to the habitat of the Park
and the Preserve:

Abandon the road right of way through the park and MHPA,

Keep pets 50 feet from the border with the MHPA.

Protect the MHPA from artificial lighting.

Require that runoff from the developed area and driveway not flow into the MHPA or be slowed
and diffused to sheet flow before entering the MHPA.
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Require that fencing not prevent or discourage wildlife from crossing the property.

Require that all vegetation planted in the ground be of species that are native to coastal San
Diego.

Require that any non-native vegetation be in fully contained planter boxes, no closer than 50
feet to the border with the MHPA to rrevent invasion.

If lawn areas are necessary, require that they be kept 50 feet from the preserve, small in size,
-and that frequent monitoring and eradication be provided to make sure that the grasses do
not escape into the preserve,

Require that the property be kept free of non-native invasive plants.

Require that the use of pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and fungicide use be limited to areas
within 20 feei of the residence and at least 50 feet from the border with the MHPA.

EVENTUAL USE OF THE PROPERTY

SDAS appreciates that the applicant has expressed a desire to protect the habitat value of
the site. However, we urge that the Commission fo consider that fact that the proposed house
will probably change occupants many times. Future residents may have no understanding of
the impacts of their activities. Also, this is a very large residence and has additional residences
over the garage. The proximity to the college suggests, under future owners the house could be
occupied by large numbers of residents, such as students, faculty, campus guests, parents,
meeting facilities, etc., resulting in heavy use of the driveway for residents and services and
likefihood of considerable foot traffic into the Preserve. Rigorous protections and mitigations
that are enforceable need to be incorporated into this project to ensure that it is only used as a
single family residence. Requiring that the proposed home and the auxiliary residence be
reduced in size would also help to reduce the likelihood of overly intensive use of the site in the
future. ' '

CONCLUSION

We urge that urge that the Commission reject this project and urge that the developer return
with a project in which the habitat impacts are reduced, the roadway easement is abandoned
and access be provided via Stafford Place, the scale of buildings, landscaping, and fencing
substantially be reduced, and that adequate and enforceable mitigation measures be
incorporated ic ‘ully protect the habitat value of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park, the MSCP preserve,
and park user access. Please keep us aware of future actions and information on this project at
619-224-4591 or peugh@home.com.

Respectiully,

fem.a, e /c?%é

James A. Peugh
Coastal and Weilands Conservation Chair




January 20, 2000
Margaret Lange
1085 sunset Cliffs Blvd
San Diego, CA 92107

california Coastal Commission

San Diego “rea

3111 Camino Del Rio North, suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108-1725

RE: Appeal No: A-6-Pen-38-143
Irving and PLNU

Questions about February Coastal Commission Hearing:
Logical Access Reduces Environmental Impacts

Did anyone think about future property ownhers of the Irving
development?

Looking at a map, it is obvious that owners of this lot
would only have to go 3 blocks to get to the nearest
collector street, H111 Street, if they accessed from
stafford Place. However, if they went through the MHPA and
Sunset C'iffs Natural pPark and pPoint Loma Nazarene
University(PLNU) they would travel much farther to get to a
main collector street, Catalina.

PLNU has 2000 full time equivalent students, which is at
Teast 3000 students and faculty at this small campus.
Everyone must go in and ut one entrance which frequently
has a long line of cars. Frequently PLNU has cultural and
sporting events which cause big traffic jams. Irving and
future owners will routinely be at the mercy of this
inadequate access route. If his four children go to Sunset
view Elementary school, which is three blocks away by
Sstafford access I can’t see him going about three quarters
of a mile to get there through the college and park.

Can’t anyone see the logic?

His apparently stubborn resolve to widen and use this park
road will not only destroy a beautiful part of a coastal
park. The park would abandon this road as it tramples a
narrow wildlife connecting corridor. If it remains as a
road the students will always try to park in there further
destroying the natural appearance of the park.

Dear commissioners, please try to remedy this bad
situation. N i
Thank you, Margaret Lange



January 20, 2000
Dedi Ridenour
1071 Sunset Cliffs Bivd
San Diego, CA 92107

California Coastal Commission

San Diego Area

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108-1725

RE: Appeal No: A-6-Pen-99-143
Point Loma Nazarene University
Craig Irving

Using the12/14/99 California Coastal Commission staff report I have organized
my comments and referenced the pages in that document.

Overall the staff stated most of the major coastal environmental issues very well.
The main issues that need clarification are the magnitude of the visual impact
and the cumulative long-term habitat destruction.

The loss of this last large western facing open space parcel of Point Loma
bounded on three sides by city dedicated open space public park and MHPA is a
large impact on the City’s coastal resources. It should be added to the park to
retain the integrity of the wildlife corridor and to preserve the two historic
resources.

If it can not be added to the park at a bare minimum the development should
not adversely impact the park and MHPA,

This document seeks to show how this development is not consistent with the
LCP, Hillside Review Ordinance, Chapter 3 of the Recreation Policies and the
Muitiple Species Conservation Plan.

Page 5

1. Since new conditions apply as of January |, 2000, how does this zffect this
project?

2. Since the certified LCP requires that the home and access road(s) be sited
in @ manner that has the least damage to the environment, can we now ask
that the logical revision to the project which reduces the adverse impacts to
the park end MHPA be studied?




Alternative: Move the house west and south partially onto Parcel B. Turn the
whole house on a pivot point of the northwest corner clockwise 90 degrees.
Move the garage/guest house to access by Stafford Place. Delete canyon deck
and stairs in hillside review area. Abandon road easement to east thru
park/MHPA. Place fence within Zone 1 Brush Management Line. Keep predator
pets within that fenced area except if on a leash. Extend the no-build zone to the
Hillside Review line.

Impacts of alternative

Reduces visual impact

Buffers and protects the park/MHPA

Reduces the impact of brush management in MHPA

Protects the Hillside Review area

Conforms to LCP

3. Roads sited for least environmental damage

Vacate 160 foot road eastern easement across sensitive habitat protection area
of park. Access property solely irom the west either along existing easement
across Lot 5 from Stafford Place or a new driveway.

Utilizing a road across sensitive coastal sage scrub MHPA area in a dedicated
natural park certainly does not " retain the visual quality of the site, the aesthetic
qualities of the area, and the neighboring characteristics by utilizing proper
structural scale and character”. . .

To understand the visual impacts digital photos are needed:
From the south (near the Lotus house on park land)
From the lower parking lot or the ball field area
From the Southeast (from the west high knoll)
From the trail head at Lomaland Drive and life estates access road.
From the Ezst along the park trail (easement road)
From the cross on PLNU visitor parking lot overlooking North Canyon
From the trail terminus overlooking North Canyon in the Park
From the North Canyon east, middle and west end
From the west (near the end of “tafford Place in the park)
From the west (on the trail from the upper parking lot)
From the west (on the trail from the lower parking lot)
Please request these simulations showing the house and guest house It does
not seem rezsonable to ask the commissioners to rule on this development
without this information. The photos should be certified by a registered architect
as to accuracy and full disclosure.
Thank you in advance for your careful consideration and action on these
requests. Please call if you have questions.
Smcere!y,,
K J_,f
N Dedi Ridenour, 619-222-8983



January 23, 2000 Robert Wedgewood
1071 Sunset Cliffs Blvd
San Diego, CA 92107

Attn. Laurinca Owens

California Coastal Commission

San Diego Area

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108-1725

RE: Appeal No: A-6-Pen-99-143

Craig Irving Applicant
Areas for resc. _tion before Coastal Commission Hearing February-—, 2000

The following are some environmental cnncems that were not resolved in the course of the city's
processing

Development Footprint's impact on Diegan Coastal sage scrub

Development footprint is much larger than indicated in the negative declaration. Grading and clearing of
4858.5 sq.ft. for house and garage, 4,724.1 sq. fi. for landscaping plus 5,100 sq. ft. of paving plus the
realigning and widening of private easement in the public park of at least 2,000sq.ft. and subtracting the
existing house and garage of 1,675 sq. ft. plus about 1,500 sq. ft. of grass around the building equals
~11,500 sq. ft. or about a third of an acre.

The additional development foot print cause by the zone 2 brush managemernt zone and the traversing
the site with construction equipment cannct be adequately assessed without further informationt but
this is much more than the 0.16 acre of Diegan coastal sage brush.

What is the cumulative impact of all of this construction, brush management and planting of non-native
plants? Please see landscape plan which shows non-natives.

What are the current actual zone 2 brush management boundaries? How does this impact this last
parcei of native and old growth chaparral on the west side of Point Loma? How does this compromise
the mission of the natural park to revegetate and rehabitate with native plants and animals?

Doesn't the proximity of the adjacent 640 acre plus Federally protected Ecological Preserve make this
land a more vaiuable and fragile resource worthy of exira effort to preserve?

MHPA

Most of this parcel was correctly mapped as Multiple Species Habitat Protection Area(MHPA) as it
clearly contains substantial stands of old growth chaparrai including very large samples of the sensitive
species, Wart stemmed Ceonothus. 1t is clearly a migratory pathway for birds, animals and insects
between two portions of the adjoining park land which is in the MHPA and connects directly to the 640
acres of federally protected ecological reserve to the south. The “error” was overcomrected to exclude
this land and an administrative meeting was held Feb.19, 1999 among staff who did not fully have the
impacts of their decision available. | have been told that the staff that met on adjusting the MHPA
boundary were heavily influenced by City Council members and the lawyers for the livings. Further |
understand that the director of the MSCP, George Story did not know of the Federally Protected




Ecological Preserve on the Point. Further he did not know of its connectivity 10 the 68 acre natural
park. Can this have been a comect process? This was not a mapping problem and must be corected
‘0 by Coastal Commission staff to reduce the adverse environmental impacis of this project.

{ would recommend:

The MHPA area be restored or a new boundary be placed on Parcel A that recognizes the proximiy to
the Ecological Preserve and the south swale’s critical connectivity function to the three plus mile long
wildiife comdor. We have very little unurbanized land on Point Loma, Virtually na land on the west side
is left.

Reduce the development footprint and reorient the house away from the park and MHPA..
Allow no predator pets outside the Zone 1 fenced brush management zone .

Prohibit predator pets access within 50 feet of MHPA boundary.
Off Site Drainage Source

Prior 1o selling this parcei of land, as a condition of final sale, the 8" storm drain which now drains
PLNU onto the park and down into the south swale must be rerouted out of the park or conducted to
the storm drain that irving will need for this massive conversion of landscape tc hardscape.

Coastal Commission should recognize that the public have not been able to see the actual grading
pians so it is impossibie io see where the drains will be constructed and whether they will keep water
out of the park. Recent studies have show how coastal bluff failure is related to landscape watering.
The proposed 5000 square feet of law: requiring of up to 100 inches of equivalent rainfall per year
amounts o a severe erosion potential. The Sunset Cliffs hillside area is used by geology professors {0
show the erosive effects of piping of grour water. Lawn is not native plant landscaping and should be
prohibited.

WWII Historic Site

I am a WWII veteran who treasures our local WWII heritage. I remain very concerned
that public access will forever be denied to a significant WWII coastal defense site. Can
the Coastal Commission do anything to help ensure that this site is preserved and made
accessible perhaps annually to historic groups?

Thank you very much for your time and careful consideration to these issues.
Very Sincerelv,

Robert Wedgewood
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RECEIVER
Dedi Ridenour
1071 Sus-=t Cliffs Blvd MAY 2 6 2000

San Diego CA 92107 CALIFOR
NIA
COASTAL COMMISSIO
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTQCT
California Coastal Commission May 25, 2000
San Diego Area

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108-1725

RE: Apneal No: A-6-Pen-99-143
Point Loma Nazarene University
Cre’z Irving

According o California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) a mitigated negative
declaration (MND) may be prer--cd by the lead agency (City of San Diego) if the project
proponent agrees to modify the project to reduce or eliminate any significant or
potentially significant adverse effects identified by the lead agency's initial study. [Pub.
Resources Code,# 21080, subd. ( ¢ )(2)]. The applicant as of this writing has not agreed
either verbally or in writing to most of the mitigations requested by City or Coastal staff
to potent iy mitigate the adverse effects to insignificant.

CEQA's "fair argument” standard establishes a low threshold for requiring the

preparation of an EIR in order to fulfill CEQA's substantive environmental mitigation

policies and objectives, As the California Supreme Court has stated, an EIR is necessary .
to resolve "uncertainty created by conflicting assertions” and to "substitute some degree

of factual certainty for tentative opinion and speculation” [No Oil, In¢. v. City of Los

Angeles] (1975) 13 Cal.3d 68,85.]

This developer has not been willing nor required to modify his project since its initial
presentation. There has been no official environmental review of alternative sitings. He
has incotrectly stated that all alternatives are more environimentally damaging.

There has been no analysis as required by CEQA of the whole of the project and its long-
term impacts on the scarce and fragile coastal resonrce.

Because there have been substantive arguments as to the actual environmental impacts of
this project an EIR needs to be prepared before the California Coastal Commission can
legally and in good conscience act on this project. )

This project is surrounded on three sides by a critical coastal resource, Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park. .

A major issue missed in initial environmental assessment due to staff not understanding
the purpose and knowing the boundaries of the Park.

Findings required by Coastal Act

A-6-PEN-99-143 .
LETTERS OF
OBJECTION/CONCERN
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May 25, 2000 Robert Wedgewood
% Cordelia Wedgewood
1071 Sunset Cliffs Blvd
San Diego, CA 92107

Attn, Laurinda Owens

California Coastal Commission

San Diego Area

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108-1725

RE: Appeal No: AGPen08-153  Cralg Irving AppRcant

Acreas for resolution before Coastal Commission Hearing June 13, 2000

This fetier from Robert Wadgewood is being re-ssused because he passed away May 8, 2000. He was

very conoemed about the park and a memaniel grove of nalive plants is baing planted in his honor in

&ammmved The issues ha reised hers are still velid end need resolution before any approvals on
s subject.

The foliowing are some environmental concems thet were not resolved In the course of the city’s
processing

Development Footprint's Impact on Disgan Coastal sage scrub

Development footprint is much larger than indicated in the negative declaration. Grading and deaving of
4858.5 sq.i. for house and garage, 4.724.1 sq. f. for landscaping plus 5,100 sq. fL. of paving plus the
realigning and widening of private easement in the public park of al least 2,00Qsq.ft. and sublracting the
existing houcs and garage of 1,675 sq. 1. plus about 1,500 sq. fl. of grass around the bullding ecuals
~11,500 sq. & or about & third of an acre,

The additions! development foot print causa by the zona 2 brush management 2ono and the traversing
the site with construction equipment cannot be adeguately assassad without further information but
this is much mere than the 0.16 acre of Diegan coastal age brush.

Whal is the. cumylative impaat of all of 4\is construction, brush management and planfing of non-native
plants? Plaase sea landscape plan which shows non-natives.

VWhat are the cument aclugl zone 2 biush menagemant boundaries? How does Bhis impact this iast
parcel of native end old growth chaparral on the west sida of Point Loma? Howdoqsﬁﬁsmpmmiso
fhe mission ~f the natural pack fo revegetaie and rehabitate with nativa plants and animals?

Dossn't the proximity of the adjacent B840 acre plus Federally protacied Ecological Pregerve make this
land a more ~luable and fragile resource worthy of extra effort to preserve?

MHPA
Most of this.pancel was corectly mapped as Mulliple Species Habital Protection Area(MHPA) as il
contains substentisl stands ¢ *~id growth chaparral including very large samples of the senshtive
species, Wart stemmed Ceonothus. it is clearly a migrefory pathway for birds, animals and insecls
between two portions of the adioining serk fend which is i the MHPA and connexts direclly & the 640
acres of federally protected ecologics! rzsarve to the south. The "enor” wes overcorrected to exclude
this tane »7d an administative meating was held Feb.19, 1988 among staff who did not fully have the
impadts o heir declsion available, | have bean told that the staff that met on ad}us{mgthe MHPA
boundary ware heavily influenced by City Council members and the lawyers for the Irvings. Futher |
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Margaret Lange May 24, 2000
1085 Sunsaet Cliffs Blvd
San Diego, CA 82107
California Coastal Commission Rm E HW E @
San Diego Area
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Sults 200 MAY 2 6 2000
San Diego, CA 92108-1726 CAUFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
RE: Appeal No: A-6-Pen-89-143 SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

irving and PLNU
Dear Commissioners:

| hava lived In Sunset Oliffs since the 1950's. | supported the Park since

the 1970’s. Now | find that one special place is being made nearly

unhusable for our meager wildiife and park users by one person’s greed.

Irving doesn't need to hurt the park to build his house!

I undersiznd that he won't discuss simpie changes that would stiil glve 3
him that enormous house on the last big parcel of undeveloped private |
land on the west side of Point Loma, The City seems overly impressad

with his paiiticat connections and his money for lawyers. | hope you are

independent enough to sea that this is the type of project the Coastal Act |
was designed for.

Please Insist that this project be resubmitted, redesigned with access . |
from the city street not through a dedicated City park. The 20 foot wide |
1680 foct long access road he stubbornly insists on using is a wildiife

corridor and the critical link betwean the most verdant part of the park

and the other 40 acres. This area is filled with native plants and links up

with the 650 plus acre Federally protected Et¢ologloal Preserve to the

south. This is critical constal sage scrub and chaparral of which there Is

very litlle left. irving could mave his housa to the west and tuck his garage

underneath and use the perisctly good existing access road off Stafford

Place. Is it greed or pride that makes him not want to share this existing

road with his neighbor, Clark? Sure he needs this access road off

Stafford abandoned. Then he can putin a 5000 squars foot lawn In place

of the wart stemmed ceonothus (a protected plant). Aiso he can cut the

heautiful eroded bluffs on Stafford and make Clark use a 20% grade

driveway that is a real visual blight.

Can you help him to see that going to and from his home from Stafford Is
preferable both for him and h's family than wandering through the park
where we sometimes have iomeless and ctiminals hiding? It is preferable
to have urbanization next to axisting urban homes and keep natural open
spaces open and connected. Ask for a redesign or an EIR.

:{J{m é#*‘e\}\ r\/\ EL,-
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THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT ENCROACH UPON ANY EXISTING
PHYEI"AL ACCESSWAY LEGALLY UTILIZED BY THE PUBLIC OR ANY
PROPOS5L PUBLIC ACCESSWAY INDENTIFIED IN AN ADOPTED LCP LAND
USE PLAMN; NOR WILL IT OBSTRUCT VIEWS TO AND ALONG THE OCEAN
AND OTHER SCENIC COASTAL AREAS FROM PUBLIC VANTAGE POINTS,
FACT: The new project seriously impacts a public coastal viewshed.

1. Project will degrade views © »a1 two of the eight Primary Observation Points
proposed by the Park Master Plan (now in review) in the hillside park section.

A. This project blocks coastal views from the northernmost proposed viewpoint of the
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. The Irving building, approximately 100 feet lonig and 100
ft v--'e and 30 feet high, will completely dominate and obstruct this now pristine
ocean view. The North Canyon overlook site now allows unobstructed views to the
north, south and most importantly west.

B. The Irving project will also degrade the view to the north from the highest point in
the park, also proposed by the Master Plan as Primary Obscrvation Point.

C. The view from the narrow connecting corridor between the major park and the North
Canyon nature preserve wili change from a meandering way through densely grown
chaparral and trees to a paved road. The road accesses across the public park to a two-
story 800 square foot garage right on the western boundaty of this narrow MHPA
wildlife connecting corridor. To build this close to the projects boundaries the City
requir>d a cinder block wall with no windows or doors. This is a visual assault on the
park’s vision of a natyral woodland for retreat from urbanization,

This project is not compatible with the present setting,

An EIR could evaluate a revised project which could move the obstructing garage to

logical proximity to a city street and place the main house about 100 feet to the west

allowing latge trees and chaparral *5 be required to screen the house. A revised project
could be much less visible since only the thirty foot high and wide part of main house
would be visible if house was rotated.

Please insist that the viewshed impacts be shown visually or ask for a site visit. This park
is one of & kind and needs your help to preserve it. I believe that an environmentally
sound project can be built on this side without seriously degrading the Park. The present
project is not it.

ﬂm@w for your kind consideration and action oh this matter.

Singefely’,
Dedi Ridenour

a2
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undersfand that the director of the “.5CP, George Stary dit not know of the Fadorally Proteded
Ecological Presarve on the Point.  Further he did not know of ds connectivity to the 68 atre natural
park. Can this have been a correct process? This was not a mapping problem and must be corected
fo by Coastal Commission staff o reduce the adverse environmental impacts of this project.

1 would recommend:

The MHPA area be restored or a new boundary be placed on Parcet A that recognizes the proximity to
theEwodgal Pmaveaﬂﬁemhmﬂaaiﬁcdwmecﬂﬂyﬂmcﬁontoﬁetﬂudg?nﬂegm
y:lggeoomw.Wshavavecylitl!ewubaimdlmdonPoimLoma.Virtuallynnlmdonmewestsida
{

Reduce the development footprint and reorient the house away from the park and MHPA.
Allow 1o predator pets outsida the Zone 1 fencad brush management zone.

Peohibit predator pets access within 50 feet of MHPA boundary.
Off Site Yrainage Source

Prior to selling this parcel of land, as a condition of final gale, the 8 storm drain whidh now drains PLNU
onta the park and down into the south swate must be rerouted ot of the park or conducted to the storm
drain that Irving will need for this massive conversion of landscapea to herdscape.

Coastal Commission should recognize that the public have not beea able to 8o the aclual grading
plans so it is impossibls to sae where (e draings will bo constructad and whether they will keep water
out of the park. Recent studies have-show how coastal. bhuff faikure is related to landscape watering.
The proposed 5000 square faet of lawn requiring of up 1o 100 inches of equivalent rainfall per year
amounts (0 & severs enosion potential, Tha Sunsat Cliffs hiliside area is used by geology professors to
show the erosive effects of piping of ground water. Lawn is not native plant landscagping and should be

prohibitas,
WWI Histeoric Site .

Lam a WWIJ veteran who treasures our local WWII heritage. Iremain very concerned
that public access will forever be denied to a significant WWII coastal defense site. Can
the Coastz! Commission do anything to help ensure that this site is preserved and made

accessible perhaps annually to hi«ioric groups?

Thank you very muck for your time and careful consideration to these issues.

Very Sin~erely,
Vo Y
Robert Wedgewood % Cordelia Wedgewood
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June 6, 2000
TO:  California Coastal Commissioners on ;Tff\tlﬂ;ﬁ«‘!-it!\
o o COASTAL COMMIELICH -
California Coastal Commission SAN DIEGO CCAS MiSThA
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200 <4

San Diego, CA 92108

FROM: Ann Swanson, Chair
Sunse* Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council
3611 Warner St.
San Diego, CA 92106

Re: Agenda 10a, June 14, 2000 - Opposed
Coastal Development Permit Application #A-6-LJS-99-143/Irving

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

The Sunset Clii™~ Natural Park Recreation Council is deeply concerned about the 160" X 20" wide
private access easement across the environmentally sensitive MHPA and Sunset Cliffs Natural Park
when access from Stafford Place is both feasible and significantly less environmentally impacting.

A close review of the Staff Report reveals key missing facts regarding the, admittédly, very
confusing issue of access to both the = :plicant’s property and to that of his neighbor on the north
(Clark). See Alternatives for Access Roads, page 13.

CLARK ACCESS - Information on the access the applicant proposes to build for the Clark’s is
missing entirely i1 the staff report yet the 120.1' driveway from Stafford Place will: 1) result in
approximately 2,041.7 square feet of grading on up to a 20% slope in the Hillside Review area, 2)
remove native habitat, and 3) require variances for six retaining walls varying in height from 7' 10"
to 15' 10". The new Clark driveway will not meet the Fire Department’s criteria for fire and
emergency access! Adding to the confusion is the fact that the extension referred to in the last
paragraph on page 13 actually refers to the possibility of extending from the Clark access, not the
preferred Stafford Place access described next.

STAFFORD PLACE ACCESS - An “Easement Relocation and Road Maintenance Agreement”
dated April 28, 1997 (See attachment) provides for access from Stafford Place for 4 separate
parcels/lots including the applicant’s property and the Clark’s. While the applicant estimates this
alternative would require removal of approximately 2,500 square feet of habitat in this area, it would
actually save approximately 2,740 square feet of habitat by not creating the Clark access and by
abandoning the access through Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. Advantages to implementing this
alternative include: 1) emergency access from the nearest city street for both the applicant and the
Clarks, 2) no need to build a new driveway for the Clarks, 3) no retaining walls, 4) abandonment of
the access across MHPA and Sunset Cliffs Natural Park, and 5) saving more potential habitat.

Clearly, implementing the 1997 “Easement Relocation ... Agreement “ from Stafford Place as
described above is a winning solution! The 2,040+ square feet of grading in the Hillside




Review area would not be needed. By doing the math, one finds that approximately 2,740
square feet of "abitat would actually be saved by choosing the Stafford Place access. And
finally, the 160" X 20" of private access directly across the MHPA and Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park wildlife corridor could be removed.

The impact of access across the wildlife corridor seems to have been minimized in this report due to
aisinformation in the Commission staff tiologist’s report. On page 15, paragraph two, of the staff
report, it states *“ while the vegetation is good quality coastal sage scrub in the north canyon, the small
area connecting the north canyon with the remainder of the park is “fragmented” by the presence of
other development (residences and structures associated with the Point Loma Nazarene University)
and fences. There is no evidence that there is a viable wildlife corridor connecting the “northern
canyon” to the remainder of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park southwest of the site.”

The “residences and structures”, mentioned in the above paragraph are actually previous life estates
which are part of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park and are planned for removal in the Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park draft master plan. One of the goa:s of removing the buildings is to save the integrity of the
wildlife corridor which facilitates wildlife connectivity from the park’s northern canyon, lush with high
quality coastal sage chaparral, through approximately 3 % miles of protected habitat to the tip of
Point Loma. Since the unfenced applicant’s property currently serves as part of that wildlife corridor,
the fencing of the applicant’s property will restrict the flow through this corridor. Removal of both
the access easement across parkland and the buildings in the park would help to mitigate the impact
of the applicant’s project on the wildlife corridor. Additionally, In an area where such precious
resources are rare, connectivity and linkage for the habitat and wildlife become paramount.

While the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council supports the protective conditions
the Coastal Commission staff has placed on the approval of this project, we recommend adding
the condition that access to the site be from Stafford Place. Additionally, we suggest that
instead of contributing to the Habitat Acquisition Fund, the most meaningful mitigation for
habitat removal cnsite would be remeoval of the private access easement across parkland, an
easement which significantly impacts the coastal sage shrub habitat in the adjacent park.

Sincerely,

o7 / g .
Ann E. Swanson, Chair
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council

Attachments:
Easement Relocation and Road Maintenance Agreement
Map showing Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Boundaries




RECORDING REQUESTED BY

AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

Point Loma Nazarene College
Att'n: Arthur L. Shingler
3900 Lomaland Drive

San Diego, CA 92106-2899

SPACE ABOVE THas UNE FOR RECORDER'S USE

EASEMENT RE'.OCATION AND ROAD MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT

This Easement Relocation and Road Maintenance Agreement ("Agreement”) is dated
as of April Z8 , 1997, by and between PASADENA COLLEGE doing business as Point Loma
Nazarene College (the "College"}, and ROBERT D. CLARK and JERIE L. CLARK (the "Clarks"),

with respect to the following facts:

RECITALS:

A. The Coiiegé is the owner of three parcels of land located in the City of San
Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, more particularly described in Exhibit A

attached hereto (the "College Property"”).

B. Concurrently with the recordation of this Agreement or shortly prior thereto, the
Clarks purchased certain improved residential real property located in the City of San Diego,
County of San Diego, State of California, more particularly described in Exhibit B attached
hereto (the "Clark Property”).

C.. The Clark Property shares a boundary with the College Property on thé north
boundary of the College Property.

D. Access to the Clark Prope. iy and the College Property is presently available by
virtue of a roadway easement affecting the southerly 20 feet of Parcel A described in
Exhibit A and the easterly 20 feet of Parcel A described in Exhibit A {the "Old Easement”).
The Old Easement is legally described as Parcel 2 in Exhibit B attached hereto.

E. Arecent survey of the existing driveway improvements disclosed that a portion
of the driveway improvement is located outside of the Old Easement.

F. The College desires (i) to adjust the boundary lines of the parcels comprising the
College Property to conform to a certain Lot Line Adjustment Plan dated March 11, 1997,
prepared by Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates (the "Lot Line Adjustment Plan") and
attached hereto as Exhibit C, and (ii) to relocate the roadway easement and driveway

SO\10864103-4
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improvements to the location depicted on Exhibit D attached hereto (the "New Driveway
Easement”). '

G. The Clarks desire to prohibit the subdividing of the College Property.

H. The College and the Clarks desire to provide for an equitable sharing of the
repair and maintenance costs of the New Driveway Easement.

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency
of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT!

1. Quitclaim of Old Easement. The Clarks hereby quitclaim to the College all right, |

title and interest in and to the Old Easement. Additionally, the Clarks agree to cooperate with
the College in obtaining the City of San Diego's approval of the lot line adjustment described
above, provided the Clarks shall not be obligated to incur any cost or expense in connection
therewith.

2. New Driveway Easement. The College hereby grants to the Clarks a
non-xclusive easement and right-of-wav for ingress and egress over, along and across the
New Driveway Easement, the location of which is depicted on Exhibit D and the legal
description of which is set forth on Exhibit E attached hereto. :

3. Construction of Driveway Improvements and | llation of Landscaping. The
College, at its cost, shall construct the driveway improvement within the New Driveway

Easement and install the landscaping described in the Lot Line Adjustment Plan. The width

of the driveway will be approximately 14 feet. The College will be responsible-for all
engineering, legal, construction, landscaping, improvement and other costs necessary to
relocate the Old Easement to the New Driveway Easement. During the construction of the
driveway improvements within the New Driveway Easement, the Coliege shall use reasonable
efforts to minimize any inconvenience to the Clarks arising from such construction.

4. Prohibition on Subdividing. The College hereby covenants and agrees that the

College Property {presently consisting of three legal lots) shall not be subdivided in the future.

5. Road Maintenance. The cost and expense of maintaining and repairing the New
Driveway Easement (and related driveway improvements) shall be allocated equitably among
the present and future owners of the College Property and the Clark Property as follows:

The Clark Property - 25%
The College Property
Parcel A
Lot 4 - 25%
Lot 5 - 25%
Parcel B - 25%

The cost and expense of maintaining the New Driveway Easement shall include all reasonable
and normal road improvement and maintenance work reasonably necessary or appropriate to

SO\10841034
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. adequately maintain the private roadway and related drainage facilities in order to permit ali
weather access, including, without limitation, the filling of all chuck holes, repairing of cracks,
- repairing or resurfacing of roadway, repairing and maintaining drainage structures, removing
debris, maintaining signs, markers, striping and lighting, if any, and any other work reasonably
necessary or proper to repair and preserve the driveway for all weather access. |if the
driveway is damaged as a result of any action taken or contracted for by the College or the
Clarks, or any successor owner(s) of the College Property or the Clark Property, the party
taking action or the party contracting for the work which caused the necessity for the
extraordinary repair shall be solely liable for the cost of repairing the roadway to the condition
existing prior to such damage.

6. Repairs and Maintenance. The College and the Clarks may from time to time
designate an agent to act for them for the purpose of repairing and maintaining the New
Driveway Easement. Initially, the College and the Clarks designate the College as the agent
responsible for performing all repairs and maintenance work required or authorized by this
Agreement. The repair and mainterance work on the New Driveway Easement shall be
performed whenever a majority of owner(s) of the parcels benefitted by the New Driveway
Easement agree in writing that such work is needed. The agent shall obtain three bids from
licensed contractors and shall accept the lowest of the three bids. The agent shall notify
owners in writing of *he agent’s need for funds to satisfy repair and maintenance costs, and
each owner shall pay to the agent such owner's allocable share within 45 days after receipt
of such notification. The agent shall maintain an account, in trust, and shall maintain accurate
accounting records pertaining to such repair and maintenance work. The records shall be

. available for inspection by any owner or an authorized agent upon reasonable request during
normal business hours.” All such recsrds shall be retained by the agent for a period of
five years.

7. Collection of Costs. If the College or the Clarks, or any successor owner of the

. College Property cr the Clark Property, fail to pay his or her pro rata share of cost and

expenses required urder this Agreement, then the agent or any other owner of property

benefitted hereby shall be entitled, without further notice, to institute legal action for the

collection of funds advanced on behalf of such owner in accordance with the provisions of

- California Civil Code Section 845 and shall be entitled to recover in such action in addition to

the funds advanced, interest thereon at the rate of 10% per annum, until paid, and all costs

and disbursements of such action, inciuding such sum or sums as the court may fix for
reasonable attorneys’ fees.

8. Insurance. Each owner shall be responsible for procuring and maintaining his
or her own liability insurance, if any. Any liability of any owner for personal injury to the
agent hereunder or to any worker employed to make repairs or to provide maintenance under
this Agreement, or to other persons as well as any liability of the owners to any damage to
the property of the agent, any worker employed to make repairs or to provide maintenance
under this Agreement, or other persons as a result of or arising out of repairs or maintenance
undsr his Agreement, shall be borne amongst the owners in the same percentages as the cost
and expenses of such repair and maintenance are allocated. By this Agreement, the parties
do not intend to provide for any sharing of liability with respect to personal injury or property
damage other than that attributable to repairs and maintenance undertaken pursuant to this

. Agreement. Each owner agrees to indemnify, defend and hold the other owners harmless
from any and all liability for injury to itself or damage to its property whenever such injury or
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damage results from, or arises out of, or is in any way attributable to any maintenance or
repairs undertaken pursuant to this Agreement.

9. Parking Prohibited. Parking shall be prohibited within the New Driveway
Easement in order to improve safety associated with the use of the New Driveway Easement.
Any vehicle parked within the New Driveway Easement or adjacent thereto shall be subject
to towing and impoundment at the discretion of any owner of property benefitted hereby. The
cost of any towing and/or impoundment shall be borne by either (i) the vehicle owner or (ii) if
the vehicle is owned by a guest of an owner of property benefitted hereby, the parcel owner.

10. Covenant Running with the Land. The property to be burdened by the covenant
described in Section 4 above is the College Property; the property to be benefitted by such
covenant is the Clark Property. The property to be burdened by and benefitted by all of the
-other covenants anc restrictions contained in this Agreement shall be both the College
Property and the Clark Property. All of the covenants and restrictions contained in this
Agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding upon the College and the Clarks and
their respective successor owners. The foregoing covenants and restrictions shall run with
the land and shall be deemed to be for the benefit of the land of each of the owners and their
successor owners.

11. Binding Effect. The covenants contained herein shall be binding upon the heirs,
executors, administrators, successors and assigns of each of the owners.

12. Recordation. This Agreement shall be recorded in the San Diego County real
estate records and any subsequent purchaser of all or any portion of the land benefitted and
burdened hereby shall, by acceptance of the delivery of a deed and/or conveyance, regardless
of form, be deemed to have consented to and become bound by the covenants, conditions
and restrictions contained herein, including, without limitation, the right of any person entitled
to enforce the terms of this Agreement.

13. Amendment. The terms of this Agreement may only be amended in writing
upon the approval of a majority of the owners of the parcels covered by this Agreement;

provided, however, that the prohibition on any subdividing of the College Property may not -

be amended without the approval of the Clarks.

14. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the Stéte of
California. :

15. Severability. In the event that any of the provisions of this Agreement are held
to be unenforceable or invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, the validity and
enforceability of the remaining provisions shall not be affected thereby.

16. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any number of identical

counterparts, each of which shall be deemed to be an original, and all of which together shall

[BALANCE OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]
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. be deemed to be one and the same instrument when each party has signed one such
counterpart. .

The parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the date and year first set forth
above.

The College: The Clarks:

PASADENA COLLEGE doing business as
Point Loma Nazarene College

o P2

vh L. Bond, Presiden

ol

L

Arthur L. Shingler, Vice

SINI084103-4
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Exhibit E

' SGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE NEW DRIVEWAY EASEMENT

All that portion of Pucblo Lot 145 of the PUEBLO LANDS OF SAN DIEGO, in the City of
San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, according to Map by James Pascoe in
1870, filed in the Officc of the County Recorder of San Diego County as Miscellaneous Map
No. 36 and Lots 4 and 5 of LOM /. MAR VISTA, according to Map thereof No. 3240, filed in
the Office of the County Recorder of San Diego County, June 1, 1955, being 2n 18.00 foot
wide strip of 1and, the centerline of which is described as follows:

COMMENC? NG at the Southeast corner of Lot 3 of said Map No. 3240; thence along the line
common to said Lats 3 and 4, North 86°0000" West, 11.00 feer 10 the TRUE POINT OF
BEGINNING; thenee leaving said common line, South 04°00'00" West, 7.97 feet 1o the
beginning of a tangent 50.00 foot radius curve, concave to the East; thence Southerly, along

said curve, through a central angle of 19°26'00" an arc distance of 16.96 feet; thence South -
15°26'00" East, 34.26 fect to the b »nning of a tangent 300.00 foot radius curve, concave 1o
the West; thence Southerly, along said curve, through a central angle of 12°0715" an arc
distance of 63.46 feet; thence South 03°18'45™ East, 18.63 feet to the beginning of a tangent
55.00 foot radius curve, concave to the Northwest; thence Southwesiercly, along szid curve,
through a cenmral angle of 60°54'15" an arc distance of 58.46 feet; thence South 57°3530" West,
26.95 fect (o the beginning of a tangent 70.00 foot radius curve, concave 1o the North; thence

. Westerly, along said curve, through a central angle of 44°07'55" an arc distance of 53.92 feet:
thence North 78°16335" West, 4624 fect to the Westerly line of said Lot S, said point being

distance thereon North 04°00'00" East, 13.00 fect from the Southwest corner of said Lot 5.

Said strip of land shall be shortencd or lengthened so as to terminate Westerly in said Westerly
line of Lot 5.

CONTAINING: 0.135 acros, more or [css

Lolo V. Gl

Lonie K. Cyr P.J.S.6929Y Date
Expiration: 9-30-97

.
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I eague of Women Voters of San Diego
2801 Camino del Rio South, Suite 300G
San Dicgo, CA 92108

June 3, 2000

California Coastal Commission
3111 Camino de! Rio North
Suite 20¢

San Diego, CA 92108-1725

Re: Application # |0A-6-PEN-99-143
Coastal Commuissioners:

We are writing in regard to the plan of Craig Irving to design his residence with a
personal private roadway crossing Sunset Cliffs Park. His property legally has access oft
of Stafford Place, but he is trying to permanently eliminate this existing easement in

order to usz access through dedicated parkland so that he can have a 5000 square foot
lawn. Relocating his garage to access Stafford Place would require a reduction in the size
of this lawn area.

The League of Women Volers of St Diego has a position that states “roads through
parklands for non-park purposes siiould not be allowed”. A comer of the park would be
isolated from the rest of the park because of proposed barriers he wants to erect to
enclose his picce of land. The fenced-off arca would include the proposed driveway, if it
is allowed.

We are also questioning why the city of San Diego was not given the opportunity to
purchase this piece of land, which is bordered on three sides by Sunset Cliffs Park, when
Point Loma Nazarcne University decided to scll it,

We ask that you deny the applicant’s request to have access across Sunset Cliffs Park to
private properly. -

Sincerely,
Beryl TFlom. President
(858) 459-4406



UN 0 7 2000 A-6-PEN-99-143
CAUTCRML Agenda # 10-A
»AFPS}ETCA; e e iSTRICT Debra Blum

Oppose
Applicants: Craig Irving & Point Loma Nazarene University(PLNU)

Dear Coastal Commissioners;

Please note first and foremost in applicant Irving’s request that the
identified parcels $.D.532-034-04 and 532-510-05 are not on
Lomaland Drive they are actually situated adjacent to the San Diego
City street called Stafford Place. The parcels in question are at least
a 1/4 mile away from the city street of Lomaland Dr. across the
MHPA(multiple habitat protection area) dedicated regional natural
parkland and the private property of PLNU. There is an existing
gradually sloping easement road from the parcels to Stafford Pl. and
all the necessary fire hydrant, trash collection, etc. City services.
Answering a question from Chairman Steele at a September San
Diego City Planning Commission hearing, Mr. Irving’s architect
stated that it would be very easy to make a small change in his plans
to place Mr. Irving’s driveway directly to Stafford Pl. from the
garage area.

Mr. Irving’s demand to utiiize protected parkland with an expanded
road is very damaging to the public use of and the wildlife passage
in this dedicated park of native plants and animals. Mr. Irving does
not need to use this public park for his private road. Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park(SCNP) has already suffered much damage and erosion
from poorly designed construction.

Attached to the Irving home design is a plan to close the existing
gently sloping easement road that has not caused erosion and build
a steep 20% grade road with high walls for his neighbors to access
Stafford Pl. The rain storm water will flow down it to Stafford Pl
which drains down hill to the West toward SCNP and the ocean cliff
bluffs. This steep drive will add water and increase its acceleration
and then exacerbate the erosion in the park on the coast.

When there is any question the public interest should take
precedence over the private desires. It would be poor precedent to
not follow through with the Coastal Commission’s charge to protect
this MHPA natural Park on the Coastal bluffs. Please deny this
influential citizen’s request to use the public dedicated park for his




private expanded road across it. Also recognize if he uses the
existing easement road to Stafford Pl. there will be no need for him
to construct the steep 20% grade walled drive for his neighbors.

. %
Debra Blum

890 Cornish Dr.
San Diego CA 92107
June 6, 2000

Yours truly,




RBCHIVE]

Debra Blum

JUN 07 2000 890 Cornish Dr.
) S;QALUFORMA San Diego, CA 92107
COASTAL COMMISS 2N
5431 DIEGE: COAST BavhicT Sept. 4, 1999

Planning Commissioners

City Administration building
202 “C” Street, Mail Station 5A
San Diego, CA 92117

Subject: 98-1074/CDP/HR/CUP/VAR, IRVING RESIDENCE

Attention Members of the Planning Commission;

It is very sad that I, a private citizen, have been forced to investigate
City records and appeal to you because the City has not been
diligent in protecting parkland in Sunset Cliffs Natural Park (SCNP)
Point Loma Nazarene University (PLNU) is the current owner of
these parcels (532-034-045 & 532-510-05) in question which have
been put up for sale for private development and lists its own
Lomaland address. As a umiversity PLNU has taken a *“school
exemption” and never paid property taxes. This Lomaland address
is misleading because the parcel actually fronts on Stafford Pl. about
1/4 mile frcm Lomaland. If Mr. Irving purchases the land he cannot
claim the same school address or exemption. The parcels should
therefore be listed as Stafford Pl. as are the neighboring lots. Mr.
Irving should use the existing access road on the western end of the
parcel that connects to Stafford Pl. for his private residence needs
and services such as mail delivery, trash and recycling services as
well as fire and emergency vehicles. It is unacceptable planning for
Mr. Irving to demand that these parcels be removed from their
Stafford Fl actual location and be permanently attached to our
public dedicated City Park, and a private university. The
encumbrances created by such a combination will wreak havoc with
the tax rolls and the future sale of either these parcels or the private
college property. The easement across parkland must be removed
and Mr. Irving should redesign his residence to utilize access to
Stafford Place. This simple correction would be acceptable planning
for the City of San Diego and its citizens.




The best planning for the City of San Diego and its current
and_future citizens would be for the City Council to
condemn these parcels, per section 220 of the San Diego
City Charter, to add the property _to the _adjacent SCNP.

Mr. Irving has indeed spent time and money in his attempt to
privately develop the land in question, however, the following case
will show that the City need not take that into consideration when
deciding what to do with public parkland. In 1973, the acreage in
SCNP south of Ladera St. was acquired by the City from United
States International University (USIU). That land had also been
exempted from property taxes as “school land” and the City
adhered to the law that states that former “school land” should be
turned into “parkland” rather than private residences and added
the parcels to public parklend property. In June 1973, Mayor Pete
Wilson and his Council requested that the City Manager investigate
methods to purchase three privately owned parcels within that
acreage <south of Ladera St. to complete and maintain the integrity
of the park and remove private incursions. June 9, 1976 The City
Council adopted resolution No. 216152, which states and
determines that the public interest, convenience and necessity
require the acquisition of certain real property for development of a
public park. Funds had bcen secured in 1975, from a Federal Grant
under the Land and Water Conservation Act to assist in the
purchase. The private citizens had been regularly paying property
taxes on their land and they all had plans some well into the design
stage to build homes when the City by right of eminent domain
condemned heir land. These individuals were forced to defend
themselves in Superior Court (#383992) at great time and expense.
Capt. Ervin Lobreis was particularly aggrieved and took the case to
the Federal District Court, :he Court of Appeal, and on Sept. 14,
1979 the Supreme Court to which he made his final appeal refused
to review his complaint of condemnation. The case then went back
to the local California Superior Court where the City prevailed and
the private property owners who had continued to pay property
taxes throughout were forced to vacate their land because the public
would be better served by converting these privately held parcels
into parkland.

In light of the above case, to treat this developer and potential
property owner preferentially is wrong. PLNU has never paid
property taxes and they are a school similar to USIU and any land




they are divesting themselves of should be converted into parkland.
PLNU should have offered this land to the City before it was put up
for private sale. There was a request regarding “school land” to
parkland conversion but somehow it has been lost so that you have
not been to:d. I am sure the current City Council has the ability to
ask for funding to acquire the entire parcel of property that is no
longer needed by PLNU in the same way Mayor Wilson’s Council did.
These parcels are surrounded on three sides by protected dedicated
public regional parkland tiat is in the most endangered coastal sage
scrub zone of a Federal Multiple Habitat Protection Area (MHPA)
and includes a designated “bunker” of historical WWII significance.
Certainly the City Council can at least condemn any easement across
this parkland that does not serve the public and if developed will
cause significant damage to the park as Mr. Irving’s plan does. The
position that planning staff is asking you to support, allowing Mr.
Irving to expand a private -oad across and encroach into dedicated
regional parkland is a travesty of justice. What if any protection
does the City have to stop Mr.Irving and others from developing
these and other adjacent parcels into multiple family dwellings?
The damage to the surrounding MHPA public park and coastal
terrain and bluffs would be increased logarithmically. In as much as
PLNU is the owner of record of the land parcels in question,
approval of 98-1074/CDP/HR/CUP/VAR would actually give a
variance to PLNU. The PLNU Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requires
a 70 foot setback to protect surrounding community and parkland
from PLNU development and activities. You must direct City Council
to remove the easement across this very sensitive parkland. SCNP is
now a dedicated regional park therefore this proposed development
is of citywide significance, which renders this an extraordinary
appeal per Section 111.0507 of the Municipal Code. 1t is important
that your commission adhere to the spirit and rules of Section 55 of
the San Diego City Charter, which protects parkland from private
use. This entire issue is an insult to good government.

I here-by request that you reject Mr. Irving’s plan as presented.

Sincerely,

Debra Blum
(Enclosures: other related correspondence)




California State Coastal Commission
A-6-PEN-99-143
3111 Camino del Rio #200 Agenda item 10A
Kay Harry
Opposed

To the Members of the Commission,

I, and many other members of the Point Loma Garden Club,
am opposed to the proposed Irving development adjacent to Sunset
Cliffs Natural Preserve. Qur group has promoted parks and protec-
tion of the environment for our thirty years of existence, and we were
instrumental in securing and defending Sunset Cliffs Natural Preserve
in the past.

We are appreciative of the Commission’s efforts and support
in trying to make the Irving proposal conform to protecting the
natural plant and animal habitat by requiring native plants be used
instead of a lawn. We also strongly suggest that the garage be con-
figurcd to access at the existing easement to Stafford Place. We
heard Mr. Irving’s architect state that this was possible at a San
Diego Planning Commission meeting,

Ideally, this development should not be inserted into an area
with a dedicated natural park which is part of the Muitiple Habitat
Preservation Area that er*cnds one and a half miles along the Pacific
Ocean. If you find total denial for this project is not feasible, then the
mitigating factors above arc essential for the future of our coast.

Sincerely,
2o,

Ka;;{arry L7
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Office (619) 299-1743

S IE P RA | Conscrvation (619) 299-1741 .

Fax (619) 299.1742

C LU B Voice Mail (619) 299-1744

" TFOUNDED 1892

San Diego Chaprer

Serving the Environment in Sza Diego and Imperial Counties : ﬁ% E HW E@
Hon. Sara Wan, Chair JUN
Californja Coastal Commission 08 20 00
June 6, 2000 CAUFOR
RE: A-6-PEN-99-143, IRVING RESIDENCE IEGO COAsr osm IcT

Dear Chairman Wan and Commissioners:

The San Diego Sierra Club woulc like to bring to your attention outstanding issues raised
by this project. While we strongly support Staff’s alternatives analysis for the hillside
encroachment, siting, and design considerations of this complex project, we find the need
for addirional analysis, clarification, and factual corrections regarding perimeter fencing
and the a0 55 road through Sunset Cliffs Natural Park (SCNP). We would eppreciate the
Commission’s close consideration of the following concerns.

ACCESS ROAD ANALYSTIS:

While the Staff report, paragraph 2, p. 7, clearly. identifies that. . .bhe spplicant does not
want the neighboring property f¢ - ..n access across the subject site in the manner that
cutrently exists,” we believe the - ccess ultimately recommended by Staff is the design
choice of the applicant, and not the least damaging to the environment, the SCNP Master
Plan Update, or the Peninsula Plan. Nor is it, as the applicant claims, the “only legal
access 1o Parcel A.” (Paragraph 4, p. 13). The 1997 “Easement Relocation and Road
Maintenz ice Agreement,” signed by Point Loma Nazarene University (PLNU),
appears to provide legal access from Stafford Place to all parcels at issue, thus
eliminating both the need for access through the Park and the impacts from the new
access drive proposed to be built by the applicant for the Clark’s.

Variance Findings (SDMC 101.0502): The new access drive for the Clark property,
which would apparently not meet fire and emergency access requirements, would require
some 2000+ sq. f. of grading, plus a request for variances 1o build 6 retaining walls, from
7°10” to 15°10""in height, in the Hillside Review Overlay Zone. The discussion of this
portion of the project is confusing, and dots not clearly address the Clark access drive
location in relation to the road through SCNP; nor is there any analysis of the required
variance findings. Staff analysis of the variance findings are critical to the determination
of whether there are special circumstances not of the applicant’s making that would
Jjustify the request, and whether denial of the 6 retaining walls necessary for the proposed
Clark access. would deny the applicant reasomable use of the property. Nor is there
discussion of whether the variances would adversely affect the Community Plan.

3820 Ray Stroet, San Diego, CA 92104.3623
www.siereaclub.org
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Office (619) 299-1743
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Fax (619) 299-1742

C LU B Voice Mail (619) 299-1744

,..JL. FOUNDEN 1892

San Diego Chaptex . ‘
Serving the Envitonment in San Diego and Imperial Countes

A-6-PEN-99-143
June 6, 2000
Page 2

PERIMETER FENCE AND MHPA BOUNDARY CORRECTION :

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service took issue in the environmental document with both
the proposed perimeter fencing and the MHPA mapping “error.” Without further staff
discussion, we are unclear what the basis is of the Comumnission staff’s override of the
Service’s recommendations. The opinion of the Commission’s staff biologist also raises a
strong question of what “residences and structures” belonging to PLNU werc the basis of
the determination of fragmentation. It appears that the structwes referenced may be the
life estatcs that are to be removed Tom the Park as part of the Master Plan Update.

We strongly support the statement of the Service that “It is critical that corridors are
retained to ensure connectivity between habitat patches. The project would result in the
need for a “boundary correction.” The “boundary correction” would allow for a perimeter
fence (around the cntire site), trail system, and landscaping which may degrade/eliminate
connection of habitat on the Point Loma peninsula.” While the Service concludes with
the recommendation that a meeting be set up to discuss alternatives to the proposed
fencing, the Staff report has no details of such an alternatives discussion.

OFF-SITE MITIGATION:

While the City has insisted the Commission use the 1999 San Diego Mumicipal Code for
this review, the City had no hesitancy in using the Biology Guidelincs of the new Land
Development Code in its own analysis. We believe this was procedurally improper since
the LDC only becanse effective in January 2000. We are further dismayed that the City is
currently. s in this project, declaring any site smaller than 5 acres to be “small and
isolated,” with sensitive on-site habitat allowed to be developed in exchange for
“contributions” at fire sake prices to the City’s habitat acquisition fund. As a result, the
impetus is not to protect and restore severely depleted coastal sage scrub. To the contrary,
the City’s MSCP funding goals arc trumping coastal communities’ plans which address
maintaining and restoring the habitar.

If, as the Staff report states, the Commission cannot address the MSCP because the City
refused to allow the Commission to participate in its creation or to include it in the
certified LDC, we believe the Commission can address the issue either from the Land

Use Pla~ nerspective or, in the case of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park, from the perspective of
“Environmentally Scnsitive Habitat Areag,™ as defined in PRC 30107.5, and which are
addressed through the Coastal Development Permit findings.

3820 Rsv Suceet, San Diego, CA 92104-3623
www.sietraclub.org
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Office (619) 2991743
Conservation (619) 299-1741 :
Fax (619) 299-1742

Voice Mail (619) 299-1744

San Diego Chapter
Serving the Environment in San Diego and Imperial Covnties

A-6-PEN-99-143
Irving residence
Page 3

Ifthe City's approach is allowed o stand on this site, which is within the Commission®s
appea! jurisdiction, there will be significant future losses of irreplaceable coastal habitat,
Currently i» the pipeline arc at least seven coastal projects with off-site mitigation. The
bigger the inpact, the more doliars for the MSCP. Coastal community plans were neither
written nor reviewed for this situation. We urgently request your consideration of why
on-site or Coastal Zone mitigation cannot be required.

CONCLUSION: _
In conclusion, we strongly recon: <end approval of the project subject to:

1. Adoption of the site access idexified in the April 1997 “Easement Relocation and
Road Maintenance Agreement,”

2. Periz. ~er fence location to be shifted adjacent to the living area adjoining the
structure.

3. Tmpact mitigation to be directed (o Sunset Cliffs Natural Park, in the form of either a
non-us¢ deed restriction for the 1957 casement access, or financial contribution to
preservation and enhancement of Park resources.

Thank you for your consideratiorn.

goanne H. Pearson, Co-Chair :

$an Diego Sierra Club Coastal Committee

. 3820 Ray Street, San Diego, CA 92104-3623

www.sierraclub.otg
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January 20, 2000
Dedi Ridenour
1071 Sunset Cliffs Bivd
San Diego, CA 92107

California Coastal Commission

San Dieo Area

3111 Camino Del Rlo North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108-1725

RE: Appeal No: A-6-Pen-99-143
Point Loma Nazarer Unlversity
Cralg Irving

Using the12/14/99 California Coastal Commission staff report I have organized
my comments and referenced the pages In that document.

Overall the staff stated most of the major coastal environmental issues very well,
The main issues that need darification are the magnitude of the visual impact
and the cumulative long-term habitat destruction.

The loss of this last large weste  facing open space parcel of Point Loma
bounded on three sides by city dedicated open space public park and MHPA is a
large impact on the City's coastal resources. It should be added to the park to
retain the Integrity of the wildlife corridor and to preserve the two historic
resources.

If it can not be added to the park at a bare minlmum the development should
not adversely impact the park and MHPA,

This documenit seeks to shaw how this development is not consistent with the
LCP, Hillside Review Ordinance, Chapter 3 of the Recreation Policies and the
Multiple Species Conservation Plan,

Page 5

1. Since new conditions apply as of January 1, 2000, how does this affect this '

roject?

2. gincJ:e the certified LCP requires that the home and access road(s) be sited
in a manner that has the least damage to the environment, ¢an we now ask
that the logical revision to the project which reduces the adverse impacts to
the park and MHPA be studled?

.ax
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Alternative: Move the house west and south partially onto Parcel B. Turn the
whole house on a pivot point of the northwest corner clockwise 90 degrees.
Move the garage/guest house 16 access by Stafford Place. Delete canyon deck
and stairs in hillside review area. Abandon road easement to east thru
park/MHPA. Place fence within Zone 1 Brush Management Line. Keep predator
pets within that fenced area except if on a leash. Extend the no-build zone to the
Hillside Review line, :

Impacts of alternative

Reduces visual impact

Buffers and protects the park/MiPA

Reduces the impact of brush management in MHPA

Protects the Hillside Review area

Conforms to LCP

3. Roads sited for least environmental damage

Vacate 160 foot road eastern easement across sensitive habitat protection area
of park. Access property solely from the west elther along existing easement
across Lot 5 from Stafford Place or a new driveway.

Utitizing a road across sensitive coastal sage scrub MHPA area in a dedicated
natural park certainly does not * retain the visual quality of the site, the aesthetic
qualities of the area, and the nelghboring characteristics by utilizing proper
structural scale and character”. . . ;

To understand the visual impacts digital photos are needed:

From the 2outh (near the Lotus house on park land)

From the lower parking lot or the ball fleld area

From the <~utheast (from the west high knoll)

From the trall head at Lomaland Drive and life estates access road.

From the Sast along the park trail (easement road)

From the ¢ross on PLNU visitor parking (ot overiooking North Canyon

From the trail terminus overlocking North Canyon In the Park

From the North Canyon east, middle and west end ‘

From the west (neat the end of Stafford Place in the park)

From the west (on the trall from the upper parking lot)

From the west {on the trail from the lower parking lot)

Please requast these simulations showing the house and guest house. It does
not seem reasonable to ask the comm!ssionershoruleontmsde\!e!opment
without this information. The photos should be certified by a registered architect
as to accuracy and full disclost~a.

Thank you in advance for yoi careful conslderation and action on these
requests. Please call if you have questions.

Sincerely, :

D41 Ridenour, 619-222-8983
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California Coastal Commission
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Ste. 200
San Diego, CA 92106-1725

Dear Commission Members,

I am writing as a longtime resident of Pt. Loma and fan of Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park environs since the late 50’s v'hen I attended a Youth Leadership Training on the
then campus of Cal Western. I want to congratulate the Coastal Commission’s careful
consideration of the proposed plan, Application No.: A-6-PEN-99-143.

I have been a witness of the blight incurred by people-made encroachments on the
natual terrain accelerate over the years. Irrigation has been problematic not only for
exacerbation of run-off on the steep terrain, but also the threat irrigation poses for the
indigenous inhabitants of the landscape. For example, the coastal horned toad, a recent
resident of Pt. Loma has not been sighted in 90’s. As the story goes Argentine ants have
been introduced, have loved the artiT.cially introduced irrigation and have destroyed local
populations of indigenous ants on which the diet of the coastal horned toad is dependent
(researched at UCSD by A. V. Suarez, D. T. Boger and T. J. Case (1997). “The affects of
fragmentation & invasion on the native ant communities in southern California
Ecology”). ‘
My primary concern is for the necessary regard for the native habitat surrounding
the “footprint” of the proposed building. The proposed structure will be intrusive as it
extends into native vegetation and wildlife corridor. I urge the Commission Members to:
1) hold firm to what you have outlined as requests and restrictions, 2) that you will pay
close attention to the size of the imprint, 3) the invasive nature of the proposal, 3) the
potential for exacerbating the depletion of native species, and 4) the potential for
contributing to the downhill erosion of this unique local resource.

While I am not an official member of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Advisory
Council, I have attended numerous monthly meetings, participated in giving input for the
Park’s Master Plan and I attended the Los Angeles meeting of the Coastal Commission
when this particular issue was on the agenda. I will not be attending the Santa Barbara
meeting, but my thoughts will be with you.

Thank you for your caring attention to this matter.

With warmest regards,
Y
AN & 7L,
Barbara Booth Keiller, M.S., MFT

Barbara Keiller, M.S., MFCC

3725 Talbot Street, Suite D, San Diego, California 92106 (619) 223-2165

FAX (619) 223-4462
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Chairwoman Sara Wan and Members of the California Coastal Commiission
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Re: Coastai Development Permit Application #A-6-1.1S-89-143/Trving
{tem 10a on Wednescdav. June 14. 2000

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Members of the Commuission:

We represent the applicant, Craig and Rebecca Irving, with respect to the referenced project.
The Irvings have reviewed the Staff Report and Preliminary Recommendation and concur with the
majority of the six (6) Special Conditions and with most of the analysis set forth in the Findings.
However. we request that Special Conditions | and 5 be modified as discussed below.

L

THE GOAL OF THE PROJECT IS TO CREATE A FAMILY-ORIENTED HOME
IN ANATURAL SETTING

The Irvings instructed their architect and landscape architect to design a family-oriented
home that would maintain and improve the existing natural setting. The subject property is located
adjacent to the Sunset Cliffs Narural Park which creates a seciuded setting for the residence.
Although the property was originally developed before the Park was created, the goal of the Irvings
and the architect is to redevelop the parcels in a manner comparible with the adjacent Park and to
improve the Park where possible. In order to minimize intrusion into narural slopes. the new home
will be located in the same location on the property as the existing residence. The proposed residence

A-6-PEN-99-143
LETTER FROM APPLICANTS
REPRESENTATIVE (SENT BY

'MAIL TO COMMISSIONERS) = * -~
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will echo the Greene and Greene architectural style which emphasizes a use of natural marterials and
an almost organic relationship between the man-made structure and the natral setting. Behind Tab
1 are photographs of residences thar are the inspiration of the one being proposed.

The two existing lots total approximately 1.3 acres. The floor area ratio of the proposed
residence is [ 5%, where 60% is allowed. Coverage of the development is only over 27% of the site.
Of the 1.3 acres, almost one (1) acre wiil be preserved in its natural state or revegetated with native
species to improve its degraded condition. Behind Tab 2 is the Brush Management. Revegetation
and Planting Plan which illustrates those areas to be preserved as natural. This will benefit the Park
and will be in keeping with the goal to maintain a natural setting for the home.

The project also enhances the Park by capping old water and sewer lines, improving
drainage, and contributing 34,500 to the Park. In summary, the style and extent of development are
complementary to the Park and are consistent with the LCP.

IL

CONTRARY TO THE APPEARANCE CREATED BY THE APPEAL,
THE PROJECT HAS WIDESPREAD SUPPORT IN THE POINT LOMA COMMUNITY

The dispute between the appellants and the Irvings has its roots in the fact that the appellants
would like to see private holdings of Point Loma Nazarene College incorporated into the Sunset
Cliffs Natural Park. The College has entered into an escrow to sell the subject parcels to the Irvings
rather than dedicate them to the Park. Despite the vilification of the applicants by the appellants, the
Irvings are committed to improving and sustaining the Park. As stated above. except for the house
and lawn, the plans will maintain and. in fact, revitalize the natural setting.

We concur with Staff’s analysis of the issues raised by the appellants. For the record we
have attached behind Tab 3 responses t0 the comments made by the appellants to our letter dated
April 18, 2000. Both our letter and the appeilants’ responses are included in the Staff Report and
Preliminary Recommendation. Furthermore, while the appellants have described themselves as
representatives of a huge constituency. they in fact represent only one element of the Point Loma
Community interested in the Park. There has been no consensus in the Point Loma Community
about the development and nature of the Sunser Cliffs Narural Park. and the views of the appellants
should not be assumed to represent the official position of the City or the immediate neighborhood.
In fact. there is a fundamental disagresment about the nature of the Park which just last week was
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exhibited in a public meeting where the overwhelming majority of participants objected to elements
of the Plan proposed by the appellants. The project is supported by the immediate neighbors and
many residents of Point Loma who use the Park. Behind Tab 4 are letters from residents who
support the project.

818
THE PROPOSED BRUSH MANAGEMENT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE LCP

San Diego Municipal Code Section 101.0454 (Hillside Review Overlay Zone) reguiates
encroachments into slopes 25% and greater. SubsectionI. specifically applies in the Coastal Zone.
A copy of the Code is attached behind Tab 5. Although Staff acknowledges thar a 10%
encroachment into the slopes is allowed, they state on page 10 that "...such encroachment is only
permitted when no other feasible alternative exists to provide reasonable use of the site and avoid
the encroachment." There is no such qualifying provision in the Municipal Code Section. There is
no discussion of feasiole ziternatives in the HillsideReview Overlay Zone, not even in the Section

on Findings. The Code simply states that encroachment may be permitted per the encroachment
table.

The 6% encroachment, well below the 10% permitted in the encroachment table, is into the
slope area to the north of the residence. No grading is proposed in the slope area. However, brush
management is required. Because the Irvings want to preserve the natural setting, they worked with
the Fire Marshal and City environmental staff to come up with a brush management plan that would
allow native vegetation to be preserved and enhanced in the Zone 1 brush management zone.
Accordingly, all existing native vegetation within Zone 1 is to remain in place. No clear cutting or
grubbing is allowed. All exotic vegetation within the existing disturbed slope area is to be removed
and replaced with native and natualized plants. Native plants are to be added to areas where removal
of dried plant litter and thinning have exposed areas of unvegetated ground. Fimally, only drip
irrigation is to be allowed in Zone 1, simply to insure survival of native species that are dormant in
the summer. The notes on the Plan found behind Tab 2 state these requirements.

Speciai Condition 1.a. requires a redesign such that no clear cut of natively vegetated slopes

is required for brush management. Because no clear curting is proposed. we request that this
condition be deleted. '

Apparently, Special Condition 1.b. which reguires a 30 foot setback from the steep siopes
is intended to provide an area for brush management. Since the additional 30 feet is not needed for
brush management, Special Condition 1.b. should also be deleted.
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Finally, Special Condition 5.a. is inconsistent with the Findings, in that it apparently would
require the elimination of the lawn area on the site. Page 12 of the Staff Report states i essence that
there is no LCP provision that prohibits removal of native vegetation for the lawn area. The lawn
is proposed over a flat area of the site that is currently traversed by a paved driveway. Special
Condition 5.a. would require all plant materials to be drought tolerant, non-invasive, native or
naturalized plant species. To eliminate a lawn would be unreasonable. The Irvings are not
proposing a swimming pool or tennis court, two typical requests on large properties, but they should
be allowed to have an outdoor play area for their children. (They currently have four children under
the age of five.)

We request that Condition 5.a. be modified to allow the lawn area as shown on the current
landscape plan.

If Staff could agree to these changes, we would concur with the Staff Recommendation..

Iv.
THE PROJECT DOES NOT IMPACT ANY VIEW CORRIDORS

Special Condition 5.b. and c. require planting of seven specimen size trees to screen the
structures from a "prospective vista point in the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park to the south.” There is
no vista point. The Park plan is a work in progress. The appellants are correct: the March 2000 plan
did not show a vista point, but the May 2000 draft does. City staff has told us that this vista point
was specifically requested by the appeilants. Inreality, the area of the alleged vista point is currently
developed with homes which the City leases to private individuals. The City has no plan to evict
these individuals and no plans to demolish the homes. The appellants would like to have the City

do this, but the City uses the revenue from the leases to help maintain the Park, and the Park planners
do not want to lose this revenue.

Even if a vista point is someday created as the appellants hope, four (4) existing 50-foot
torrey pines are located along the slope between the would-be vista point and the proposed residence.
In addition, the planting plan calls for three (3) more torry pines on the south side of the residence.
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V.

WE REQUEST YOU APPROVE THE PROJECT AS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF
WITH THE MODIFICATIONS SET FORTH ABOVE

The project as proposed and conditioned is consistent with the City of San Diego LCP.
Accordingly, we request vou approve the project.

-~ Very-truly vours. | v

[%nne L. Hetdel

of

SULLIVAN WERTZ McDADE & WALLACE
A Professional Corporation

Enclosures
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RESPONSE TO RESPONSES FROM APPELLANTS TO LETTER FROM SULLIVAN
WERTZ MCDADE & WALLACE

We are responding oniy to those responses that contain misinformation or are refevant to our
argument. The responses are numbered to coincide with the appellants responses.

Page 2B. Note 1 - Legal Access

The only legal access recognized by the Preliminary Title Report and the City is the existing
driveway from the College. The appeilants protests to the contrary, no matter how vociferous, do
not change that fact.

Page 2B, Note 3 - Community Opposition

The Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Rec Council has about 14 active members. It is a closed
group that does not welcome opposing points of view. Individuals who do not agree with the
appellants have been tacitly refused membership. 2. The Friends of Sunset Cliffs appears to be a
sham organization. It has never 1o our knowledge held a meeting and has failed to cash a
membership check from Mr. Irving. 3. One of the members of the Rec Council is a member of the
League of Women Voters, but we have no knowledge that the League ever formally considered the
project. The applicant was never asked to make a presentation to the League. 4. No presentations
were made to the California Native Plant society. 5. Two requests by Mr. Irving to the Sierra Club
made through the Surfrider Foundation of which Mr. Irving is a lifetime member, received no
response. The residents who live closest to the Park support the project. With the exception of the
two appellants, none of the opponents live near the Park.

Page 3B, Note 2 - Park Master Plan

We concur with the appellants. The Park Master Plan is merely a draft that will be subject
to public input and will undoubtedly be revised many times. Therefore it should not be relied upon.

Page 3B, Note 3 - Width of Park Road

The driveway has not been widened. The majority of the paved driveway exceeds 12 feet.
Itis not § feet wide. The clearing referenced by the appellant occurred after the appellant called the
Fire Department to report alleged violations of the fire code by the College. According to the City’s
biologist, Lisa Wood, no native plants were removed and in fact the native dwarf stemmed ceonothus
was saved because of the clearing of non-native plants.

Page 3B, Note | - Alternative Lawn

The lawn is approximately 3,890 square feet in size, not 5000 square fest.

Page 3B, Note 2 - Alternative Fence

There is no wildlife corridor.
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April 2, 2000

'Chairwoman Sara Wan and fellow Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan and fellow Coastal Commissioners,

We live immediately next door to the Irving Residence and are in full
support of their plans for many reasons.

The Irvings have-agreed to help construct a new driveway adjacent
to our property for our exclusive use. Access for us will be greatly
improved while also providing access for emergency vehicles, non-
existent today. '

Security will be greatly enhanced. We are constantly plagued by late
night noise of people drinking and picking up the evidence the next
morning of empty bottles and drug paraphernalia. We also have to
chase people off our property late at night. There has also been an
increase in the amount of homeless people wandering up towards
our property looking for a place to sleep. We can’t imagine living
here with small children, nor can we imagine anyone denying the
Irvings the right to security for their family by denying them the
right to fence-in their property-We-look-forward to-an-end to the
noise and disruption and the peace and quiet that will come with
this new house.

Prior to the Irving’s’ proposed residence, the University was planning
to sell off the three separate parcels for development. Had those
plans come to fruition, we would have had another house right on
top of ours. As it is now, that will never happen as the Irvings are
building behind us and have agreed not to develop the parcel
adjacent to us.

It seems obvious that one house, as opposed to several, is the least
impact full to the area. We are in full support of the residence and
hope you agree. The Irvings and this house are not a negative impact
in any way to the park or the surrounding neighborhood. The impact
will be just the opposite. If the opponents want to make a positive

727 STAFFORD PLACE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92107
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impact on the park and the surrounding area, they should figure out
a way to clean up the park and kick out all the drunks and drug

users.

T g

Don and Jerie Clark



April 20, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

I have been a lifelong resident of Point Loma and have used the Park since a
amall child, The opposition to the Irving project is a conspiracy of three
women, who despise the University, and their close friends at the Sierra Club
and the Leagus of Women Voters. The Andubon Society opponent is a friend
and member of the Sunset Cliffs Recreation Council. With all of the
challenges of erosion, homelessness and drug use the Park faces, the Sierra
Club and League of Wamen Voters have never befors weighed in with their
help or opinions. It is evident that their energies are misdirected for personal
vendettas with the University, which has nothing to with the beneficial,
quality home the Irvings are trying to build.

Very truly yours,
Randy Rubin

3950 La Cresta Drive
San Diego, CA 92107




Derek R. May

747 Suafford Place
San Diego California 92107
Tel # 619 - 224 - 5569

April 3, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan

Members of the Coastal Commission
Care of San Diego Office

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, Ca. 92108

Dear Chairwoman Wan and fellow Members of tﬁé Coastal
Commission,

I live at 747 Stafford Place, three houses away from the
proposed Irving residence. My property is adjacent to the north
canyon, which is also adjacent to the Irving property. I am
concerned about the opponents to Mr. Irving’s development,
whc want to open up pedestrian access to this canyon where
none legally exists today.

I have observed trespassers in this area, all of whom are a
threat to.the natural vitality of the canyon, and a threat to the
safety of those of us that Live adjacent to the canyon. In recent
months I have observed and photographed motorcyclists
making new paths up the canyon and damaging both the flora
and fawner of the area. On occasions, joggers, bicyclists,
rowdy partygoers and homeless people have tried to use the
canyon and totally upset the wild life eco system. |

The north canyon is a land locked area that should be
preserved as a wild life sanctuary where animals can enjoy
protection from human pollution. There are several sites where
people have made camps leaving behind drug paraphernalia,
beer cans and bottles, (which create an imminent fire hazard
in this area).
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The canyon has steep grades and is not accessible without
destroying the natural habitat. If it is opened up to public
access there will be the inevitable accident and rescue crews
will destroy the fragile eco system. :

The Irving’s should be allowed to fence their property. [ grew
up in the countryside and I know that fences do not stop wild
animals. Some culverts could be placed to allow access for less
agile creatures but I do not know what they would be. I have a
fence round my property and see possums, skunks, raccoons,
rabbits and coyotes in my garden. After people trespass in the
canyon these animals disappear-for-several days before coming
back.

This is a very small area and not large enough to support both
uncontrolled human and wildlife activity. It is presently rich
with wildlife during the day as there a very few areas left on
Point Loma where human trespassing has not restricted
wildlife activity.

Please do not turn this north canyon into another piece of
waste and derelict property by encouraging public access over
private grounds. Please help preserve this wildlife sanctuary

and allow the Irving’s to build their fence with necessary
animal-access-points-but not human-access.

Sincerely, T // /
« / —_— ;' / 7 <

(A /__/—
Derek R. May
(619)-224-5569




April 2, 2000

. Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite zc0
San Diego, CA g2108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners,

SUBJECT:IRVING RESIDENCE

We have lived on Stafford Place for over 25 years. Our home is two lots
away from the proposed Irving Residence. We are very much in favor of
their project, including continued access through the University. We are
dismayed by the apparent discussion regarding the fencing of their property.
They have small children. Unfortunately, the city does notdo a good job of
policing the park area and we constantly have people at the end of the street
drinking and doing drugs. This is right in front of the Irving’s property. As
to the wildlife, a fence is no obstruction to wildlife as we know this first
hand.

We are in complete support of the great addition this project will bring to

. our neighborhood. If the opponents are so concerned about the park, we
wish they would do something about all the drug users and homeless people
and let the Irvings help improve our neighborhood.

{M / 5@ L7

ﬂ[;’//gé@’j JB s
Charles H. and Ingeborg Barr

Sincer

737 STAFFORD PL.
3AN DIEGO, Ca 92107
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April 6,2000

. Chatrwoman Sara Wan and Fellow Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

RE: Coastal Development Permit Application
A-6RJS-99-143/Trving

Dear Ms. Wan and Fellow Commissioners:

Point Loma Nazarene University is.the current owner of the properties upon which
Mr. Craig Irving is attempting to purchase and build his family home.

We believed at the time of our agreement that Mr. Irving’s plans would receive no
opposition because it reduced the number of residences on the legal parcels from two
to one. The University acquired these lots as part of our purchase of the campus in
1973. The upper lot has had a residence on it since 1910. The vehicular access to
the_upper lot has always been through our main gate on Lomaland Drive. Since our
purchase of the campus, we have used the house on the upper lot as a residence for
our campus Chief Security Officer or to house students. We have never rented out
this property for non-umversity use. The residence is now vacant pending the close
of escrow on the sale to Mr. Irving.

It was our original intent to sell these lots separately because the existing road
easement to the Clark residence on the north separates the lots. Mr. Irving, through
a separate agreement with the Clarks, has designed a new driveway for their
exclusive use which allows Mr. Irving to utilize these lots for his residence.

It has come to our attention that some individuals oppose the City’s approval of Mr.
Irving’s plans on the basis of two issues. The first issue relates to their concern over
Mr. Irving’s plans to fence his property. It has been reported that the reasons for
their opposition to the fence is that it becomes an obstruction to a wildlife corridor
that extends from the canyon north of the subject property three miles south to the
tip of Point Loma. Also, they oppose the fence because it presents an obstruction to
pedestrian access to the north canyon.

To our knowledge, no one has defined or designated any wildlife corridor on or near
this property. We are unaware of any evidence of any migration of animals across
the property. In fact, several hundred yards to the south of the property, at the
campus southern boundary, exists an eight foot high fence topped with barbed wire.
This fence runs from the base of the cliffs at the water all the way east to Catalina
Boulevard. If such a wildlife corridor exists, it is already completely blocked at its
north end.

3900 LOMALAND DRIVE SAN DIEGG, CALIFORNIA 921066.2899
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Chairwoman Sara Wan and Fellow Coastal Commissioners
Page 2
April 6, 2000

As to pedestrian access to the north canyon, we offer the following coraments. Due
to geographic limitations (i.e., steep cliffs), residential homes and campus
dormitories, there is very limited access to the north canyon. This north canyon is
very isolated. Other portions of Sunset Cliffs including portions of our campus,
suffer from indigent camps, drug use, and vandalism. Increasing access to the north
canyon creates. significant security concerns because of our women’s dormitories
next to the north canyon. Also, access already exists through the park to the north
canyon. In summary, the fence being opposed will prevent trespassing on Mr.
Irving’s property, provide safety to his children and increases security for our
residential dormitories.

The second issue relates to the continued use and widening of the existing access
road easement. This easement has been in existence and continual use since long
before the City acquired Sunset Cliffs Park. The legal rights of the easement are of
record and were of record at the time the city purchased the Sunset Cliffs Park.

As you may be aware, we have had strained relations with some of the members of
the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council, which is unfortunate. We believe
that the opposition to Mr. Irving’s plans may be more an opposition to the University
than to the plans themselves.

Very truly yours,

(T Do)

Arthur L. Shingler -, i
Vice President for Financia alrs

ALS:vim



Dennis H. Pennell .
Nan A. Pennell

716 Stafford PLace
San Diego, CaA 92107

Mr. Craig A. Irving
The Irving Hughes Group, Inc.
501 West Broadway, Suite 2020
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Irving:

We have had the opportunity to review your plans for your
new home across the street from us. We are pleasedthat you
are planning such a large home which we feel will be very
suitable for the special piece of property you own.

As you know Stafford Place is a very short street with only
seven existing homes. Two of these homes are currently under
significant remodelling projects which will further enhance

the neighborhood.

As we understand it you wiil be building a new driveway to
your property directly across the street from our
driveway. We have no problem with this. We also understand
you will be building a substantial retaining wall in
conjunction with the new driveway. Again we have no
objection to this as the present high bank that exists is
being constantly eroded and misused by transients and:

sightseers.

Furthermore by closing off the_existing private driveway off
the Stafford Place cul de sac it will discourage trespassers
and troublemakers who try to gain access to the property for
purposes of drinking and loud partylng.

In other words we welcome your proposed improvements and
having lived in our home for the past 15 vel rs ve fenld yoo -
proposed home will be an enhancement to our neighpurhood.

Siﬂ A//

Dennis H. Pennell

Pean-Ca

Nan A. Pennell




To Whom It May Concern,

Dear Sir or Madam,

My wife and I have lived at 741 Amiford Dr where
entry to our home is from Stafford Place.
We have resided here since 1974.

We-are aware-of the Irving familys plans to
Construct a new home at the end of our street and
We are intotal accord with their plans.

We are also aware there are a few people in opposition

That does not even live in close proximity and are causing undo
Problems, please tell them to stay out of our neighborhood

And leave us be. ' '

The Irving family will do nothing but improve all our
Properties as well as being welcomed neighbors.

Sincerely Yours,

Alvin and Roseann Zigman
741 Amiford Dr

San Diego, Ca. 92107
619-225-1379

FAX 619-225-1370

E-MATL. AZRAZ@acl.com




Howard & Andrea Justus
710 Amiford Drive

San Diego, C4 92107
Telephane (619) 222-8200

April 7, 2000
California Costal Commission
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Re: The Irving Project

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan and Fellow Coastal Commissioners:

My family and I live at 710 Amiford Drive, which is adjacent ta
the Sunset Cliffs Nature Park and approximately 100 vards to the west of
the proposed building site of the Irving project. I am familiar with
the Irving project and the plots of land it proposes to use.

We are in favor of the project, as it in no way negatively impacts
the Park or surrounding areas and the neighborhocod needs an active
participant in combating the noise and litter brought by the juwenlles
and vagrants that frequent the Park.

The land the project is proposing to use is in a residential area
that generally cannot be seen from the street or from the Park. The
parcels included in Mr. Irving's project have been marketed for sale, as
three individual parcels, in the past by Point Loma Nazarene University.
Mr. Irving’s project is favorable to the neighborhood as it proposes
only one residence rather than three that would be built if the parcels
were sold and developed separately.

We are also not concerned about the impacts the project will have
on the wildlife in the immediate surrounding area. The only wildlife
living in the section of the Park near our residences are rabbits,
skunks, sguirrels and raccoons. Our property is a living testimony that
none of these creatures are impacted by fences the Irving project is
proposing.

Currently, the Park is most signifanctly impacted by the problems
associated with litter and noise brought intc the Park by juveniles and
vagrants. Mr. Irving has proven to pe a friend of the Park by his
active participation in the Sunset Cliffs Surfing Association and their
efforts to clean the Park of the massive litter problem.

We urge you to approve Mr. Irving’s project.

Sincerely

czzw—-/f;“W""-

Eoward Justus




Eugene H. Pennell
. 726 sStafford Place
. San Diego, CA 92107

Mr. Craig A. Irving
The Irving Hughes Group., Inc.
501 West Broadway, Suite 2020
San Diego, ca 92101

ﬁ’gf Mr.

Irv1ng.

My wife Violet and I have lived in our home at 728 Stafford
Place for the past 43 Years. We feel we have a wonderful
street and neighborhood and are pleased to welcome you to

our nelghborhood.

We thoroughly approve of your plans for your new residence
in our neighborhocod. The area needs and deserves a few large

" and gracious homes such as yours.

The suggested alternative by others of an unwanted and
undeveloped park would be a home for drug dealers and other
criminal activities incompatible with our lovely

. neighborhood
We wish you the best of luck with your plans and wish to
_ inform anyone who opposes them that as one of your closest
neighbors we heartily approve of them.

Sincerely, .
////Z;£¢§;€Zf¢7f4)é£z>7&ézl/
%‘(#P’JMV/&/
Eugene H. Pennell
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To Whom It May Concern:

1 own 2 home directly below the proposed single family residence construcnon sité forthe
Irving family. As a neighbor and concerned residerit of the Sunset CIiffs region, I have
discussed the proposed single residence construction plans with Mr. Irving and am in - o
favor of the project as a'single family residence on the 3lots above oy propexty zmd "7'-}; U

LR S

request that the pro;ect move forward , ) B

'Respectﬁxﬁy'Submxtted,‘ LT

Judy Nugent W

711 Amiford ’ ' o :
-San Diego, Ca 92106 * . o e e
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Nina Crawford
3535 First Avenue, Unit 12 B, San Diego, California 92103

April 19, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, (oastal Commissioners
3111 Caminoc Del Rio North,Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

Prior to three years age, my husband and I owned the property at 727 Stafford
Place and lived there for twenty-six years. We were very pleased to learn that
the vacant property to the south and adjacent toc ocur former property, had been
purchased for a single home residency.

From our expertence of 26 years, this vacant property draws homeless people,
drug users, and drinking parties who regularly gather and trespass on the
isolated cul de sac.

On many occasions we found it necessary to call the police for assistance in
removing troublemakers who regularly took advantage of this “secret spot”. We
were also constantly concerned about the possibility of these trespassers
starting wildfires in the dry brush. I know that the entire neighborhood would
nelcome the development and care of that property, and that there would be no
negative impact to the Park which lies outside of the residential area.

It is inconceivable to the neighborhood that an outside contingency could
dictate and delay the proper use of this property. My husband and I endorse
the Irving House Project. We are confident that this project would greatly
improve the residential area and at the same time it would sclve a major
community security problenm.

Thank yod for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
N Crawrfoed

Nina Crawford
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To Whom it May Concern:

My name is Paul Stanley. Ihave been living and surfing in Point Loma (specifically the

_ Sunset Cliffs area) for over 30 years. My wife and I have been married for 20 years and T have 3

teenage daughters. Ihave also owned and operated photographic studios in San Diego (mostly in
Point Loma) for 18 years.

. The Sunset Cliffs area in Point Loma is dear to me. It is truly a work of art. I say these
things in order that you may fully appreciate my opinion concerning the construction of the
Rebecca and Craig Irving family home.

. The Irvings are a young couple with 3 small children. They have lived in Point Loma all .
of their Hves and fully appreciate its charm and beauty. They represent all that is good in this
community. I believe that the design of their house compliments the inherent qualities found in
the Sunset Cliffs area and adds to the already existing esthetics. I would be opposed to this if the
effort was being put forth by a developer whose main motivation was simply to make a profit
and then move on. This is exactly the opposite. This is 2 Point Loma family that is building
their family home in Point Loma. They will live-in this home and community (God-willing) for
a long time. Their children will come to love Point Loma as weall'do. SanDiego;and
especially Point Loma is lucky to have a family like the Irvings, living and caring about the
quality of life and surroundings in the Sunset Cliffs Park area.

I care tremendously about the Sunset Cliffs area as do the Irvings, and I believe that this
care shows in the design of their proposed home.

- Thank you for your considerations.

Sincerely,

Paul Btanley
.672 San Fernando St
San Diego CA 92106
tel: (619)222-5231
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To Whom it may concern:

My name is Chris Suilivan and I am anative San Diegan. [ have resided
in Pomnt Loma for many years-and frequent Sunset Cliffs Natural Park
; on a regular basis. ] have reviewed the Irving residence plans and Tam
in fuil support. I have reviewed the opposition letters and feel they are

: +.; Without merit. This home will enhance the surrounds and I look forward
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Re: Irving Family Residence

To whom it may concern,

We have lived in the Oceari Beach/Point Loma area our entire lives and ave used the Sunset
Cliffs Natural Park frequently for the past 25-years. - We are both owners of small: business’s

in the Qcean Beach/Point Loma area. We believe that the Irving family residence will not have
a negative impact on the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park and we are in support of this project.

*

L3

. 7 Best regards, ‘
. Stacy I Walsh

Brock C. Walsh



EDWARD K. HOLLY. DDS. i

GENERAL DENTISTRY Sports Arena Medical Center
3340 Kemper Street, Suite 201

San Diego, California 92110

Telephane (619) 2242828

April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan & Fellow Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Ms. Wan & Fellow Commissioners:

My family and I live in Point Loma, although not contiguous to ¢ither the park or Point Loma Nazarene .
University. However, we have besn on parkland property several times a wezk for many years.

Mr. and Mirs. Irving’s home will be great. We are in favor of the Irving project and urge you to approve
their permit.

) :7iy,

dward

EXKH:dkl




To Whom it May Concern:

1 am writing on behalf of the family of Mr. Craig Irving, regarding a project he has undertaken in
our community of Point Loma. Lam a 47 year old native-of Point Loma, a lawyer working in
downtown San Diego and have lived in Point Loma all my life. Currently, I reside with my
husband and children in an area which is in close proximity to Sunset Cliffs Park, the site of Mr.

[rving’s.project.

I would ask that you give this project very special consideration. As a resident of the Point Loma
community and in view of the fact that I am very familiar with Sunset Cliffs Park, I am
understandably concerned about any changes that occur in any of our Point Loma
neighborhoods, particularly when the changes are occurring in areas which I frequenton a
regular basis. Naturally, the questions, “what are these changes, and how will they impact the
surrounding area?” come to mind. For the sake of the residents, both longstanding and those who
might be newer to the community, all significant changes must be evaluated from the point of
view for which they are intended, then decided upon from within that framework; namely, how
will these changes affect the community per se and especially, how will the lives of those who
live in the community be affected? The answers to these questions are fairly simple considering
that the plan proposed by Mr. Irving for this particular area of Sunset Cliffs Park has oeen
designed not only to retain the Park’s already existing and natural beauty, but to enhance the
beauty of the Park as well._The thoughts and ideas relating to the planning, development and
construction of ail phases of the project have been methodically and creatively drawn with -
sensitivity toward many issues, environmental issues being of primary focus. Having seen and
understood the details of a rendering which will result in an elegant, dignified and tasteful family
home amid an environment that preserves the natural beauty of its sm:roundmgs, it is my opinion
that this project will cultivate, preserve and foster the unique qualities which make up our
neighborhood coastal community of Point Loma. For these reasons, I see no detriment resulting
from the building of Mr. Irving’s project, and would urge those in such a position to affirm a
resolution recommending the project’s continuance.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Maria R. Stanley
672 San Fernando St.
San Diego CA 92106




April 12, 2000

Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, S-200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

We reside in Point Loma a few short blocks from Sunset Cliffs Pack. We
understand that the city’s approval of Mr. Craig Irving’s home has been appealed
to the coastal commission. This appeal seems very surprising because the Irving
home will be such a good addition to our neighborhood. Why would anyone
appeal such an obvious good addition? It just doesn’t make any sense.

Please approve the Irving residence. We can’t imagine any reason for an
appeal let alone the disapproval of the Irving’s home.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely, %
i/ 1069 Santa Barbara Street

San Diego, CA 92107




April 3, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This is in regards to the home that Mr. Craig Irving is trying to build at the top of Sunset
Cliff Park. I want to voice my support for this project for a couple of reasons.

1.

)

As a person who has known Mr. Irving for 15 years, [ have come to know his
standard of excellence and integrity. He cares very deeply about the neighborhood he
lives in and would only construct the most aesthetically pleasing structure that he
could. With the house he currently lives in (and built), this home has only added to
value and beauty of the neighborhood. I-would expect Mr.-Irving to do the same with
his new home. This home would have a positive effect on the nexghborhood which I
want. And so should anyone else.

My father and I walk in the park three mormnings a week and know this area very well.
I also try to get out surfing when I can along the cliffs. This corner of the park the
house is being built on is not used for anything other than young teen-age kids
sneaking there to drink or smoke. I have never seen anyone truly hike to that corner.
Therefore, this home would make a good use of the land.

I have lived in Point Loma for 20 years. I have been a member of the Sierra Club and the

Nature Conservancy. [ know the neighborhood very well and believe that this home is a

great idea for neighborhood. Please allow this project to continue. Thank you.

1645 Sagnta Barbara St.
San Diego, CA 92107

(619) 222-7609



Glen 7. “Vieiva ]
2515 Painsettiz Drive

San Diega, CA 92106 ¥
619-224-0657

April 13, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan
Honorable Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North
Suite.200

San Diego, California 92108

Cormmissioners:

I am writing to support the home proposed to be built by Mr. and Ms. Craig Irving near Sunset
Cliffs Park. Ihave lived in Point Loma for the last 20 years, and my wife has lived in Point
- Loma her entire life. We have both spent much time in this park and in this community.

The home the Irving’s have planned will be a welcome and attractive addition to the
neighborhood. I believe the home will blend with existing homes, and will have no negative
impact on those who live and play in the area. In fact, I welcome more active residents to the
community to help ensure that Sunset Cliffs Park and the surrounding area remain safe for
everyone to use. In the past, [ have felt my family unsafe due to those who have frequented the
park at times; people who appear only to be there because it is relatively private for their
activities.
As long-time Point Loma residents, I know the Irvings will be sensitive to the community’s
needs. Iknow of no neighborhood opposition to their project. Thexr project does not hinder the
use of the park, and will improve the area.

I encourage you to please support their proposal.
Sincerely,

&

Glen P. Vieira

360 Sar Gorzonio Street San Diggo, California 92106 619/224-3785




April 6, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

My wife and I have lived in Point Loma our entire lives. We use the Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park almost every day throughout the year and it is a very special place for us! [ am an
active member of the Sunset Cliffs Surfing Association and regularly participate in the
club’s beach clean ups.

I am aware of the Irving family’s plans to build a home on therr property. In no way do
their plans detract from the beauty of the park! I know that Craig and Rebecca Irving
respect this natural park as much as we do. [ urge you to let them go through with their
plans!

Sincerely,

s L w\:’

; <

Thomas Vaughn



April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners, |

My family lives in close proximity to the Irving’s new house. We visit the Park on a
regular basis. The Irving’s new home is a beautiful addition to our neighborhood and in no
way adversely affects our Park. Please approve the project.

Sincerely,

Bl ond (1 7

Bill and Van Thaxton
825 Silvergate
San Diego, CA 92106




Thomas F. Sullivan
757 “J” Avenue
Coronado, CA 92118

April 12, 2000

Coastal Commission Chairwormnen Sara Wan
Honorable Coastal Commuissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwomen Wan and Honorable Commissioners,

I am a 47 year old native San Diegan. While I currently reside in Coronado, I previously
lived in Point Loma for over 40 years. I am also an avid surfer and continue to be a regular
user of Sunset Cliffs Park, often with my two sons who feel they have grown up in the Pack.
Before me, my father was a Point Loman and an original member of the Sunset Cliffs
Surfing Association that adapted the Park as their recreational “home” in the 1950s.

I provide this background to let you know that I am mtimately familiar with the Park, the
campus of Point Loma Nazarene University and its envircns. I have recently become aware

of the plight of the Irving family who is seeking approval for a single family home on a site
above the Park. Being very familiar with the site I can say withour question that it will in no
way impact the Park.

I urge you to approve the Irving’s home project withour further delay.

Thank you for your consideration.

Thomas F. Sullivan



Mrs. Frank Rosa :
2965 Rosecrans Street * San Diego, CA 92106
(619) 224-5745

April 12, 2000

Coastal Commission Chairwoman Sara Wan
Honorable Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Honorable Commissioners,

This letter is to ask you to allow the building of the Irving family private residence
on Sunset Cliffs Natural Park.

I came to Point Loma in the 1920's from Portugal. I have raised my four children
and 18 grandchildren in Point Loma. I have come to see much change in Point
Loma over my lifetime.

Allowing the Irving family to build their personal residence on Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park will enhance the beauty of this park. I have heard that a few people
have been opposed to their building project and have made claims that the home
will negatively impact the area with little proof. I have been to the Irving home
many times and the care they take to beautify their home and surrounding
landscape would encourage anyone to want them as a neighbor.

I hope you will give the Irving family permission to build their personal residence
on this site. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Yol

Anna Rosa




April 18, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Ric North, Suite 200 '
San Diego, California 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

I have lived in Point Loma my entire life. 1 have used Sunset Cliffs Natural
Park my entire lifs. The opponents to the Irving’s house have it out for the
University. Their animosity toward them is deep-rooted and blatant, It has
nothing tc do with the I~vings and yet they are caught n the middle. There
is no reason why this project shouid not de approved. This is our backyard
and for these few oppenents to ciaim this house has a negative impact on our
Park proves =y point about tuem.

Sincerely, |
Mark Panissidi '

821 Armada Terrace
San Diego, CA 32106



Steven G. Matchinske
PMB: 320
1220 Rosecrans Street; #320
San Diego, California, 92106
Office:619-222-3737

Date: August 30, 1999
Re: In favorable to Support Craig Irving’s project

To Whom It May Concern,

It is my pleasure, to my life long friend, Craig Irving to pursue his project in Point Loma.
I myself have lived in Point Loma, since 1960.

1 truly support Craig’s interest for building his firture home in Point Loma. I know it will
be one of it kinds.

1 would really appreciate any help Craig could get.

Please do not hesitate to call, if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely Yours

Steven G. Matchinske




To Whom it May Concermn:

I am a Point Loma resident and have been since 1926, [ arrived in this country whenIwas3
years old and remember thinking as I grew up that I was.so lucky to be in such a beautiful town.
This is the home I came to know and love, my home of Point Loma. Over the years, I have seen
my community grow and change. There have been many changes, some good and some bad.
After the war; people flocked in droves to Califomia, many to San Diego and of those, some to
Point Loma, where the climate was friendly and jobs were plentiful. It was truly the land of
opportunity. But the pressures of relocating, pursuing a livelihood and other such constraints
‘became too great and the demands of the comrmunity plus the demands on people began to take
their toll. Growth at any price, in any form and for almost any purpose was the order of the day.
Growth for growth’s sake became the rule. Soon after the dust from the war had settled, as sort
of a knee-jerk response, Point Loma was overrun with a series of erratic developments which
. unfortunatety, robbed us of our vision, stripped us of our community pride and toiled with our -
memories. We were saddened by what seemed like an overnight assault on the character of
Point Loma. It was tragic to see our quaint and picture-perfect little town out here on the bay fall
prey to the plight of dirty beaches, overcrowding and tract housing. It was clear that there was
no longer any thought of focusing on what we had strived for so many years Sadly, the focus
had shifted in the wrong direction alongmttrthe'feelmgs of ﬂ:ose of uswho had lived: here-for-so

long.

Slowly, the pendulum has begun to shift and now we are witnessing development trends which
mirror the true and original design of picturesque Point Loma. Concepts which echo redirected
thoughts are replacing rapid fire with careful planning, and esthetics for mundane practicality. 1
am pleased and indeed anxious to write on behalf of the Irving family whose plan is to construct
a new and beautiful family dwelling of the highest standards while reflecting many of the
original ideas so long ago set aside. The area which the Irving family intends to build on is in and
of itself idyllic, but definitely requires the sound care and quality attention the Irving family is
willing to provide. To improve this property in the way proposed by the Irving family is to better
the area and the conditions surrounding the area for all who live there. ’

Thank you for your conmderaﬁon. P “( f ,

. Mary R. Santos
3114 Lawrence St.

San Diego CA 92106



Mr. & Mrs. Stanley Jones
381 Rosecrans Street .
San Diego, CA 92106 :
(619) 223-6353 ‘ 4

April 12, 2000

Coastal Commission Chairwoman Sara Wan
Honorable Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 82108

Dear Chairwoman Wan and -Honorable Commissioners,

This letter is to let yéu know that my family and 1 think the proposed residence an }
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park by the lrving family would be a wonderful addition to the park
site.

I was born in Point Loma more than sixty years ago, and have lived here my entire life.
My husband and | raised our 4 children here, and the three who live in San Diego own
homes in Point Loma. We are very active in the San Diego Yacht Club and ather
organizations in the Point Loma area. We use Sunset Cliffs Natural Park often.

Allowing the Irving family to build their personal residence an Sunset Cliffs Natural Park
will enhance the beauty of this park. | have heard that a few people have been opposed
to their building project and have made claims that the home will negatively impact the
area with little proof. We have known Craig Irving and his family since Craig was a.
young boy. He often would accompany us to our cabin in Julian. He appreciates nature
and our environment. If he thaught for one.moment his-home would impact.the park in
a negative way, he would never consider having it built. | have been to the lrving home
many times and the care they take to beautify their home and surrounding landscape
would encourage anyone to want them as a neighbor.

[ hope you will give the Irving family permission to build their personal residence on this
site. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Rooe

Mary Rosa J N /aa/% {
ary ‘,osa ones /@%C? 7




Hamlin

. Apil 3, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North

Suite 200

San Diego, California 92108

Commissioners:

I am writing to support the home proposed to be built by Mr. and Mrs. Craig Irving near Sunset
Cliffs Park. T have lived in Point Loma my entire life, and have spent much time in this park and
in this community.

The home they have planned will be a welcome and attractive addition to the neighborhood. It
will blend smoothly with the existing homes, and will certainly have no negative impact on those
who live and play in the area. In fact, I welcome more active residents to the community to help
ensure that Sunset Cliffs Park and the surrounding area remain safe for evervone to use. There
have been many tiines in the past where I have felt my family unsafe due to some of the people
who have frequented the park at times; people who appear only to be there because it is
relatively private for their unsavory activities.

As long-time Point Loma residents, I know the Irvings will be sensitive to the community’s
needs; in fact, I know of no neighborhood oppesition to their project. I know their has been
some concern about those who like to hike in the canyons, but the north canyon area is typically
not used for these purposes. Their project does not hinder the use of the park, and will improve
the area.

I encourage you to please support their proposal.

Sincerely, _

CON N

H
BN Z R
William R. Hamlin

360 San Gorgonio Street San Diego, California 92106 619/224-3785



Gregory J. Ghio
1704 Redondo Street ® San Diega X California m 92107 -

April 5, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan
Coastal Commission

3111 Camino Del Rio North
Suite 200

San Diego, California 92108

Re: Craig and Rebecca Irving; proposed residence near Sunset Cliffs
Dear Chairwoman Wan:

I am a native and current resident of Point Loma. I wholeheartedly support Craig and
Rebecca Irving in their efforts to purchase property from Point Loma Nazarene
University and build a residence near Sunset Cliffs. I am familiar with their plans-and
am confident that their residence will not only fit in nicely but also enhance the
neighborhood and not have a negative impact on Sunset Cliffs or the surrounding

neighborhood. | : .

A small group of opponents has created an obstacle to the project’s progress without a
legitimate basis. This minority imposes its views and oppresses respectable citizens by
interfering-with their free-exercise-of rights with regard to private property. The-
opponents mistakenly and irrationally befieve that the property in question is public. In
fact it is private property. The Irvings are reasonable people and will not take away
from the public property of Sunset Cliffs Park as the opponents believe. As they go
along, the opponents come up with crafty justifications for their disapproval of this
project. The final analysis will reveal that the opponents’ contentions are frivolous, and
they simply are people whao dislike all change, even positive change.

Please approve the project. Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.

Very truly yours,




Christopher W. & Kirsten M. Cramer
777 Armada Terrace
San Diego, CA 92106
Work Phonc: (858) 273-2739 ext. 305
" Home Phone: (619) 222-3142

April 9,2000

Chairperson Sara Wan

Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 82108

RE: Support of Craig and Rebecca Irving’s plans to build their newhome

Dear Ms. Wan and Coastal Commissicners,

fam a lifetime resident of Point Loma and have owned a home at 3824 Jennings Strest
in the Colonial Manor development next to Point Loma Nazarene Collegs since 1989. Recently, |
betame aware of the opposition by a few vocal individuals to Craig and Rebscca Irving’s plans to
build a beautiful family home for themselves and their four children in this neighborhood. Aslsee
-it, the Irvings have every right to build their new hore on their land, and their extremely respectful
and completely iegal planned development will have no negative effects on this neighborhood.

it should be noted that Craig Irving is one of the most respected leaders of the San Diego
business community, and that he and Rebecca are widely known for their local phitanthropic
efforts benefiting this community. It is highly regrettable that such good peaple as the Irvings
should be put to such tremendous expense and should have been delayed for so long in building
their new home dus to the obstructionist efforts of a few vocal neighbors. 1 {ully support the
Irvings’ plans to build their new home on their parcsl of land, and ask you (o please apprave of
their project without any further delays.

Sincerely,

Lol JY g

Christopher W. Cramer




April 2, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

My wife and | have lived in Point Loma our entire lives. As an active member of the Sunset Cliffs
Surfing Association and an avid surfer, | consider Sunset Cliffs Natural Park my family's
backyard. | am utilizing the park almost daily throughout the year and am aware of the challenges
of over use, drainage, homelessness and other problems.

| am also aware of the Irving's plans for their family home. In no way does it even remotely affect
the Park. In fact, it actually will enhance the area. Craig lrving, like me, considers the Park a
sacred place and | can't think of many others who respect our community and the Park mare.
Thank God this property is not going to a developer who would build multiple houses. Please
allow them to go through with their plans. _

Sincerely,

Yo

Nathan Cintas




Richard M. Bregman
860 Albion Street
San Diego, California 92106

April 9, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North

Suite 200

San Diego, California 92106

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Coastal Commissioners:

My wife Laura and I are both Point Loma natives wishing to express our support for Craig
Irving and his family in their plans to build a single family residence next to Point Loma
Nazarene University. We are aware that the Irvings have encountered some unreasonable
opposition to their plans by a small group of protestors.

Laura and I are in favor of preserving the environment. However, we do not feel that the
environment will be significantly impacted by the Irvings’ proposed residence. On the
contrary, we believe that the home will be an excellent addition to the neighborhood, and that
* the Irving family will te protectors of the adjacent Sunset Cliffs Park. Most neighbors in the
area are aware of the problems of pollution, vagrancy, and generally unwanted loitering in
the Park after hours. The Irving family themselves will most likely be enjoyers of the park
and will have a personal interest in preserving it.

In-addition; theresidence will be buiit-on private-property sold to-thembythe University. As
we understand it, this private property is currently inaccessible and therefore not used by the
public.

Please approve the Irvings plans for their single family residence. Thank you.

Sincerely,

| @L/ﬁ/ W %T/
_



- Mr. & Mrs. Todd Stanley Jones
3634 Oliphant Street
San Diego, CA 92106
(619) 222-9652
aaccurate(@earthlink.net

April 10, 2000

Coastal Commission Chairwoman Sara Wan
Honorable Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Honorable Commissioners,

I have been a resident of Point Loma my entire life, almost 40 years. I reside in the Point
Loma Heights area with my wife and daughter. I am writing to you today to ask you to
approve the Irving family's request to build their personal residence on Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park.

I have been friends with the Irving family since [ was a child. I have enjoyed the Sunset
Cliffs Natural Park with his family on many occasions and use the park often. I think the
Irving residence would be a wonderful addition to this site.

The Irving family is very active in the Point Loma community and strives to preserve the
neighborhood spirit of the area. Both Craig and his wife are involved with several not-
for-profit organizations. They have invested theirtime-and-talentsto better our
community.

I understand that the few individuals opposed to them building on this site have made
unsubstantiated claims that it will impact the area in a negative way. I cannot fathom why
anyone would be against them building their home in this location. A beautifully
designed home built to specifications designed to benefit the surrounding landscape will
only be an asset to Sunset Cliffs Natural Park.

Please grant the Irving family permission to move forward with this project. If you have
any other questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at the above number.

Sincerel

S,

To&d Stanley Jones







NEIGHBORS LIVING IN CLOSE PROXIMITY




April 6, 2000
Chairwoman Sara Wan
California Coastal Commission
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Sub: Irving Residence / Point Loma

I am a lifetime resident of Point Loma and currently live adjacent to Point Loma
Nazarene University. My grandparents moved here in 1948. My parents, uncles, aunts,
brother, cousins all grew up here. My children are growing up here now.

With the exception of going out of state for college, I have always lived in the
neighborhood surrounding Point Loma Nazarene University and Sunset Cliffs Park. 1
know this area extremely well. I have been given the opportunity recently to review
Craig Irving’s plans for the private property adjacent to the City owned Sunset Cliffs
Park. I completely support Craig Irving’s project for the following reasons:

o Craig is constructing a residence in the same location where the current residence
is located. Ihave looked at the existing residence and it is not worth saving. He
is utilizing the very best consultants in the industry for all phases of his project.
This house over time will be regarded as a tremendous historical architectural
reference for this area.

o He is preserving a tremendous amount of the existing native plant material. The
majority of the property will remain 1n its natural state.

o As a privateowner; he will maintain a higher level of ecological preservation than
The City of San Diego has demonstrated in the surrounding “public park” area.
This is witnessed daily by the drinking, drug use, trash and homeless elements of
the current park area.

I find it ludicrous to witness first hand the petty, hypocritical opposition to this project by
a very few but militant members of the so-called Sunset Cliffs Recreational Council. If
they spent half as much energy focusing on getting The City and area homeowners to
assist in cleaning up the trash, dog waste and the transients in the current park they could
really make difference. I know that Craig Irving’s project is supported by the people who
have lived long-term in Point Loma, and also know what kind of a person Craig Lrving is.

Sincerely, __~ %p\
e

Andy ¥a Dow

3913 Garden Lane

San Diego, CA 92106

619-222-2283



April 7, 2000

Chairperson Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairperson Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

I have lived in Point Loma for more than fifty years. I am
a member and past officer of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation
Committee. I know the area of the proposed project very well.
I am also aware of the Irving's plans for their family home. The home
will be located on private property adjacent the to Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park and would have only a minor effect where the existing
driveway needs improvement to satisfy fire safety needs. The building
code allows a denser use of the land than requested and therefore a
smaller development should be an advantage to the Park.

Sincerely,

Frederick A. Van Woy
4561 Adair St.

San Diego, CA 92107
619-222-0615




April 9, 2000

Coastal Commission Chatrwoman Sara Wan
Honorable Coastal Commussioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Honorable Commissioners:

I have been a resident of Point Loma since 1975. I currently live at 860 Cordova Street and
wish to give my support to the Irving’s in their plans to build a2 new home in our
community. My wife, son, golden retriever and I take frequent walks to Sunset Cliffs
Natural Park and feel their plans will have no negative impact to the park. In fact, we feel
their residence will help to deter the current vagrant problem that currently exists in this
isolated area and create a safer environment for our family and others who frequent the
park. ‘

We ask you to join us in supporting the Irving family residence to be built in Point Loma.

Sincerely,

VSV \<‘;’@*LC\,\IC&\(....__W__.

Kim Kundrak

PS: 1 can be reached for comments at work (760) 741-2111 or home {619) 225-1997.



April 10, 2000

Chatrwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

I have lived in Point Loma for 74 years. Sunset Cliffs Natural Park is our
backyard. The [rving’s new home 1s a beautiful addition to the neighborhood
and in no way adversely affects our Pask. Please approve the project.

Sincerely,

5. William Kettenburg
3760 Trudy Lane
San Diego, CA 92106




|

April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92107

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

My family lives adjacent to Point Loma Nazarene University.

‘We have reviewed the Irving’s plans and are aware of the

positions of the opposition. This project, in its entirety, is an
enhancement to our surrounding neighborhood. Please
approve the project.

Sincerely,

® % r?ﬁ“ /’vf/%f’fz/w{;
an o

e Anne Zajicek
504 avoy Street
San Diego, CA 92106



April 8, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Re: Irving Family Residence/ Point Loma Nazarene University
Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners,

My family lives adjacent to Point Loma Nazarene University. We have toured the site
and reviewed the plans. This project enhances our neighborhood and in no way detracts
from it. Arguments of a fence blocking wildlife are humorous. We have a fence around
our property and enjoy all of the wildlife of the area in our yard. It is a shame that your
valuable time has to be taken up by a few people who have a grudge against the
University (who happento be great neighbors as well).

Please approve this project promptly.

nd Patti Wassem
751 Tarento Drive
San Diego, CA 92106
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‘DANIEL S. VAUGHN

April 11, 2000

Dear Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners,

I am writing you this letter in support about the building of Craig Irving’s dream

home. First of all, I want to preface this by telling you that I am a native Point Loma

resident of 43 years, went to Silvergate Elementary School, Dana Jr. High, Point L
Loma High School and Cal Western University (now Point Loma Nazarene College). ..

For the past 30 years I have been surfing the Sunset Cliffs area and enjoying the
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. My children now also enjoy the park and surf there
together on a consistent basis. There’s nothing more sacred to my family and friends
than Sunset Cliffs.

. I have seen the PLNC have free reign on building and covering up acres of pristine
coastal land causing major erosion, the destruction of natural wildlife habitats,
avercrowding of the strrounding arezs and park all in the name of education, when
in reality the college was promoting the school to pack in more siudents to make
meore money. The community was appalled that this was allowed to happen, but it has
with 652y so from-ear community and we are experiencing preblems from this
- development all of the time.

When Craig Irving had purchased his property and planned on building a home
there. I was ecstatic because of the secluded location. T had the opportunity to look at
the plans and was impressed by all of the ¢areful planning invelved so that bailding
this hiome and Jiving in it would be as unebtrusive as possible to the surrounding
eavironment. This plan was well thought out for the park, the surrounding
environment even from the architecture to planting indigenouns plants to enhance the
natural beauty of the area. Imagine that someone actually took the time in today’s
world to keep it the way it is, when destruction of our land happens on a daily basis,
imagine that, what a concept?

I must admit that my friends, family and I are in tofal disbelief over this oppbsiﬁon
. for a law abiding citizen who legally purchased the land and worked very bard to get
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this opportunity to build his dream home. There is a dilapidated home already on the =
land and all this would do is have a positive impact on this area. If’s a home, not .
some huge development that’s going o have a negative impact on the environment,

like the college has. '

It’s in a secluded area number one that is private property not park iand, there are
other homes buiit in this same ares, that have had no negative impact on the park.
There is reconstruction at this moment right on the edge of the park that has more of
an impact than this would ever have,

You really need to actually go out and look at this area, you will realize how absurd
this whole opposition situation really is. I can’t fathom the thought of peoplemot - - - _ -
having more important goals in life that they would spend all this time and taxpayers
money opposing the building of a private residence. This group should do something
good for the environment like stop the city from damping sewage into our beaches

and bays.

PLNC and the Government has created a huge negative impact on the area, go check

out the erosion from thejr buildings and the six foot barbed wire fence the :
government put up to keep out trespassers, well that same fence can keep animals .
from migrating to the end of Point Loma and I haven’t heard that there taking that

down anytime soon. I'want this group of people to quit wasting taxpayers money. Let

this man build his home, isn’t this America? What happeued to freedom?

"~ Yam more than willing to testify imder oath on Craig Irving’s behalf at any hearing

that would be required. I can be contacted at 858-456-4561, 858-616-7472 or email
address: dan_psd@msn.com. 1 look forward to hearing from you soon.

Respectfully,

TV

Dan Vaughn, Point Loma Native




CHRIS E. GHIO

945 Orma Drive
San Diego, California 92106-2815
(619) 899-5322
Fax (619) 544-6243
GhioC@ctt.com

April 2, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North

Suite 200

San Diego, California 92108

Re: Proposed residence on two lots to be conveyed from Point Loma Nazarene University
to Irving family

Dear Madam Chairwoman and Honorable Commissianers:

This is to express my enthusiastic support for Craig and Rebecea Irving's plan to build a
family home on two lots they are purchasing from Point Loma Nazarene University.

I am a third generation San Diegan and a lifetime resident of Point Loma. My home is
approximately 100 yards from the University. | am active in the community and, among
other things, served as a board member of the Peninsula Community Planning Board for
eight years, including three years as treasurer. This experience provided me with
knowledge in residential planning issues in Point Loma.

The lrvings' home will not negatively impact Sunset Cliffs Park and will only enhance the
surrounding neighborhood. The current designs for the home are beautiful and not
inconsistent with other homes in the area. Further, the Irvings are the kind of family who will
help the neighborhood overcome the problem of vagrants and other peopie littering and
generally causing trouble in the park.

The few opponents to the project have an ax to grind with the University and the lrvings
have been caught in the middle. Please look beyond the opponents’ uiterior motives and
approve the project. My family looks forward to welcoming the lrving family to our
neighoborhood, hopefully in the near future.

Please do not hesitate to call me at (619) 899-5322 should you have any questions or
comments. Thank you for your courtesy.

Very truly yours,

Cll e Yo

Chris E, Ghio

cc: Craig and Rebecca Irving



Maxine Garrigues
825 Cordova Street
San Diego, CA 92107

April 12, 2000

Chairperson, Sara Wan

California Coastal Commission

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San. Diego, CA 92108

Dear California Coastal Commissioners;

I live in the Sunset Cliffs area and am writing
as a neighbor regarding the Irving Project on
Stafford Place. My family and I are frequent
users of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park and I
see no problems nor negative ramifications on
the park or the neighborhood for that matter.

The project seems to have tried very hard to
conform to the requirements unlike several other
projects over the past ten years. I would like

to see equal observation of the zoning requirements,
regulations and laws.

The Irving Project has my approval and should
proceed without any further delay.

Sincerely,

o, Ny i
SN gt a/‘/,/é%ff;%@ |
A4

/
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Maxine Garrigues




April 11, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,

I have lived in Point Loma for almost 40 years. I raised my children here
and enjoyed Sunset Cliffs Park with my family for all of those years. The
Irvings are planning a beautiful home in a residential neighborhood
adjacent to our Park. We are in complete support of their plans. Don’t be
snookered by the few opponents’ attempts to get back at the University.

Regards,
Dee Cabana

3710 Warner Street
San Diego, CA 92106



James Lightner
2445 Fifth Avenue, Suite 420
San Diego, CA 92101

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Three Residential Parcels (1.5 acres) owned by Point Loma Nazarene University and accessible

from Stafford Place, Point Loma
APN# 532-510-04; 532-510-05; 532-510-06

I am a resident of the area neighboring Point L.oma Nazarene University and the subject
residential parcels. A development plan for the subject parcels created by a prospective buyer,
Mr. Craig Irving of San Diego, has been presented to area residents and interested parties.

I support Mr. Irving’s development plan for the following reasons:
1. it proposes construction of only one home on site rather than three or more as previously
contemplated -
2. it provides a generous ratio of open space to improvement area
3. it specifies retention of abundant native-plant landscape and protection of fragile hillsides
4. Mr. Irving appears to be knowledgable about the area and sensitive to the needs and wishes
of his neighbors and the public.

Sincerely yours,

(lon £/

James Lightner




April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commuissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92107

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commuissioners,

My wife and I have lived in Point Loma for over forty years. We live m close
proximity to the Irving’s new home and our property 1s adjacent to the same
canyon they share. This project is welcome in our neighborhood.

Sincerely,

’}V//Cj %:ﬁ.{ g&r&éw /}& /’“e"ﬂ/\/f"""“’/

Mr. And Mrs. Bunyar
4350 Monaco Street
San Diego, CA 92107



April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Fellow Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

RE: Coastal Development Permit Application A-6RJS-99-143/Irving

Dear Ms. Wan and Fellow Commissioners:

Our house, on Moana Drive, backs up to the campus of Point Loma
Nazarene University. We have been on the Sunset Cliffs property
many times and are familiar with the plan for Mr. and Mrs. Craig
Irving to build their residence on the property that backs up to the
park.

We are in favor of the Irving project and ask you to approve the
project as submitted. We feel that this project will reduce potential
development and enhance our neighborhood.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. William Westphal




April 6, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
311 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92107

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners,
My family lives adjacent to Point Loma Nazarene University. We are in complete
agreement with the Irving’s house. It is going to be a beautiful addition to our

neighborhood and we look forward to welcoming their family into our area. Please
approve the project.

Sincerely,

A X

L

Ned and Laura Banning
937 Orma Drive
San Diego, California 92106







ARCHITECTS, OTHERS



FL Hope Architectural Planning and Design
PO Bax 6029, San Diego, CA 92166
phvix: 615-220-7115
LHOPEDESIN@AOL

April 18, 2000

Chairperson Sars Wan
Honorable Coastal Commisgion

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, Ca. 52108

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

As an Architect working within the Point Loma area, I am encouraged when a new home design such
88 Mr. Jrving’s are built. The typical homes within the Point Loma ares lack design quality and
sensitivity to the existing besutiful natural environment. Mr. Irving’s Architects has spent countless
hours massaging his design to blend with the terrain of Sunset Cliffs Natural Park.

1 was born and raised in Point Loma, and have frequented Sunset Cliffs Natural Park often. I also have
known Mr. Irving from my youth, and can say with confidence his outstanding respect for the natural
environment. He cherishes the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park as well as the community where he lives.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely
F. Leland Hope, Architect

F.L. HOPE ARCHITECTURAL PLANNING AND DESIGN




20 April 2000

Honorable Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North

Dear Chairperson Sara Wan,

This letter is to serve notice that I have reviewed the architectural drawings for the Craig
Irving family residence and feel strongly that the proposed design will be an asset to the
local neighborhood and that it is sensitive to the particulars of the site. As a licensed
architect and six year resident of the home sharing the Stafford Place cul-de-sac, I am
familiar with the neighborhood and the adjoining nature park. On most weekends, in
particular during the summer months, it is a common occurrence to witness apparently
underage individuals drinking alcohol and/or using drugs on the park land accessed
through our respective properties. Approximately five years ago, the previous property
owners, The Point Loma Church of the Nazarenes University installed a chain link fence
at the southern property line common with the park. This fence has been effective in
minimizing the above referenced illegal activity by limiting easy access to the top of the
hill. Ample parking with park access is presently provided via two paved lots located
further down the hillside. It is my belief that the fencing included in the proposed site
improvements will serve to further discourage additional illegal activity in the immediate
area. [ support Mr. Irving’s e forts to create a safe and secure environment for his family
in the form of perimeter feacing around his lot. Thank you for your consideration to this
common concern within the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

D 4-7/7;»/——

Thomas R. Hayes AIA
706 Stafford Place
San Diego, CA 92107



The Office of

WAYNE RAFFESBERGER

Business Consuitant~Attorney

3148 Saville, San Diego, CA 92110
619.222 7369; fax 222 2217

E-mail; wratf{@adnc,

April 20, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan & Honorabie Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Ste. 200 ; : -
San Diego, CA 92108 - v srmens

Subject: Irving Residence in Point Loma, CDP #A-6RJS-99-143/lrving
Dear Members of the Coastal Commission:

| am writing you in support of the proposed new Irving residence in Point Loma. fama
two-decade resident of Point Loma, a former member of the Peninsula Community
Planning Board, and am currently the President of the Point Loma Association. | am
writing you as an individual, however, since the Point Loma Assaciation does not
normally make official recommendations on specific projects ke an individual home.

| am also a former council representative for the San Diego City Council, and
represented Councilman Ron Roberts on Point Loma issues for over two years.

| support this particular project because it actually reduces, rather than increases, the
number of homes which could be built on the affected two lots. Per the current zoning, a
possible fourteen homes could be theoretically built there, rather than the one that the
Irvings propose to build. The proposed house would utilize an existing road through
Point Loma Nazarene University for access. The house is supporied by all of the
immediate neighbors, who are the ones most affected by any proposed development.

For the above reasons, | hope you will give the Irving proposal your consideration and
support.

Sincerely,
S

Wayne Raffesberger




Dwayne Little
2311 Caminito Recodo

San Diego, CA 92107
Phone: (619) 225-8693

April 11,2000

Members of the California Coastal Commission
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

RE: Coastal Development Permit Application
A-6RJS-99-143/Trving

This letter is written in support of the CDP application of Mr. Craig Irving, who wishes to build
a home on a parcel of land in Point Loma which lies between Stafford Place and Point Loma

Nazarene University.

To help validate my statement, I would like to inform you of my participation in planning and
development issues in the Point Loma community. From 1990-1998 I was an active member of
the Sunset Cliffs Recreation Council, attending its regular monthly meetings and working with
the City Recreation Department in its efforts to develop Sunset Cliffs Coastal Park. I am very
familiar with all of the ecological issues which might be raised by this project. From 1992-1998
I also served two three-year terms (the maximum) on the Peninsula Community Planning Board,
and in 1998 I was elected to a three-year term on the Point Loma Association. This year I have
served as PLA Vice-President.

The parcel of land which Mr. Irving wishes to develop for a single-family home should be an
ideal use for the property. It should have a minimal impact on the ecology of the area, much less
than almost any other conceivable development. In fact, I believe community residents believe it
will be a significant community asset. [ am unaware that the parcel has ever been considered a
“wildlife corridor.” While there is wildlife in the area, the animals’ movement should not be
obstructed by this development. There are many alternative routes in the area for wildlife to
move from place to place.

I strongly recommend the approval of CDP A-6RJS-99-143/Irving.

1

Since%ely,

Dwayne Little



PENINSULA COMMUNITY PLANNING BOARD, INC.
P.O. BOX 60418
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92166

April 11, 2000

Ms. Sara Wan, Chairperson
-California State Coastal Commission
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Re: Irving Residence, 3900 Loma Land Drive, San Diego
Coastal Develop:zent Application AR6JS-99-143

Dear Ms. Wan:

Please find enclosed the summary of the Peninsula Community
Planning Board's action on the Irving Residence on May 12,
1999.The Board voted 8-2-2 in favor of "not opposing” the Irving
Residence coastal development application.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at your earliest
convenience at 619.223.37?0.

Sincerely,

’@ppagAIA, Chairman of Project Review Committee
Peninsula Community Planning Board




PENINSULA COMMUNITY PLANNING BOARD, INC.

P.O. BOX 60418
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92166

June 23, 1999

Mr. Dan Stricker, Development Project Manager
City of San Diego Development Services Department
1222 1st Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101-4155 £. 236.6620

Re: Irving Residence CDP 98-1074
3900 Loma Land Drive, San Diego

Dear Mr. Stricker:

The Peninsula Community Planning Board considered the above
referenced application for a second time during our May 12, 1999
meeting. By a poll of eight yeas, two nays, and two abstentions,
the beard voted "to not oppese the Irving Residence project with
the following conditions: (1) All mitigation obligation to be
designated to Sunset Cliffs Natural Park; (2) Additional landscape
review required to assure maximum compatibility of landscape
treatments with adjacent Sunset Cliffs Natural Park."

Should you have any questions, please contact me at your earliest
convenience at 223.3710.

Sincerely,

N

i

s ATA
Peninsula Community Plamning Board



RICHARD JOHN LAREAU & Asscciates, Inc. | Architects AIA | Architecture, Planning, Engineering N

( * A

April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Fellow Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108

RE:  Coastal Development Permit Application
A-6RJS-99-143
Irving Residence

Dear Chairweman Wan & Coastal Commission:

[ am an architect who has been in business in Point Loma for some thirty five years. I have also
been a resident here for a similar period of time.

[ am currently on the Board of the Point Loma Association and also on the architectural review
committee for the Peninsula Community Planning Board.

In the past I have served on the following:

Point Loma Association: President 2 years, Board approximately 16 years
Peninsula Community Planning Board: Director approximately 8 years
Peninsula Community Plan #1

Point Loma Implementation Committee: Chairman 10 years

Roseville Report Plan: Chairman

Local Coastal Program

Peninsula Community Plan #2

Roseville Community Implementation Overly Zone: Chairman

In addition to my planning qualifications, I formerly lived in the house j Just north of the subject
property (the Clark’s residence).

\2845 Nimitz Boulevard | Cenire West, Suite F | San Diego, Californic 92106-2388 * (619} 222-0341 » Fax (619} 222-4382 )




Chairwoman Sara Wan and Fellow Coastal Commissioners

April 10, 2000
-

I recommend that you approve the Irving Residence project for the following reasons:

1. As proposed the 1.3 acre parcel of land will accommodate just one residence and
guest house in lieu of possibly seven or eight homes if it were subdivided.

2. There will be less traffic on Stafford Place as the access will be from the east.

The balance of the property will be landscaped.

(¥}

4, The Architectural Review Committee and the Peninsula Community Plarming
Board have previously reviewed and approved the project.

This would obviously be a major improvement to the neighborhood.

A

I expect that the fence will have a reasonable setback to allow amplé landscaping and that the
driveway to the Clark’s residence will be suitably designed.

Hence, I would urge that the Irving Residence be approved.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Lafeau

RJL/dl



April 18, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan

Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North ~ Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Ms. Wan and all Coastal Commissioners:
My wife and I have owned a house in the Sunset Cliffs area of Point Loma for nine years.

Having an environmental degree in architecture and being an active outdoorsman drew me
to the beauty of the coastal bluffs, tide pools, and rugged natural topography of the area,
including the Sunset Cliffs Park, which we frequent regularly.

I have known the Irvings for 10 years and share their love of nature and the beautiful
environment along the southern Point Loma coastline, especially at the Sunset Cliffs area.

We have seen the existing run-down house which would be transformed into a home for
Rebecca and Craig and their expanding family and wholeheartedly support the Irving’s
new home.

It not only would be a welcome addition to the neighborhood but also would be a home for
raising the young Irving children.

We strongly urge you to support this project.

~ Sincerely,

i

Perry & Donna Dealy
4415 Granger Street
San Diego, CA 92107
(619)222-2032




April 10, 2000

Ms. Sara Wan

Commissioner

State of California Coastal Commission
3111 Camino Del Rio North

Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92108

RE: THE PROPOSED IRVING RESIDENCE
Point Loma

Dear Ms. Wan and Fellow Commissioners,

This letter is written to you to ask for your'approval of the development and new hcme
construction proposed by Craig and Rebecca lrving in Point Loma/Scn Diego, Cafifomia.

As a long term resident and property owncer in Point Loma, | am very interested and concerned
about the residential redevelopment in our area.

The home proposed for construction by the Irvings dispiays the outstanding quality expected of
a traditional craftsman style home. They have hired some of the best architects and design
consultants to assist them. Their thoughtful cppreciation for our community is very apparent in
the design.

This project is a strong example of what should be taking place in our older communities. Urban
in-fill and the ability of homeowners to renew properties are crifical! to the future of our city.

As a fellow design professional and Point Loma neighbor, | urge you to approve this project.

Sincerely,

Kim Lee Jatkion
Managing Principal
DIVAN + Studio

7661 qQirard cverue
Ia jolia. caiifornia usG
? 2 2 3 7
tel BUB.EST.L5EZ
fgx 858.55i.2377
wwe divenstudio.com




MorGaxn Dexe Quiver

April 11, 2000

Ms. Sara Wan
California Coastal Coxnmission
22350 Carbon Mesa Road
Maliby, CA 90265

Dear Ms. Wan:

I am a lifetime resident of Poiiit Loma in San Diego. ] have grown up

, hiking and enjoying Sanset Cliffs and Sunset Cliffs Park. My young
chtldrenwmbedomgﬂmsme. Iammc!yconmedaboutthe fisture of the
Park and the Sumset Cliffs area,

Aa someone who is extremely involved in art, srchitectoral plaoning and
design, I would like to share with you my views on the Irving project. The irving’s
contacted me initially secking advice on the selection of a very sensitive design
team. I recommended Studio E Architeets as well as Spurlock Poirier Landscape
Axchitects (who recently completed the Robert Irwin Sculpture Gardens as the new
Getty Museum). The Irving's hired this fine team and, in my opinion, has designed a
project that enbances the Park and the Sunset Cliffs area by sensitively minimizing
the interruption of this extracrdinary residential site and at the same tine Limited the
site density to a singe family residence. As I am sure you were aware, this
residential property is actually zoned for muitiple residential units. The opportunity
to achieve this density reduction aud eliminate the cutting of new rosdways in the
cliff is a great opportunity for the area and alf of s who are concerned residents.
The plan that is before you today is a solid, envirommentally sensitive plan for this
residential property.

Pleascmdurhcseﬁm’whmmnhngyourdecm Ifthmpro;ectm
not go forward, the issues of the existing drive through the park will remain. The

rejection of this project may lead to true fumre ecalogical distuption in the form of
greater density and cliffside grading to gain access from below to 2 muitiple unit

housing project.

Very truly yours,

A—

Morgan Dene Oliver
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Kipland Howard
678 Rosecrans Street
San Diego, CA 92106

April 10, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan

Coastal Cormmissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairwoman Sara Wan and Coastal Commisstoners:

1 am an architect and my wife and 1 bave been a resident of the Point Loma area for over 13
years.

. 1 have taken the time to review the Trving's residential plans and have personally visited the
proposed site.

We are frequent visitors of Sunset Cliffs Park and consider Sunset Cliffs my local surfing break.
As such, 1 am of the strong opinion that the Irving’s proposed residential plans are appropriate
and in no way will harm any of the sensitive ecological systems inherent in this arca.

I believe that the home is appropriately sighted and designed to compliment the swrrounding
areas, and therefore [ would offer my strong support for your approval of the plan.

Sincerely,

Kip Howard



CARRIER JOIHNSON

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIOR DESIGN
PLANNING

GORDON R, CARRIER AlA
MICHAEL O, [ORNSON Al&

WILLIAM €, BGCKEN AlA
DERORAH F. ELLIGTT HDA
FRANK A. WOLDEN

1361 THIRD AVENUE
SAM DILGO CALIFORMIA
201103

TEL 41% 239 2353
FAX 619 239 6227

1600 MICHELSON DR
SUITE Aco

IRVINE CALIFORNIA
97812

TEL 949 955 2333
FAX 949 955 2327

www.carrisrjohnson.com

G.R. TARRIER ALCHITECT

April 8, 2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners
3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200 : s
San Diego, CA 92108

Dear Chairworman Sara Wan, Coastal Commissioners: Comes

! am a local architect and live in Point Loma within close proximity to the Irving’s
proposed new home. | have reviewed their plans, toured the site, and given them
input from the beginning. As a frequent Park user, | was initially concerned what the
house might look like and what affect it might have on the Park. { can say
professionally that the project will have a positive impact on the Park and its
surrounds due to the diligence with which the lrvings and their Architect pursued the
project. A craftsman style house in that setting will retain the visual quality of the
site, the aesthetic qualities of the area and the neighboring characteristics. ltis a
proper structural scale with varied architectural treatments and appropriate plant
materials that will surely become a historical site in its time.
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April 17,2000

Chairwoman Sara Wan

Fellow Coastal Commissioners

3111 Camino Del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92108

Re:  Proposed Residence for Mr. Craig frving.
Via: U.S. Mail

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Coastal Commissioners, -

I am writing in support of the proposed Irving residence. I am an architect
who has practiced in San Diego for the past twenty five years. My office is
located in Point Loma and my residence is located within five blocks of the
proposed dwelling. T jog the cliffs and run through the park every evening.
The house would be a positive addition to the park. Itis sensitive to the
surroundings and well conceived. 1hope that the commission will support

- good architecture and encourage qualify projects in conjunction with coastal

uses. .

Respectfully,
Richard Yeu & Associates

Richard S. Yen, ATA
Principal

RY:sm




April 17, 2000

Chalrperson Sara Wan, and

Members of the Coastal Commission
3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 200
San Diego, California 92108

Dear Commissioners:

I lived In Point Loma for more than fifteen years before moving to Alpine about
three years ago. My home was on Sunset Cliffs Boulevard two houses north of
Ladero Street at the north edge of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park. '

1 was an active member of the Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Council and
attended meetings on a regular basis for a number of years before moving to Alpine.
1 did attend meeting after moving here but no longer attend meetings of the council
on a regular basis.

I have spent a lot of time In the park and on the beaches below and I believe I am
familiar with the real and envisioned problems in the park.

1 am a consultant and 1 regularly travel to work with a dient in Point Loma and
often while thera I visit the park.

I was not a supporter of the "bash the college” and "remove the ball field”
mentality that seemed to drive many members of the coundil.

1 think the park is a valuable asset to the community and dty.

I am familiar with the area owned by the Point Loma Nazarene College on which
Mr, Craig Irving hopes to bulld his home and don’t see how bullding a house there
will have a negative impact on the park. There Is presently one residence on the
property that was used In the past as a home for the head of the college security. So
it seems one home is to be replaced by another, which will.not affect the density or
use of the area, .

1 believe that much of the opposition by some members of the Rec Council to Mr.
Irving building a home on the land he will purchase from the college stems from thelr
opposition to the college In general and anything it does on or with its property

adjacent to the park.
Sincergly,
el

Louls Gerling
P.O. Box 218
Alpine, CA 91903
(619) 659-1291

L]







$101.0452.11 SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE

§ 101.0452.11 Height Limitation Zone — South San Diego
(Expired June 30, 1973 .)

(10-08)

§ 101.0452.12 Height Limitation Zone — South Peninsula
(Expired June 30, 1973 .)

§ 101.0452.13 Height Limitation Zone — Midway-Mission Bay Park
(Expired June 30, 1973 )

§ 101.0452.14 Height Limitation Zone — University Community — Del Mar Torrey Pines
(Expired June 30, 1973 .)

§ 101.0452.15 Height Limitation Zone — San Diego Avenue
(Expired November 21, 1976 .)

§ 101.0452.16 Height Limitation Zone — Middletown
(Expired November 21, 1976 )

§ 101.0452.17 Height Limitation Zone— Uptown
(Repealed 1-6-92 by 0-17726 N.S.)

§ 101.0454 H.R. (Hillside Review) Overlay Zone

A. PURPOSE AND INTENT

1t is the purpose of the Hillside Review Overlay Zone to provide supplementary development regulations to
underlying zones to assure that development occurs in such a manner as to protect the natural and topo-
graphic character and identity of these areas, environmental resources, the aesthetic qualities and restorative

value of lands, and the public health, safety and general welfare by insuring that development does not create °

soil erosion, silting of lower slopes, slide damage, flooding problems, and severe cutting or scarring. It is the
intent of this zone to encourage a sensitive form of development and to allow for a reasonable use which com-
plements the natural and visual character of the City. Reference will be made to the community plan recom-
mendations and the hillside design guidelines when making the required findings of fact. In the case of conflict
between the community plan and the guidelines, the plan shall apply.

B. APPLICATION OF THE HILLSIDE REVIEW OVERLAY ZONE

The City Coundil, in accordance with "Process Five”, may apply the Hillside Review Overlay Zone to prop-
erty having slopes with a natural gradient in excess of twenty—five percent (25%) (twenty- five (25) feet of ver-
tical distance for each 100 feet of horizontal distance) and a minimum elevation differential of fifty (50) feet. If
the City Council determines that land located adjacent to the slope, either above or below, must be included in

the Hillside Review O'verlay Zone in order to promote the purpose and intent of this zone, such rim or bottom -

land may be included in the Hillside Review Overiay Zone provxded that such area is within 300 feet of the
nearest point of the slope to which the Hillside Review Overlay Zone is to be applied. The overall average slope

will be used for property with varying slope gradients when determining the application of this overlay zone.

C. PERMITTED USES

Permitted uses shall be those permitted by the underlying zone subject to the regulations and restrictions
of the underlying zone in addition to the regulations and restrictions of this overiay zone.

D. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Within a Hillside Review Overlay Zone no building, improvement or portmn thereof shall be erected, con-
structed, converted, established, altered or enlarged or used, or demolished, nor shall any lot or premises be
excavated or graded, nor shall any ervsion control structure, device or method be constructed or placed until a
Hillside Review Permit or an exemption is obtained in accordance with the procedure set forth in this section,
or a Conditional Use Permit is obtained in accordance with the procedure set forth in Chapter X, Article 1,
Division 5, or a Planned Development Permit is obtained in accordance with the procedure set forth in Chapter
X, Article 1, Division 9; provided, however, that a Hillside Review Permit will not be required in those cases
where said building, improvement or portion thereof does not in any way alter the ground coverage of an exist-
ing building or structure. The granting of a Hillside Review Permit does not relieve the applicant for such per-
mit of the responsibility for obtaining other applicable permits from the City and other governmental agencies,
including a Land Development Permit from The City of San Diego, if such permit is required by the Municipal
Code. .
E. HILLSIDE REVIEW PERMIT

1. An application for a Hillside Review Permit may be filed with the Development Services Department in
accordance with Section 111.0202. The apphcanon shall be accompanied by appropriate site plans, grading
plans, sections and elevations. The plans, sections and elevations required to be submitted with a request for a

Hillside Review Permit shall be only those required to inform the City as to the facts listed in Section

=124 - Chapter 10: Planning and Zoning
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101.0454E) (5).

2. An appiication for a Hillside Review Permit for the construction, conversion, alteration, eniargement
use, demoiition, grading or excavation of one singie family residence may be exempted pursuant to Sectior
101.0454(EX3), approved, conditionally approved or denied by & "Hearing Officer” in ‘accordance with "Proces:
Three.” The decision of the "Hearing Officer” may be appealed to the Planning Commission in accordance witk
Section 111.0506. All other applications for Hillside Review Permits may be approved, conditionally approvec
or denied by the Planning Commission in accordance with "Process Four.” This decision may be appealed to the
City Council in accordance with Section 111.0508.

3. The following types of development or improvements shall be exempt from the requirement to obtain ¢
Hillside Review Permit, provided that there is no existing improvement beneftting from a previous variance
encreachment allowance, discretionary permit, or other property development exception, and the develop
ments or improvements meet all the following applicable criteria:

8. Development or improvements that do not encroach into the Hillside Review Overlay Zone.

b. Improvements that are in accordance with a previously approved discretionary permit, provided tha:
such improvements are not located within a designated environmental mitigation area.

c. Minor improvements to existing structures, within the Hillside Review Overlay Zone, subject to all of the
following criteria:

(1) Improvements clearing or grubbing less that one hundred square feet (100 8q. ft.) per acre, perlot.

(2) Improvements utilizing pilings or foundations totaling less than ten cubic yards (10 cu. yd.) excavation.

(3) One story structures supported by pilings or pillars having a total coverage within the Hillside Review
Overlay Zone, provided that the aggregate of all approved encroachments shall not exceed five percent (5%) o
the total floor area of the building or structure.

(4) Improvements to residential decks of less than five hundred square feet (500 sq. ft.). The deck shall bx
attached to the building or structure. A deck may extend over the canyon siope but shall not exceed tweive fee:
(127 in elevation above natural grade at any point.

(5) Development or improvements that do not disturb "biclogically sensitive lands” as defined by the
Resource Protection Ordinance, Municipal Code section 101.0462(FX2).

(6) The gmdmg and excavation pmmsed In connection with the improvements shall not result in goil ero
gion, silting of lower slopes, slide damage, flooding, severe scarring or any other geological instability.

(d) Repair or maintenance activities within mpmved or previously graded public rights~of-way.

4.The appropriate decisionmaker shall examine the Environmental Impact Report, plans, sections and ele-
vations submiited with the application for a permit and determine whether or not a Hillside Review Permi:
ghould be issued. The appropriate decisionmaker shall not issue a Hillside Review Permit unless the available
information supports the findings of fact set forth in Section 101.0454(E)(5). In approving a Hillside Review
Permit, the appropriate decisionmaker may irpose such conditions, including modification of the property
development, parking and other reguiations of the underiying land use zone, as deemed necessary and desir
able to protect the public health, safety and general welfare in respect to the facts listed in Sectior
101.0454(EX5) and to protect the environment in keeping with the provisions of the California Environmenta.
Quality Act and San Diego Municipal Code Chapter VI, Article 9.

Prior to approving, conditionally approving or denying an application, the decisionmaker may solicit the
recommendations and comments of other public agencies, City departments and interested groups. Where ¢
tentative map or tentative parcel map is required, the decision in regard to the Hillside Review Permit ahall be
made at the time action is taken on the map,

5.In reviewing an application for a Hillside Review Permit, the appropriate decisionmaker shall make the
following findings of fact in the review process:

a.The siteis nhymcaily suitable for the design and sitting of the proposed development. The proposed devel-
opment will result in minimum disturbance of sensitive areas.

b. The grading and excavation proposed in connection with the development will not result in soil erosion
silting of lower siopes, slide damage, flooding, severe scarring or any other geological instability which woulc
affect health, safety and general welfare as approved by the City Engineer. Disturbed slopes are planted witk
native and self sufficient vegetation.

. The proposed development retains the visual quality of the site, the aesthetic qualities of the area and the
neighborhood characteristics by utilizing proper structural scale and character, varied architectural treat
ments, and appropriate plant ma

d. The proposed development is in conformance with the Open Space Element of the General Plan, the
Open Space and Sensitive Land Element of the community pian, any other adopted applicable plan, and the
zone. The applicant has discussed the feasibility of open space dedications or easements with appropriate City
staff

e. The proposed development is in conformance with the qualitative development guidelines and criteria as
get forth in Document No. RR-262129 "Hillside Design and Development Guidelines”, and, if the property is
within the HR Overlay Zone areas adjacent to Tecolote Canyon, San Clemente Canyon and all other desig:
nated open space areas in Clairemont Mesa, the proposed development is also in conformance with Document

Chapter 10: Planning and Zening ‘ _ -125.
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No. RR~ 267476, "Tecolote Canyon Rim Development Guidelines.”

6. The decisionmaker may approve a Hillside Review Permit if. after considering the information presented
in the application and after reviewing the plans, sections and elevations submitted with the application and
after considering the testimony presented at the hearing, concludes that the available information supports
the findings of fact set forth in Section 101.0454(EX35).

7. In granting a Hillside Review Permit, the decisionmaker may impose such conditions as may be deemed
necessary and desirable to protect the public health, safety and generai weifare in respect to the facts listed in
Section 101.0454EX5). .

8. If the decisionmaker after considering the avaiisble information is unable to reach the findings of fact set
forth in Section 101.0454(EX5), the application shall be denied.

9. The decision of approving, conditionally approving or denying the appiication shall include the findings of
fact relied upon by the decisionmaker. The decision shall be filed with the City Clerk, the Development Ser-
vices Department, and the Engineering Department and a copy shall be mailed to the applicant.

10. All landscaping shall be developed in conformance with standards adopted by the City Council as set
forth in the document entitled, "City of San Diego Landscape Technical Manual " on file in the office of the City
Clerk.

F. FATLURE TO UTILIZE HILLSIDE REVIEW PERMIT.

A Hillside Review Permit shall expire and become void thirty—six (36) months after the "Date of Final
Action" of the permit if the permit is not utilized in the manner set forth in Section 111.1114; or unless other-
wise provided within a phasing program contained in: 1) a development agreement entered into between the
City and owners of land located within the Hillside Review Permit area, 2) a specific plan applicable to the sub-
ject property, or 3) as otherwise provided by the terms of the permit.

G. EXTENSION OF TIME FOR A HILLSIDE REVIEW PERMIT

The expiraton of & valid Hillside Review Permit may be extended as provided in Section 111.1122. To ini-
tiate a request for an extension of time, the property owner or owners shall file a written application with the
Development Services Department.

H. CANCELLATION OF A HILLSIDE REVIEW PERMIT

A valid Hillside Review Permit may be canceled at any time during the thirty-six (36) month period
referred to in Section 101.0454(F). Cancellation may be initiated by the owner of the property covered by the
permit by means of a communication directed to the Development Services Director in the office of the Devel-
opment Services Department. The permit becomes void 120 calendar days after receipt of the communication -
in the office of the Development Services Department.

1. COASTAL ZONE REGULATIONS

Within the Coastal Zone, the following regulations shall be supplementary to, and in the event of conflict
shall supersede, the regulations set forth or referenced in preceding paragraphs of this section.

1. Application of the Hillside Review Overlay Zone (see also Subsection B.1.). Where any portion of a parcel
is located within the Hillside Review Overiay Zone, the regulations of the Hillside Review Overlay Zone shall
be applicable to the entire parcel.

2. Development Regulations (see also Subsection D.1.). Where a conditional use permit or planned develop-
ment permit is sought in conjuncrion with a development in the Hillside Review Overlay Zone, the appiication
requirements, special regulations and findings of the Hillside Review Overlay Zone shall be incorporated into
the review process and approval requirements of the conditional use permit or planned development permit.

3. Hillside Review Permit (see also Sections 101.0454(E) (1) and 101.0454(E)(3)). Every application for a
hillside review permit shail be accompanied by the following information.

a. A slope analysis, based upon a topographic map with contour intervals not exceeding five (5) feet. The
slope analysis shall show the following slope categories for the entire property in acres:

1) Less than twenty—five percent (25%) slope. '

2) Twenty-five percent (25%) to thirty-five percent (35%) alope.

3) Greater than thirty— five percent (35%) slope.

b. A geological reconnaissance report where development is proposed to be located in a "moderate” (C),
"high” (D), or "variable” (BC or AC) Risk Zone as identified on the geo—technical land—use capability maps ref-
erenced by the Seismic Safety Element of the Generai Plan, and on file in the office of the City Engineer. The
geological reconnaissance report shall be prepared in accordance with the City Engineering Department's
"Guidelines for Geo—{echnical Reports,” and shall address potential geologic hazards. The report shall be con-
gidered and made available for public review as part of the standard environmental review process.

Where unstable conditions are indicated but, in the opinion of the City Engineer, are not sufficiently
defined in the geological reconnaissance report, a preliminary engineering geology report shall also be
required. The preliminary engineering geology report shall inciude the resuits of subsurface investigations
sufficient to identify the nature and magnitude of such unstabie conditions; and shall identify alternative mit-
igation measures that may be needed. B

In reviewing the potential of any development to create or increase geologic instability, official governmen-
tal soils maps, determinations of highly erodible soiis, mapped active landsiide areas, and similar documenta-
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tion of geological instability shall be presumed to constitute rebuttable evidence and the applicant shail have
an affirmative obligation to bring them to the attention of the City. Any decision by the City to override such
evidence shall be based upon substantial evidence presented by a geo~technical expert licensed to practice in
California. All liability for the accuracy of the geo—technicai irformation presented on behalf of the applicant
shall be assumed by the applicant, who shall also be required in writing as a condition precedent to issuance of
the Coastal Development Permit to address and fully mitigate or otherwise correct any geologic instability,
erosion, or sedimentation caused by the permitted development on other private or public properties and off-
site coastal natural resources. Failure by an applicant to provide geo~technical or other engineering responses
to such identified geoiogical instabilities shall constitute grounds for denial of the development.

¢. A map or overlay showing the following information on the site:

1) Significant geologic features, landmarks, or known archaeological and paleontological sites.

2) Watercourses and natural drainage paths.

3) Mature trees, groves and other significant natural vegetation.

4) Areas of twenty-five percent (25%) or greater slope where the natural vegetation has been disturbed by
previcus grading activities.

5) Existing vistas from public roadways and other public vantage points.

d. A preliminary grading plan for building sites and on-aite access roads.

e. A preliminary site and landscaping plan showing the proposed location of all of the following:

1) Buildings, recreational areas and all other accessory structures.

2) Planting materials including trees, shrubs and ground covers.

3) Native vegetation restoration areas.

4) All paved and/or impervious surfaces including driveways, parking areas and patios.

5) Acreage figures for each of the above categories.

f A drainage plan showing proposed runoff control measures.

g. A preliminary elevation plan (mdudmg sections) shcwmg basic foundations and roof types.

h. A statement describing the visual impact of the proposed development on the scale and character of the
surrounding area.

4. Special Regulations. .

a. Where a development, including any land division, is proposed on slopes of twenty-—ﬁve percent (25%)
grade and over which possess environmentally sensitive habitats, or significant scenic amenities, or potential
hazards to development, as identified on Map Drawing No. C-720 (on. file in the office of the City Clerk as Doc- - -
ument No. 00-170685), the following regulations shall apply:

1) Slopes of twenty-five percent (25%) grade and over shall be preserved in their natural state, provideda
minimal encroachment into such slopes (areas disturbed by grading or development) may be permitted as set
forth in the following table:

TABLE 1 OF SECTION 101.0454

25% SLOPE
ENCROACHMENT
ALLOWANCE

Percentage of Parcel = Maximum Encroachment
in Slopes of 25% Grade  Allowance as Percentage

and Over of Area in Slopes of
25% Grade and Over
75% or less 10%
6% - 80% 12%
81% - 85% 14%
86% - 90% 16%
91% - 35% 18%
96% - 100% 20%

For the purposes of Section 101.0454, encroachment shall be defined as any area of twenty-five percent
(25%) or greater slope in which the natural landform is altered by grading, is rendered incapable of supporting
vegetation due to the displacement required for the building, accessory structures, or paving, or is cleared of
vegetation, other than allowed below.

. rt’Ii;he bioilomng uses and/or development features shall be exempt from the encroachment Hmitations set
orth above:

a) Major public roads and collector streets identified in the Circuiation Element of an adonted cornmunity
plan of The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

b) Public utility systems.
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¢) In tke North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan areas only:

Local public streets or private roads and driveways which are necessary for access to the more developable
portions of a site on slopes of less than twenty~five percent (25%) grade, provided na less environmentally
damaging aiternative exists. The determination of whether or not a proposed road or driveway qualifies for an
exempticn. in whole or in part, shail be made by the Development Services Director based upon an analysis of
the project sita.

d) All vegetated areas located between thirty (30) and cne hundred (100) feet of existing or proposed struc-
tures, which are selectively pruned. thinned or trimmed by hand to comply with existing City fire codes pro-
vided that such slopes retain their native root stock, and that no alteration or reconfiguretion of the natural
landform is required. Selective clearing under this exemption shall not allow the wholesale clearing or cutting
of existing vegetation down to a uniform height.

Exemptions from the encroachment limitations set forth above shall not be allowed for any designated
areas located within thirty (30) feet of existing or proposed structures, which are cleared or cut down ta compiy
with exigdng City fire codes. s

¢) Naturai slopes or previously graded slopes located directly underneath pole supported or cantilevered
buildings, provided such areas are open to light and air and allow a minimum clearance of four (4) feet between
the building sub—floor and the ground.

f) Erosion control structures, devices or methods for purposes of protecting existing principal structures
which do not cause the removal or disturbance of any native vegetation located on any portion of the property
and which are not located within delineated "viewshed" areas of Map No C-720.

2) On existing legal parcels, a deviation in the encroachment allowance percentage may be granted by the
Development Services Director if necessary to maintain a minimum development right (total disturbed area)
equal to twenty percent (20%) of the entire parcel.

3) All encroachment allowances. including permissible deviations, shall be subject to a determination by the
Development Services Director that such encroachment supports the findings of fact set forth in Subsection
E.5. of this section.

_b. Where a development or land division is proposed on slopes of twenty-five percent (25%) grade and over
which have not been identified as possessing environmentally sensitive habitats, or significant scenic ameni-
ties, or potential hazards to development, as identified on Map Drawing No. C~720 (on file in the office of the
City Clerk as Document No. OO~ 17065), such slopes may be developed provided the following regulations are

(10-89)

1) The proposed development shall minimize the alteration of natural landforms and create only new slopes
that are topographicaily compatible with natural landforms of the surrounding area.

2) The proposed development shall restore and enhance any previously manufactured slopes on the site to
make them compatible with surrounding natural landforms and native vegetation.

3) The proposed development shall include a native vegetation restoration and enhancement program for
those disturbed portions of the site in twenty-five percent (25%) or greater slopes that will provide as follows:

a) For every area or quantity of native vegetation located on slopes of twenty—five percent (25%) grade and
gver, in excess of the encroachment allowance provided in Table 1 (Subsection J.4.a.), that is disturbed by the
development, an area equal to one hundred twenty percent (120%) of the disturbed area shall be restored in
native vegetation.

b) The native vegetation restoration and enhancement area shall be located on the site of the permitted
development. However, if the size, topography, or biological characteristics of the site are determined by the
Development Services Director to be unsuitable for restoration or enhancement, such native vegetation shall
be provided at one or more off—site locations within the Coastal Zone, which may inciude publicly owned
rights—of—way.

c) All natve vegetation restoration and enhancement proposals shall be prepared by a biologist, registered
landscape architect, or other qualified professional in consultation with the California Department of Fish and
Game and United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

c. Encroachment allowances for the development of slopes of twenty-five percent (25%) grade and above
occurring in either slope category described in Subsections a. of b. above, shall not be transferable between cat-
egoriea. .

Any adjustment or modification of the adopted Coastal Zone Sensitive Slopes classifications, as identified
on Map Drawing No. C-720, which resuits in a change from the sensitive to nonsensitive category on a portion
of a property or a property in its entirety shall require a Local Coastal Program amendment.

d. All slopes of twenty-five percent (25%) grade and over which remain undisturbed or which are restored
or enhanced as a result of a development approval shall be conserved as a condition of permit approval
through a deed resiriction, open space easement or other suitable device that wiil preciude any future devel-
opment or grading of such slopes.

e. All development on slopes of twenty-five percent (25%) grade and over located in the La Jolla or La Jolla
Shores Community Plan areas, shall, in addition to meeting all other requirements of this section, be found

consistent with the Hillside Development Guidelines set forth in the La Jolla— La Jolla Shores Local Coastal:
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" Program Land Use Plan.

£ In accordance with the development boundaries estabiished by previous Coastal Commission Develop-
ment approvals obtained prior to Mav 14, 1985, in lieu of other provisions of this ordinance, development,
gradmg, or filling shall be allowed on siopes of twenty-five percent (25%) or greater on the north and south
sides of Lopez Canyon provided that such develepment grading, or filling shall not be visible from a point
located along the streamed of Lopez Canyon that is nearest to the proposed development, grading or diling. All
other developments within the Hillside Review Zone on the north and south sides of Lopez Canyon shall com-
ply with the provisions of this ordinance.

J. EROSION CONTROL STRUCTURES. DEVICES OR METHODS

1. A Hillside Review Permit is required for any erosion control structure, device or method if any portion of
the property lies within the Hillside Review Overlay Zone. For purposes of Section 101.0454, erosion control
structures, devices or methods include but are not limited to retaining walls, air placed concrete and other
structures, devices or methods appropriate for controlling or minimizing erosion. Erosion control measures do
not include those preventive measures required for soil stabilization or drainage. An erosion control structure,
device or method shall only be allowed if it is determined to be the only feasible means of erosion control nec-
essary to protect the existing principal structure(s) or public improvement(s), A geotechnical report shall be
required documenting the need for the erosion control structure, device or method, unless it is demonstrated -
by the responsible department through submittal of an appropriate investigative report, documentation or
other evidence that unstable conditions on the site do not exist. The geotechnical report shall identify the type
and design of the erosion control structure, device or method necessary, based upon site specific conditions. The
use of air- placed concrete as an erosion control structure, device or method, either by gunite or shotcrete,
shall be designed and applied in accordance with generaily accepted engineering standards and specifications
and shall also incorporate existing and adjacent landform ctaracteristics, including but not limited to color
coating, texturing, landscape and topographical features.

2. The permittee shall, prior to the approval of the Hillside Review Permit, execute and record a waiver of
public liability for the approved erosion control measure. Where a proposed ercsion control structure, device or
method would encroach upon any portion of property owned by The City of San Diego, the permittee shall pro-
vide written permission from the City Manager prior to the approval of the HR Permit. Documentation of this
approval shall be recorded with the conditions of permit approval.

K. REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE OR EROSION CONTROL STRUCTURES, DEVICES OR METHODS

The responsible department shall determine if any repair or maintenance activity of an approved and per-
mitted erosion control structure, device or method constitutes a minor modification or requires an amendment
to the permit(s) or a new permit(s). The responsible department shall require submittal of necessary reports,
documents or any other material necessary to make such determination. Repair or maintenance of an erosion
control structure, device or method which was constructed or placed without City approvals or permits shall
necessitate all required approvals and permits to be obtained and reviewed.

(Amended 7-25-94 by O 18088 N.S.}

§ 101.0455 SL Overiay Zone (Small Lot)
There is hereby established the Smail Lot Overlay Zone.
(Added 11-9-77 by 012204 N.8.)

§ 101.0455.1 Purpose and Intent

The purpose of the Small Lot (SL) Overlay Zone is to provide for the development of attached and detached
dwelling units on R—~ 1-5 Zoned lots under modified, optional land use regulations which are consistent with
General Plan objectives while protecting the public health, safety and general welfare, and creating develop-
ment of single-family character. The SL Zoneisan overlay zone intended to expand the cnozce, range, and type
of single— family housing and to implement community plan objectives wherever densities in the 5-10 dwell-
ing-units-per-acre range are therein prescribed.

It is the intent that the application of the SL Overlay Zone be made in such a manner that would assure
that there would be no overconcentration of the type of singie—family housing allowed by the Zone anywhere
within The City of San Diego.

The SL Overlay is intended to create development that achieves density of community plans while main-
taining the goals of single— family development design. Its use is intended in areas where the standard lot pat-
tern of the SL Overlay would not adversely affect direction in the community plan, other adopted plans, or any
environmental documents, to create development sensitive to existing topography or natural features of the
project site.

It is also the intent of this overlay that development which occurs on small lots is not repetitious in nature,
that the design of the units are diverse and varied, and that the unit size is in scale to adjacent structures.
Design gmdelme review by the Development Services Director is required to insure attractive building eleva-
tions, unique site planning, and smgulanry in design.

The SL Overlay Zone will be considered for application in areas having a natural grade of 20 percent or less.
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