MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Project No. 231328
SCH No. 2014081073

SUBJECT:

Inn at Sunset Cliffs: COASTi\L DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (CDP) and a SITE
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SOP) for the co nstruction of a new 170-foot-long secant p ile
seawal l. Additionally, the proj ect would remove t he following improvements:
remnants of an existing seawall, approximately 2,120 square feet of a lower concrete
deck and two (2) existing keystone block firepits. The original seawall was
constructed in 1953 and has had multiple failures due to high tides which lead to the
collapse of the concrete deck both in December 2015 and January 2019. All proposed
work would occur on private property and within the footprint of the existing
shoreline protection devices (seawall and lower deck). The subject property is 0.542
acres, of which the total disturbed area is less than 0.131 acres. There are no existing
easements, and none are proposed. The project is located at 1370 Sunset Cliffs
Boulevard in the RM-5-12 (Residential-Multiple Unit) Zone, Coastal Overlay Zone
(Appealable), Designated Historic District: Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging District,
Coastal Overlay Zone First Public Roadway, Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone,
Transit Priority Area, Parking Impact Overlay Zone (Coastal Impact/Beach Impact),
Residential Tandem Parking Overlay Zone, Sensitive Coastal Overlay, ALUCP Airport
Influence Area (AIA): San Diego International Airport - Review Area 2, Designated
Medium Density Residential with in the Ocean Beach Community Plan. (LEGAL
DESCRIPTION: MAP 1889, BLOCK 27, LOT I, EXC SW 125 FT, APN 448-341 -0100).
APPLICANT: Inn at Sunset Cliffs- Gavin Fleming

UPDATE:
8/25/2022: Minor revisions have been made to the draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND}. Specifically, the typographical errors and clarifications
were made to the final environmental document. Added language appears in a
strikeout and underlined format. CEQA Guidelines section 15073.S(a} requires a
lead agency to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be
substantially revised after public notice of its availability has previously been
given. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15073.S(b}, a "substantial revision"
includes two situations: (i} a new, avoidable significant effect is identified, and
to reduce that effect to a level of insignificance, mitigation measures or project
revisions must be added; or (ii} the lead agency determines that the mitigation
measures or project revisions originally included in the negative declaration

will not reduce potentially significant impacts to a level of insignificance, and
new mitigation measures or project revisions are required. CEQA is clear that
recirculation is not required if "new information is added to the negative
declaration which merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant
modifications to the negative declaration." {CEQA Guidelines, §15073.S{c}{4}.)
None of the revisions made meet the recirculation requirements. As such,
recirculation is not required.

See attached Initial Study.
II.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:
See attached Initial Study.

Ill.

DETERM INATION:
The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed project
could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): Biological Resources.
Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation identified in
Section V of this Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or
mitigates the potentially significant environmental effects previously identified, and the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not be required.

IV.

DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination.

V.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

A.
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
Plan Check Phase {prior to permit issuance)
1. Prior to Bid Opening/Bid Award or beginning any construction related activity on-site, the
Development Services Department (DSD) Director's Environmental Designee (ED) shall
review and approve all Construction Documents (CD) (plans, specification, details, etc.} to
ensure the MMRP requirements have been incorporated. In addition, the ED shall verify that
the MMRP Conditions/Notes that apply ONLY to the construction phases of this project are
included VERBATIM, under the heading, "ENVIRONMENTAUMITIGATION REQUIREMENTS."
2. These notes must be shown within the first three (3) sheets of the construction documents
in the format specified for engineering construction document templates as shown on the
City website: http://www.sandiego.gov/developmentservices/
·
industry/information/standtemp.shtml.
3. The TITLE INDEX SHEET must also show on which pages the "Environmental/Mitigation
Requirements" notes are provided.
4. SURETY AND COST RECOVERY. The DSD Director or City Manager may require appropriate
surety instruments or bonds from private Permit. Holders to ensure the long-term
performance or implementation of required mitigation measures or programs. The City is
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aut horized to recover its cost to offset t he salary, 01.terhead, and expenses for City personnel
and programs to monitor qualifying projects.
Post Plan Check (After permit issuance/Prior to start of construction}
5. PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING is requ ired ten (10) working days prior to beginning any work
on t his project. The Permit Holder/Owner is responsible to arrange and perform this
meeting by contacting the City Resident Engineer (RE) of the Field Engineering Division and
City staff from Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC). Attendees must also include the
Perm it Holder's Representative(s), Job Site Superintendent, and the following consultants:
•
Qualified biologist
•
Qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor
Note: Failure of all responsible Permit Holder's representatives and consultants to attend shall
requ ire an additional meeting with all p arties present.
CONTACT INFORMATION:

6.

Note:

a.

The primary point of contact is the RE at t he Field Engineering Division 858-627-3200.

b.

For clarification of environmenta l requirements, applica nt is also requ ired to call RE
and MMC at 858-627-3360.

MMRP COM PLIANCE. Th is Project, Project Tracking System (PTS) Number 658785 an d/or
Environmental Document Num ber 658785, sha ll conform to t he mitigation requirements
contained in the associated Environmenta l Document and implemented to the satisfaction
of the DSD's Environmental Designee (MMC) and the City Engineer (RE). Th e requirements
may not be reduced or changed but may be annotated (i.e., to explain when and how
compliance is being met and locat ion of verifying proof, etc.). Additional clarifying
information may also be added to other relevant plan sheets an d/or specifications as
appropriate (i.e., specific locations, times of monitoring, methodology, etc.
Permit Holder's Representatives n:iust alert RE and MMC if there are any discrepancies in the
plans or notes, or any changes du e to field conditions. All conflicts must be approved by RE
and MMC BEFORE the work is performed.

7.

OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS: Evidence of compliance with all other agency requirements
or perm its sh all be submitted to the RE and MMC for review and acceptance prior to the
beginning of work or within one week of the Perm it Holder obtaining documentation of
those permits or requirements. Evidence sh all include copies of permits, letters of resolution
or oth er documentation issued by t he responsible agency: None required.
8. MONITORING EXH IBITS: All consultants are required to submit to RE and MMC, a monitoring
exhibit on a 11x17 reduction of t h e appropriate construction plan, such as site plan, grading,
landscape, etc., marked to clea rly show the specific areas including the limit of work, scope
of that discipline's work, and notes indicating when in the construction sch edule that work
w ill be performed. When necessary for clarification, a detailed methodology of how the work
w ill be performed shall be included.
Note:

Surety and Cost Recovery- When deemed necessary by the DSD Director or City Manager,
additiona l su rety instruments o r bonds from the private Permit Ho lder may be required to
ensure the long-term performance or implementation of required mitigation measu res or
programs. The City is authorized to recover its cost to offset the salary, overhead, and
expenses for City personnel an d programs to monitor qualifying projects.
9. OTHER SUBM ITTALS AND INSPECTIONS: The Permit Holder/Owner's representative shall
submit all required documentation, verification letters, and requests for all associated
inspections to the RE and MMC for approval per the following schedule:
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DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL/INSPECTION CHECKLIST
Document Submittal
Issue Area

General

Consultant qualification letters

General

Consultant construction monitoring
exhibits
Monitoring reports

Biological Resources

Associated Inspection/
Ap rovals/Notes
Prior to preconstruction
meetin
Prior to preconstruction
meeting
Following construction
monitoring

B.
SPECIFIC MMRP ISSUE AREA CONDITIONS REQUIREMENTS
BI0-1 Biological Resource Protection During Construction: Prior to Bid Opening/Bid Award or
beginning any construction related activity on-site, the Environmental Designee shall verify
that the following project requirements are shown on the construction plans:
Prior to Construction
o

o

o

o

o

Biologist Verification - The owner/permittee shall provide a letter to the City's Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination (MMC) section stating that a Project Biologist (Qualified Biologist) as
defined in the City of San Diego's Biological Guidelines (2012), has been retained to
implement the project's biological monitoring program. The letter shall include the names
and contact information of all persons involved in the biological monitoring of the project.
Preconstruction Meeting - The Qualified Biologist shall attend the preconstruction
meeting, discuss the project's biological monitoring program, and arrange to perform any
follow up mitigation measures and reporting including site-specific monitoring, restoration
or revegetation, and additional fauna/flora surveys/salvage.
Biological Documents - The Qualified Biologist shall submit all required documentation to
MMC verifying that any special mitigation reports including but not limited to, maps, plans,
surveys, survey timelines, or buffers are completed or scheduled per City Biology Guidelines,
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance
(ESL), project permit conditions; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); endangered
species acts (ESAs); and/or other local, state or federal requirements.
Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit - The Qualified Biologist shall
present a Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit (BCME) which includes the
biological documents in C above. In addition, include: restoration/ revegetation plans, plant
salvage/relocation requirements (e.g., coastal cactus wren plant salvage, burrowing owl
exclusions, etc.), avian or other wildlife surveys/survey schedules (including general avian
nesting and USFWS protocol), timing of surveys, wetland buffers, avian construction
avoidance areas/noise buffers/ barriers, other impact avoidance areas, and any subsequent
requirements determined by the Qualified Biologist and the City ADD/MMC. The BCME shall
include a site plan, written and graphic depiction of the project's biological
mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the
BCME shall be approved by MMC and referenced in the construction documents.
Resource Delineation - Prior to construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall
supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along the limits of
disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify compl iance with any other
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o

project conditions as shown on the BCME. This phase shall include flagging plant specimens
and delimiting buffers to protect sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats/flora & fauna
species, including nesting birds) during construction. Appropriate steps/care should be taken
to minimize attraction of nest predators to the site.
Education - Prior to commencement of construction activities, the Qualified Biologist shall
meet with the owner/permittee or designee and the construction crew and conduct an onsite educational session regarding the need to avoid impacts outside of the approved
construction area and to protect sensitive flora and fauna (e.g., explain the avian and
wetland buffers, flag system for removal of invasive species or retention of sensitive plants,
and clarify acceptable access routes/methods and staging areas, etc.).
During Construction

o

o

Monitoring - All construction (including access/staging areas) sha ll be restricted to areas
previously identified, proposed for development/staging, or previously disturbed as shown
on "Exhibit A" and/or the BCME. The Qualified Biologist sha ll monitor construction activities
as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically sensitive
areas, or cause other similar damage, and that the work plan has been amended to
accommodate any sensitive species located during the pre-construction surveys. In addition,
the Qualified Biologist shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR shall be emailed to MMC on the 1st day of monitoring, the 1st week of each
month, the last day of monitoring, and immediately in the case of any undocumented
condition or discovery.
Subsequent Resource Identification - The Qualified Biologist shall note/act to prevent any
new disturbances to habitat, flora, and/or fauna onsite (e.g., flag plant specimens for
avoidance during access, etc.). If active nests or other previously unknown sensitive
resources are detected, all project activities that directly impact the resource shall be
delayed until species specific local, state, or federal regulations have been determined and
applied by the Qualified Biologist.
Post Construction Measures

o

In the event that impacts exceed previously allowed amounts, additional impacts shall be
mitigated in accordance with City Biology Guidelines, ESL and MSCP, State CEQA, and other
applicable local, state, and federal law. The Qualified Biologist shall submit a final
BCME/report to the satisfaction of the City ADD/MMC within 30 days of construction
comp letion.

B10-2

An abalone survey shall be performed within all intertidal and subtidal areas within 5 meters
of the proposed in-water work area (riprap removal area). The abalone survey shall be
conducted within 7 days of the start of in-water work. The survey shall be considered valid
for 30 days and therefore repeated if in-water work takes more t han 30 days or is delayed. If
aba lone are identified, the Project will be delayed until NOAA Fisheries can be consulted and
a plan to protect in place or abalone rel ocation can be performed.
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VI.

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

Draft copies or notice of this Negative Declaration were distributed to:
United States Government
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)
NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region
State of California
State Clearinghouse (46A)
California Coastal Commission (47)
City of San Diego
Mayor's Office (91)
Council member Jennifer Campbell District 2
Jeffrey Szymanski (MS 501)
Martha Blake (MS 501)
James Quinn (MS 501)
Phil Lizzi (MS 501)
Central Library Department (81 a)
Office of the City Attorney, Corrine Neuffer (59)
Other Individuals or Groups
Ocean Beach Planning Board (367)
Ocean Beach Town Council (367A)
Coastal Right Foundation Craig Sherman, Esq .
Friends of Sunset Cliffs
Barbara Houlton
Livia Barak Beaudin, Coastal Law Group
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Council (388)
Sierra Club (165)
San Diego Audubon Society (167)
Mr.Jim Peugh (167A)
California Native Plant Society (170)

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW

VII.

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
( )

No comments were received during the public input period.

( )

Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
draft environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are
incorporated herein.
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(X)

Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental
document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

Copies of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and any Initial Study material are available in
the office of the Development Services Department for review, or for purchase at the cost of
reproduction.

/Td-.i~".,__

October 14. 2021
Date of Draft Report

y anski

enior Planner
Development Services Department
August 25. 2022
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Jeff Szymanski
Attachments:

Initial Study Checklist
Figure 1- Regional Location Map
Figure 2- Site Plan
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COMMENTS

A-1

RESPONSES

A-1: This comment is primarily an introduction with specific
comments to follow.

COMMENTS

A-2

RESPONSES

A-2: The comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of the analysis of the Draft MND.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
A-3: Prior to the release of the Draft MND for Public Review
the City coordinated with the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), who reviewed the
biological technical report. No additional mitigation measures
or conditions were identified. Please see mitigation measure B2 within the Final MND, which includes the requirement to
contact NOAA in case of discovery of Abalone.

A-3

A-4

A-5

A-4: The City will report any special status species and/or
natural communities detected during required Project surveys.
A-5: The City understands that the applicant will be required to
pay the filing fees when the Notice of Determination is filed.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
B-1: The comment is primarily an introduction with specific
concerns to follow.

B-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
B-2: The project is to construct a new secant pile seawall and
comply with the permitting process for a Coastal Development
Permit (CDP) and a Site Development Permit (SDP). The
project will include the following construction elements:

B-2

•
•
•
•
•

B-3

Removal of the remnant existing seawall.
Removal of 2,120 square feet of a lower concrete deck.
Remove two existing keystone block firepits.
Removal of quarry rock revetment at the bottom of the
seawall currently covers a portion of the natural rocky
intertidal reef.
Construction of a new 170-foot-long secant pile seawall.

The CAP checklist has been updated and no longer contains a
reference to a stairway. Per the description above, the project is
not proposing a new stairway but would maintain the existing
southern stairway.
The project description is complete and consistent with the
proposed project.
B-3: The CAP Checklist has been revised to reflect the recent
court ruling. Step 2 of the checklist has been completed, and
impacts associated with climate change have not been
identified.
City Staff previously reviewed the question of weddings and
other events being held at the Inn and determined they could be
allowed at the Inn at Sunset Cliffs as accessory uses. Uses of

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
the Inn and associated events at the Inn are not part of this
project as they exist and are allowed by-right uses.
Removing the existing seawall and lower deck totals
approximately 2,800 square feet. The surfacing associated with
the replacement seawall totals approximately 2,120 square feet.
The area available for by-right uses thus is decreasing by 680
square feet.
There is no established “baseline” of allowed by-right uses and
events. Uses and events associated with the Inn are not part of
this project as they exist and are allowed by-right uses. To meet
the new wall on the landward side, the existing deck will be
extended approximately 12 feet for an increase in square
footage of approximately 2,120 square feet. Protection of the
proposed wall from landward hydrostatic pressure from wave
overtopping and stormwater is provided by the extension of the
existing upper deck to meet the landward side of the secant pile
wall. The existing use is not proposed to be changed or altered
by this project.

COMMENTS

B-4

B-5

RESPONSES
B-4: All land areas within the existing project area and the
proposed project area have been significantly disturbed since
the development of the apartment building (which later became
the hotel) on the site and its attendant seawall in the early
1950s. The proposed location of the replacement seawall will
restore the tidal habitat where the existing deck is now located.
Per the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations, the
location of the replacement seawall “maximizes physical and
visual public access to and along the shoreline” (Section
143.0101). The proposed use is allowed within
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (Section 143.0130). This
Section allows “[b]luff repair and erosion control measures,
when necessary to protect existing primary structures and when
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local
shoreline sand supply.”

COMMENTS

B-5

B-6

RESPONSES
B-5: There are no significant impacts on geology and soils. The
geologic site conditions consist of the very strong and erosionresistant 80-million-year-old Cretaceous-age Point Loma
Formation that extends up to about 11 feet, which is overlain by
some friable terrace deposits non-expansive and, although
highly susceptible to wave-induced erosion. Hence, the need for
shoreline stabilization; these soils provide excellent foundation
support for most any type of urban development. Moreover,
these surface terrace deposits mantle the entire coastal terrace
along the San Diego County coastline.
Erosion control measures are the only feasible means of erosion
control along this section of the City’s coastline. The Corps of
Engineers initially assisted the City of San Diego in stabilizing
the coastal bluffs southerly of the site. Importantly, in the 1940s
and 1950s, the City encouraged private bluff-top property
owners to stabilize their existing bluff-top improvements, which
led to the construction of the original seawall in 1953.
Numerous other seawalls were also constructed to the north
around the same time.
As indicated above, erosion control measures were required in
the early 1950s to protect both of the existing primary bluff-top
structures. The presence of the highly erosion-resistant, cliffforming Point Loma Formation has minimal impact on the local
shoreline sand supply.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
As indicated above, the City of San Diego, likely with support
from the Corps of Engineers, was encouraging private bluff-top
property owners to stabilize this section of the City’s coastline,
fully 20 years before the City’s more contemporary policies that
no longer allow development on the face of a sensitive coastal
bluff. In keeping with the City’s more contemporary bluff-top
development guidelines, the subject wall is being removed in its
entirety. A replacement wall is to be constructed from 13 to 33
feet to the east to maintain the necessary protection for the
existing bluff-top principal structures while providing
approximately 2,800 square feet of new intertidal habitat and
access at the base of the replacement wall. The subject wall was
permitted by the City of San Diego and constructed more than
20 years before the adoption of the California Coastal Act and
the various City Municipal Code requirements that now limit
bluff-top development. The entire site has been developed and
disturbed; the proposed project is contained within the
previously developed and disturbed areas.
The existing wall and the bluff-top development, legally
permitted by the City of San Diego, are considered nonconforming improvements and therefore allowed to remain in
their existing condition. As indicated above, and for various
reasons, the project proposes to remove the existing aging
seawall and construct a replacement wall from 13 to 33 feet
closer to the existing bluff-top improvements, with the newly
proposed secant pile wall still necessary to protect the existing
legal bluff-top primary structures.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
B-6: As indicated above, the subject wall was permitted by the
City of San Diego and constructed more than 20 years before
adopting the California Coastal Act and the various City
Municipal Code requirements that now limit bluff-top
development.
The existing wall and the bluff-top development, legally
permitted by the City of San Diego, are considered nonconforming improvements and therefore allowed to remain in
their existing condition. As indicated above, and for various
reasons, the project proposes to remove the existing aging
seawall and construct a replacement wall from 13 to 33 feet
closer to the existing bluff-top improvements, with the newly
proposed secant pile wall still necessary to protect the existing
legal bluff-top primary structures.

COMMENTS

B-7

RESPONSES
B-7: The December 24, 2020, geotechnical report for the
project describes the original construction of the seawall in
1953, with the site development almost 20 years before the
voter-approved formation of the California Coastal Act. The
proposed coastal bluff repair and erosion control measures
propose removing the original 1953 seawall, creating
approximately 2,800 square feet of additional tidal habitat. The
construction of a new, more landward wall located entirely
behind the controversial lower concrete deck through a secant
pile wall was determined to be the only feasible means of
erosion control to protect the existing primary structures at the
top of the coastal bluff. The existing wall and the bluff-top
development, legally permitted by the City of San Diego, are
considered non-conforming improvements and therefore
allowed to remain in their existing condition. As indicated
above, and for various reasons, the project proposes to remove
the existing aging seawall and construct a replacement wall
from 13 to 33 feet closer to the existing bluff-top
improvements, with the newly proposed secant pile wall still
necessary to protect the existing legal bluff-top primary
structures.
As indicated above, the natural bluff face was altered in 1953,
almost 20 years before the formation of the Coastal Act. The
currently proposed bluff repair and erosion control measures
will return approximately 2,800 feet of tidal habitat with a
naturalized, architecturally treated wall that blends in with the

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
adjacent geologic exposure, blending in with the natural
character of the bluff face.
TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc. (April 1, 2021) provided the
following discussion of alternatives:
“Although an alternatives analysis was provided in the 2005
Geotechnical Basis of Design & Alternatives Analysis for the
Inn, we have provided below a somewhat revised alternatives
analysis, reflecting the currently-proposed tied-back secant pile
wall, which, as we have previously indicated, represents the
minimum environmental impact to the study area. It must also
be recognized that without the proposed wall, the bluff-top
structures, patrons of the Inn, and the beach-going public are at
risk.
Underpinning
The initially proposed repair concept developed by GEI
involved underpinning via large-diameter drilled piers
supporting the undermined wall, as described in their February
2004 “Report of Sea Cliff Edge Evaluation and Deck Support
Recommendations.” Discussions with several contractors
indicate that not only is this a complex repair to implement, but
the original plan would have maintained the more seaward wall
alignment. In contrast, the currently proposed tied-back secant
pile wall is located landward and along the eastern edge of the
existing lower deck at The Inn. If one were to consider
underpinning of the existing structures in the absence of a wall,
under this condition, the very erosive wave environment would

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
continue to assail the upper terrace deposits, eroding the
existing surface well landward of the western end of the Inn
itself, and ultimately destroying the Inn.
Rock Riprap
An alternative to the proposed secant pile wall would be the
placement of rock riprap either in front of the existing failing
wall or at a more landward location high enough to protect the
upper sloping terrace deposits and the bluff-top structures,
likely requiring the crown of the revetment to extend up to
about elevation 25 feet, with a corresponding revetment
footprint over 50 feet in width, the presence of which would
completely obliterate the tide pools that would be created with
the currently proposed project. A rock riprap alternative thus
would have a more significant environmental impact than the
proposed project.
No Project
Another alternative would be to have no project, eventually
allowing the existing Inn to collapse. This alternative
presumes that nothing would be done, allowing the existing
failing wall to remain, with more of the wall eventually
collapsing into the ocean, posing the most significant risk to
the beach-going public and the patrons of the existing visitorserving facility. Moreover, the emergency stabilization
measures placed in mid-2019 were also conditioned upon their
removal, and thus a no-project alternative is not allowable
under the existing Coastal Commission permit requirements.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
Relocation of Structures/Removal of Portion of Structures
As currently situated, if the seawall were to fail, the northerly
bluff-top structure would likely be at risk and need to be
relocated, or the bluff stabilized. The northerly structure is
currently situated 30 feet from the wall. The structures are also
relatively close to Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and the Point Loma
Avenue right-of-way easements. Thus, it is unlikely that the
structures could be moved or rebuilt further from the edge of
the existing bluff.
Proposed Tied-Back Secant Pile Wall
The proposed tied-back secant pile wall is to be located
landward of and along the eastern edge of the existing lower
deck at the Inn, with the project including the removal of all
existing improvements seaward of the wall, returning a low
tide habitat and its associated tide pools, which would result in
a significant environmental betterment of the site.”

COMMENTS

B-8

RESPONSES
B-8: The proposed seawall is not being used to accommodate
the proposed development. It is being used to protect existing
development. It is also not being used … to increase the area of
the top of the bluff. The fill behind the wall and the surfacing
over the fill are used to stabilize the top part of the wall against
wave forces, reduce hydrostatic pressures on the eastern side of
the wall that would be caused by wave overtopping, and direct
drainage away from the bluff. Nothing in Section II.D of the
Coastal Bluffs and Beaches Guidelines indicates that an
erosion control measure cannot incidentally create a flat
surface on top of a seawall, especially where the bluff is
already disturbed. A flat (or flatter) surface is a common
byproduct of a seawall.
Moreover, this project's lower deck area of approximately 2800
square feet is being removed. The surfacing associated with the
replacement seawall totals approximately 2120 square feet.
Thus, the total surface area is decreasing by 680 square feet.

COMMENTS

B-8

RESPONSES
B-8: The comment mischaracterizes the new landward
construction of the secant pile wall, pushing the proposed
shoreline stabilization from 13 to 33 feet easterly of the
existing seawall that has been in place for over 65 years. As
noted, the replacement seawall is the only feasible means of
erosion control to protect the Inn and the public improvements
adjacent to the Inn. The project is consistent with the Ocean
Beach Community Plan policies. The project does not
significantly impact geology, public health, safety, and welfare.
The project protects the remnant coastal bluff while protecting
the Inn and adjacent public improvements. The comment,
provided by does not identify what improvements could be
relocated or how that would even be feasible. The project does
not propose to build any new structures; therefore, the
requirement to site structures at least 40 feet from the bluff
edge does not apply.
The project is consistent with LCP Recommendation 7.3.2
because the bluff is already highly disturbed. The project will
improve the natural character by protecting the bluff from
marine erosion and coloring and texturing the wall to improve
its natural appearance and compatibility with other walls and
bluffs in the area.
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act does not apply because the
seawall is proposed to protect existing structures, not a new
development. The applicable provision of the Coastal Act is
section 30235, which requires that “[r]evetments, breakwaters,

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

… seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such construction
that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when

B-8

B-9

COMMENTS
required … to protect existing structures … in danger from
erosion and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse
impacts on local shoreline sand supply.” (Emphasis added.)
The project is consistent with LCP Recommendation 7.3.4
because the project’s geotechnical report demonstrates that the
wall is the only feasible means to protect the existing principal
structures of the hotel. The wall will be colored and textured to
provide a natural appearance and thus is soft and natural and
blends into the surrounding shoreline. The location and
configuration of the wall are necessary to (1) tie into the
existing headwall to the north of the property; (2) roughly
follow the contours of the bluff and existing improvements; (3)
keep the wall a sufficient distance from the existing structures,
so that wave overtopping does not damage the existing
structures. A “more curvilinear wall alignment,” as proposed
by consultant engineer Kevin Wohlmut, would not necessarily
appear any more natural, though that would seem to be a
subjective judgment. A “more sinusoidal design” would make
only an aesthetic difference and would not serve any
environmental or geological purpose.
Moreover, according to Mr. Crampton (the project’s
geotechnical consultant, TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc.),
the suggested indentation through the center of the property
would result in wave focusing and increase erosion and habitat
destruction within the low-relief tidal habitat. The proposed
roughly linear alignment coincides with the toe of the existing,
visible bluff. It minimizes any wave energy focusing within the

RESPONSES
newly created low tidal habitat seaward of the new proposed
seawall.
The walking surface does not rely on the shoreline protective
device; instead, the shoreline protective device relies on the
walking surface, which is an integral part of the shoreline
protective device. The impermeable concrete walking surface
improves drainage away from the seawall. It reduces the
potential for water infiltration from wave overtopping or other
sources from saturating the seawall backfill and increasing
potentially adverse hydrostatic wall pressures.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
The upper concrete walking surface is not an addition or
accessory structure but part of the proposed erosion control
measure concerning the application of the San Diego
Municipal Code requirements.
Section 7.3.8 encourages “the retreat of existing development
from the coastal bluff edge and the removal of shoreline
protective devices with development proposals.” Again, with
the elimination of the existing aging seawall and the
establishment of approximately 2,800 feet of tidal habitat, the
project is conformance with all of the applicable sections of the
Ocean Beach Community Plan.
The project’s geotechnical consultant, TerraCosta Consulting
Group, Inc., has analyzed and addressed potential project
alternatives as required by the San Diego Municipal Code and
determined that the proposed project is necessary to protect the
existing structures is the environmentally superior alternative.
Therefore, based on the consultant's analysis, the proposed
project is considered the only feasible means of erosion
control.

COMMENTS

B-9

RESPONSES
B-9: These comments generally do not address the proposed
project or the geotechnical report and addenda supporting the
project. The comments appear to conflate geotechnical
documents prepared for previously abandoned projects with the
currently proposed project, which only serves to mislead
understanding of the project and relevant geotechnical
documents prepared by licensed professionals. The Geology
Section of Development Services has reviewed the
geotechnical documents addressing the proposed subject
project. Based on that review, the project’s geotechnical
consultant has adequately addressed the site conditions and
proposed a conceptual project for environmental review. In
addition, the geotechnical documents submitted for the
proposed project are in substantial accordance with City
regulations and standards applicable to the environmental
review of the subject conceptual project.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
B-10: The project is consistent with all applicable regulations,
as explained herein and in the materials previously submitted.
Comment noted.

B-10

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-1: The comment is primarily an introduction with specific
concerns to follow.
C-2: Comment acknowledged.

C-1

C-2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-2: Comment noted.

C-2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-3: The comment describes the standard for finding that a
potential adverse impact is “significant” but does not cite
evidence of any such impact.

C-3

COMMENTS

C-4

C-5

RESPONSES
C-4: The comment has not identified any deviation from the
ESL regulations. The ESL regulations specifically allow
“repair and erosion control measures … on the coastal bluff
face … if” (1) “determined to be the only feasible means of
erosion control and when necessary, to protect the existing
primary structures”; (2) the “repair and erosion control
measures [do] not cause significant alteration of the natural
character of the bluff face”; (3) the applicant “submit[s] a
geotechnical report that documents the need for an erosion
control measure”; and (4) the “erosion control measures [are]
designed and implemented by generally accepted engineering
standards and specifications and … incorporate existing and
adjacent landform characteristics including color coating,
texturing landscape, and topographical features.” (SDMC §
143.0143, subd. (g).) The geotechnical report submitted by the
applicant demonstrates that the project satisfies each of these
requirements and will improve, rather than degrade, the natural
character of the bluff face by incorporating natural color
coating, texturing, and topographical features. Therefore, the
statement that the “location of the Project on environmentally
sensitive coastal bluffs militates heavily in favor of an EIR” is
unsupported by substantial evidence. Likewise, the assertion
that the project “seeks to alter and potentially encapsulate” the
bluff is false. The construction of the 1953 seawall
encapsulated the bluff at that time. Therefore, the
“encapsulated bluff condition” represents existing conditions
before the proposed project.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
The proposed wall will take the place of an existing wall built
in 1953, well before the implementation of the City’s ESL
regulations and the State’s Coastal Act. The existing coastal
bluff was east of the original seawall and deck area, and the
bluff was disturbed then.
The proposed project will not substantially affect the natural
bluff face because it was already substantially altered by the
placement of fill soils in the 1950s. The slope to the east of the
replacement wall is proposed to be filled and covered with a
concrete slab to improve drainage and reduce the potential for
water infiltration resulting in adverse hydrostatic pressures on
the seawall. This surface covering is integral to the proposed
erosion control measures and provides additional protection to
the proposed seawall from potential wave overtopping.
Moreover, and recognizing that the coastal bluff needs to be
armored to protect the existing bluff-top improvements, the
only practical way to mitigate marine erosion is by
constructing a seawall, a rock revetment, or a combination of
the two. Although a rock revetment is more economical, the
relatively large footprint of a rock revetment negatively
impacts both marine and intertidal habitats. Thus, a seawall is
the only feasible way to protect the existing hotel.
C-5: Supplemental findings are not required under Section
126.0505, subd. (c), because the project is not requesting a
deviation from ESL regulations. Also, the comment fails to
identify what potential adverse impacts the MND fails to

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
consider or why potential adverse impacts must be addressed
when the project has been demonstrated to conform with the
city’s ESL regulations.

C-6

C-6: Comment noted. The comment does not identify the
inconsistencies between the proposed project, the General Plan,
or any of the Local Plans. The comment also fails to identify
what “potential adverse impacts … may result if the Project is
approved and built.”
C-7: The California Coastal Commission will review the
project for consistency with the Coastal Act once the City’s
discretionary permitting process is concluded.

C-7

COMMENTS

C-8

C-9

RESPONSES
C-8: No parts of the project will impact designated public
views; views will be enhanced from all potential public
viewpoints, including from the west end of Point Loma
Avenue, by removal of the existing seawall and lower deck
and locating the replacement seawall approximately 21 to 34
feet to the east of the existing wall and lower deck. The
project does not impact the view cone identified in the Ocean
Beach Community Plan.
C-9: The comment does not identify any project impact on
public access. A public access point exists immediately to the
north of the project site at the west end of Point Loma
Avenue. In addition, the destroyed access at Bermuda Street
is scheduled to be repaired, opening another public access
point within proximity. The Bermuda improvements are not
part of this project. Similar to the private property directly to
the north and south of the Inn at Sunset Cliffs, there is no
public access provided through private property.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-10: The lower deck's prior “uses and impacts” are not part of
this project. The project proposes a replacement sea wall to
remove the existing seawall and lower deck, reducing the
overall surface area associated with the project. The bluffs and
landform have been disturbed since the initial development in
1953, before CEQA and the Coastal Act were enacted.

C-10

C-11

C-11: Please see Section IV of the Initial Study, which
contains the analysis of biological resources. Before the
preparation, a complete analysis was completed (Marine
Taxonomic Services, September 2021). The report was
reviewed not only by qualified City staff but by NOAA
Fisheries as well. The report did not identify any impacts on
resources that could not be reduced to below a level of
significance by implementing mitigation measures.
The proposed project is required to implement the mitigation
measures identified in the MND. The mitigation measures
include a pre-construction survey and construction monitoring
on-site to detect and eliminate any potentially significant
adverse impacts on biological resources. The construction
monitor will have the authority to halt construction if a
potential impact on biological resources occurs. The proposed
project will remove the prior emergency construction and
restore the lower bluff to its natural state.

COMMENTS

C-11

C-12

RESPONSES
C-11: The comment does not provide evidence that prior work
by the project damaged biological resources. To avoid future
damage to biological resources, the proposed project will be
conditioned to require a pre-construction survey and
construction monitor onsite to detect and eliminate any
potentially significant adverse impacts on biological resources.
The construction monitor will have the authority to halt
construction if a potential impact on biological resources
occurs.
The Initial Study has analyzed the whole of the project as
described in the project description. The existing uses and
operation of the Inn have been determined to be permissible by
staff. No impacts associated with them have been identified
and are not included in the proposed project.
C-12: Removing the existing seawall and lower deck totals
approximately 2,800 square feet. The additional surfacing
associated with the replacement seawall totals approximately
2,120 square feet. The proposed project will have a net
reduction of 680 square feet of surfaced area. The existing site
is not a part of this project, and its use continues to be
permitted by right by the City of San Diego. Please see the
attached City of San Diego Classification of Land Use (CLU)
letter dated August 23, 2011. The letter notes, “Staff has
reviewed the submitted material and upon further research has
determined weddings can be allowed at the Inn at Sunset Cliffs
as an accessory use.”

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
There is no need to analyze the existing by-right uses
associated with the Inn at Sunset Cliffs.
C-13: Please see response B-3. Step 2 of the checklist has been
completed, and impacts associated with climate change have
not been identified. In addition, the current and ongoing uses
associated with the Inn at Sunset Cliffs are not a part of the
project.
C-14: As noted, the current and ongoing uses associated with
the Inn at Sunset Cliffs are not a part of the project.

C-13

C-14

COMMENTS

C-15

RESPONSES
C-15: The current and ongoing by-right uses of the Inn at
Sunset Cliffs are not a part of this project. The removal of the
existing seawall and lower deck and construction of the
replacement seawall will comply with the City’s requirements
for construction activities. The usable area after completion of
the project will be smaller than the existing usable area. It will
have a similar noise signature to the deck it replaces and
seawalls throughout the Ocean Beach community.
C-16: The current and ongoing by-right uses of the Inn at
Sunset Cliffs are not a part of this project. The removal of the
existing seawall and lower deck and construction of the
replacement seawall will comply with the City’s requirements
for construction activities. There is no new or additional
outdoor lighting associated with the project.

C-16

C-17

C-17: Potential impacts on biology will be mitigated to a level
of significance and include the required pre-construction
survey and ongoing construction monitoring.

COMMENTS

C-18

RESPONSES
C-18: The alignment of the proposed secant pile wall is to be
constructed from 13 to 33 feet to the east of the existing wall to
maintain the necessary protection for the existing bluff-top
principal structures. The new secant pile wall ties into the City
of San Diego’s storm drain headwall on the north. The
continuous secant pile wall extends down to elevation -20 feet,
completely penetrating any existing sea caves, including the
four referenced by the appellant. To the extent that any
overlapping drilled shafts penetrate the sea caves, these drilled
shafts would be temporarily cased to advance the overlapping
drilled piers past and below the sea caves. After construction,
any voids behind the wall associated with any sea caves would
then be grouted full. The seaward portions of any sea caves
westerly of the secant pile wall would not be touched in any
way. The only difference after the project is that the back face
of the sea cave would coincide with the seaward face of the
secant pile wall. This construction approach ensures no
environmental disturbance or any impact on the aquatic
environment.
Specific to the appellant’s Attachment C-1 (Comment C-23),
all of the comments and accompanying photographs show
existing improvements that will be removed in their entirety
with this project, as they are all seaward of the proposed secant
pile wall alignment. These existing improvements will be
removed from the underlying native low-habitat bedrock
foreshore.

COMMENTS

C-19

C-20

RESPONSES
The appellant incorrectly states significant historical evidence
of erosion, liquefaction, and the potential for collapse. The
appellant then dismissed the Draft MND’s conclusion, “The
potential for liquefaction of subsurface soils at the site is
negligible. The potential for lateral spreading or collapse is
related to the potential for liquefaction. No impact would
occur.” To be clear, liquefaction can only occur with saturated,
relatively loose sands subject to seismic shaking. There are no
clean sands at the site. Notably, behind the proposed secant pile
wall, the geotechnical conditions consist of well-indurated
sandstones and hard siltstones of the 80-million-year-old
Cretaceous-age Point Loma Formation, with its geologic
contact near +11 feet, which is in turn overlain by nonsaturated, cemented terrace deposits consisting of clayey sands.
The elevation of the terrace deposits prevents them from ever
becoming saturated and susceptible to liquefaction. The
extremely hard and erosion-resistant Point Loma Formation
materials will not and cannot liquefy under any seismic
scenario. There is no potential for liquefaction at the subject
site.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-19: The plans for the project are incorporated into the MND
and they, along with the written project description, provide a
clear and concise project description. The comment does not
identify any specific defects, inconsistencies, or omi[ssions] in
the project description.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-21:
1. Noted.
2. Noted
3. The comment does not specify what “unpermitted work” is
referred to. Assuming the comment refers to the concrete
surface on the lower deck and fire pits, these will be removed
under the proposed project.
4. Noted.

C-21

5. Noted.
6. The comment does not specify what “Northern and Southern
walls and sections” are unidentified, but it is clear from the
plans that all sections of the existing wall seaward of the secant
pile wall will be removed.
7. Noted.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-22: The previous actions regarding the existing seawall and
lower terrace are irrelevant since they are not part of this
project.

C-22

COMMENTS

C-22

RESPONSES

COMMENTS

C-22

RESPONSES

COMMENTS

C-22

RESPONSES

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-23: Noted. As indicated in Comment C-18, the entire
northern facing seawall, shown in Attachment C-1, is to be
removed, with the secant pile wall tying into the City of San
Diego’s headwall and removing all of the sea caves noted in
the first photograph in Attachment C-1.

C-23

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-23: Noted; the lower deck will be removed as part of the
project.

C-23

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-23: Noted; the lower deck will be removed as part of the
project.

C-23

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-23: Noted; the lower deck will be removed as part of this
project.

C-23

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-23: Noted; the lower deck will be removed as part of this
project.

C-23

COMMENTS

C-23

RESPONSES
C-23: Noted; the seawall will be removed and replaced as part
of this project. Please recall that the upper bluff was entirely
buried in 1952-53 when the site was initially developed. The
project is simply building a new full-height secant pile wall
much closer to the since-buried top-of-bluff, with that fullheight secant pile wall extending over to the City’s storm drain
headwall, removing all artificial improvements seaward of the
secant pile wall. Two photos that the appellant includes on
Page C-6 show the base of the slope descending to the lower
patio, which coincides with the proposed alignment of the
secant pile wall, except at its northern end, where it essentially
follows the lower seawall alignment and fence line as
illustrated in the bottom photograph, eventually tying into the
City’s double-barrel storm drain headwall. With the
construction of the secant pile wall, there will still be no
exposed upper bluff along the northern portion of the property
or Point Loma Avenue, for that matter.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-24: Noted; the lower deck and debris will be removed as
part of this project.

C-24

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-24: Noted; the existing seawall will be removed and
replaced as part of this project.

C-24

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-24: Noted. The fencing in the two photographs is on the
property line and does not need to be replaced. The project
does not propose to “remove []” the vegetated slope. The
project includes fill behind the secant pile wall to support the
wall against wave energy. The project proposes to surface the
filled area behind the wall to (1) prevent hydrostatic pressure
from building behind the wall; and (2) appropriately direct
runoff away from the bluff.

C-24

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-24: Noted; the existing lower deck and seawall will be
removed as part of this project. Geobags and other debris will
be removed as well.

C-24

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-24: Noted; the existing lower seawall and debris will be
removed as part of this project.

C-24

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-24: Noted; the existing lower deck, seawall, and attendant
debris will be removed as part of this project. The new seawall
will, by necessity, be located along the bluff toe to protect the
development behind the bluff and the bluff itself from wave
action. The project does not “pick up” deck space. The project
will lose the entire lower deck space, resulting in a net
reduction of 680 square feet.

C-24

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-25: The structures shown here are not a part of this project.

C-25

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-25:

C-25

The project will result in the loss of intertidal invertebrates as
identified in the project’s Intertidal Biological Assessment
dated January 23, 2020 (revised September 29, 2021).
However, these impacts are insignificant because the species
present are common, and no sensitive species were observed
during the survey. Therefore, the relocation of all rocky
intertidal animals is not proposed.
The project will include a mitigation measure requiring a preconstruction survey to ensure no sensitive species are present.
If any sensitive abalone species are identified, the project will
be delayed until NOAA Fisheries can be consulted to protect or
relocate the abalone.
The relocation of intertidal animals is not proposed because
sensitive species are not represented in the biological
community at the project site and because relocation can have
potentially deleterious effects on the receiver site community.
Numerous small rock reefs characterize the surrounding
habitat. These reefs functionally act as islands that prevent

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
the migration of mobile invertebrates such as snails, chitons,
and limpets that cannot cross the sand or cobble habitat
between reefs. While the carrying capacity for any given
species is unknown, it stands to reason that these “islands”
cannot support high numbers of these invertebrates.
Introducing other invertebrates could lead to additional
competition for resources and the temporary collapse of the
community. Relocation of non-sensitive species, therefore, is
not recommended.
Additionally, as noted in the Intertidal Biological Assessment,
the project will effectively return the area beneath the Inn at
Sunset Cliffs to a more natural condition. Removing the wall
and riprap will expose the native rock and bluff face that was
exposed before the placement of those structures. This will
provide a natural substrate which intertidal invertebrates and
algae will rapidly colonize. The “sea cave” present is primarily
a condition resulting from the wall. Although this feature will
change, that change will not necessarily be negative. The
natural rock and bluff will have natural cracks, fissures, and
micro-habitat features that will provide for a diverse
community consistent with that currently surrounding the site.
This post-construction condition should be viewed as more
favorable than currently as it provides a set of conditions more
like the natural surroundings and conditions under which native
intertidal flora and fauna evolved.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-25: The project’s geotechnical consultant has evaluated the
site conditions and opined that based on site and subsurface
conditions, the potential for liquefaction of subsurface soils at
the site is negligible and would not be significant.
The northern stairway will be removed as part of the project,
and the southern stairway will remain. It is unclear which
stairway is referenced in the lower photograph's caption. Sheet
C-3 of the project’s drawings shows the location of the secant
pile wall running along the toe of the slope in both
photographs.

C-25

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-25: The new deck area will help to direct surface runoff to
the public stormwater conveyance system in Point Loma
Avenue and away from the bluff. The previously proposed
drainage systems were associated with the lower deck being
removed by this project and are not now proposed. The
existing swimming pool is not part of this project. Still, a new
seawall built to current engineering and construction standards
would be preferred over the existing, failing wall in the
unlikely event of leaks or cracks in the pool.

C-25

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-25: The existing, ongoing use of the Inn at Sunset Cliffs is
allowed by right and not a part of this project.

C-25

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-26: The proposed project will continue to protect the Inn at
Sunset Cliffs. The relocation of the seawall landward will
create natural tidal habitat and lateral access.
The visual compatibility of the replacement seawall will be
enhanced by the design and color of the exterior to reflect both
natural conditions and the existing seawalls in the vicinity.
The proposed project does not create any impacts or needs
relative to bicycle infrastructure. Bicycle lanes exist in the
vicinity and along Sunset Cliffs Boulevard.

C-26

No impacts to existing or proposed public access are associated
with the proposed project.
There are no impacts on the existing view cone within the
Ocean Beach Community Plan, as evidenced by the submitted
materials. The City does not regulate private views.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-27: Noted.

C-27

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-27: The comment incorrectly references the north- and
south-facing seawalls. All of the referenced undercutting will
be eliminated because the referenced north- and south-facing
seawalls will be removed, with a new short return wall along
the north side tying into the City’s double-barrel storm drain
headwall, substantially improving the stability of both the
private property and City street-end. The new design includes
a small amount of additional bluff-top flatwork westerly of the
pool and buildings draining to the street, utilizing the existing
bluff-top drainage infrastructure.

C-27

The comment does not identify what deed restriction has been
“ignored” or how it relates to this project. A pre-construction
biological survey and construction monitor will be required for
this project.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-27: The comment does not explain how or why the project
description contains too little information. The requirement of
a biological survey before an earlier project is irrelevant to this
project. In any event, a similar biological survey will be
required for this project. The comment does not provide
evidence that any “intertidal animals protected by the
California Coastal Commission” died due to prior construction
by the project or its predecessors. The impacts of prior
construction, much of which will be removed, are irrelevant to
this project because they are not involved in the proposed
project.

C-27

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-28: The project has changed over the past decade; this
analysis is for the proposed project. It does not apply to the
previous project iterations.

C-28

COMMENTS

C-28

RESPONSES

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-29: These descriptions are all consistent, except that the
existing southern stairway will not be removed, and no new
stairway will be constructed. This does not change any
environmental impact of the project.

C-29

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-30:

C-30

1. A Neighborhood Development Permit (“NDP”) is not
required for this project under SDMC §§
126.0402(a)(1), (a)(2), or (a)(3) because of the current
uses of the hotel including for weddings, are allowed by
right and thus are not a previously conforming use, as
explained below. The project also does not involve
“[m]aintenance, repair, or alteration of a previously
conforming structure” (id. § 126.0402(a)(1)),
“[r]econstruction of a structure” (id. § 126.0402(a)(2)),
“[e]xpansion or enlargement of a previously
conforming structural envelope” (id. § 126.0402(a)(4)),
or “[e]xpansion or enlargement of a previously
conforming structure” (id. § 126.0402(a)(5)). An NDP
is not required under the City’s Table 143-01A because
this project does not involve the construction of
“[s]ingle dwelling units on individual lots equal to or
less than 15,000 square feet.”
2. The previously approved and referenced Classification
of Use Assessment letter stated, “Staff has reviewed the
submitted material and upon further research has
determined weddings can be allowed at the Inn at
Sunset Cliffs as an accessory use.” The attached
Classification of Use Assessment letter (attached)
further notes that “The Inn at Sunset Cliffs is still
required to pursue a Coastal Development Permit and
Site Development Permit for unpermitted construction

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

3.

4.

5.

6.

on the bluff and may need to change the areas on the
site that they utilize for weddings.” No new or different
uses are proposed in connection with this project.
The California Coastal Commission will process a
coastal development permit application for this project
after the City completes all discretionary reviews under
City jurisdiction.
The approximately 2,800 square feet of lower concrete
deck and seawall will be removed entirely, exposing the
natural tidal habitat. Drawing C-3 of the current
construction drawings shows the area and extent of
proposed improvements to be removed, including the
firepit area. The secant pile wall creates a curvilinear
wall alignment, seaward of which all man-made
improvements will be removed, clearly defining the
extent of removal.
The seawall is shown in the following series of
photographs spanning 1962 to 1992, and there has been
no incremental change in the seawall. The more recent
work on the seawall was performed under emergency
CDPs. This is irrelevant, however, because the wall will
be removed.
Public access was included in a previously proposed
project, which would have kept the wall and lower deck
in their current configuration. That project is not
currently under consideration. Instead, the projects
include removing the wall and lower deck and
constructing a wall along the toe of the

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
bluff. The currently proposed project has no impact on
public access.

1962

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

1982

1983

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

1992

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-31: The proposed project includes all required discretionary
approvals, except the coastal development permit that the State
will process upon conclusion of this process.

C-31

1. The correct address is noted.
2. A Neighborhood Development Permit (“NDP”) is not
required for this project under SDMC §§
126.0402(a)(1), (a)(2), or (a)(3) because of the current
uses of the hotel including for weddings, are allowed by
right and thus are not a previously conforming use, as
explained below. The project also does not involve
“[m]aintenance, repair, or alteration of a previously
conforming structure” (id. § 126.0402(a)(1)),
“[r]econstruction of a structure” (id. § 126.0402(a)(2)),
“[e]xpansion or enlargement of a previously
conforming structural envelope” (id. § 126.0402(a)(4)),
or “[e]xpansion or enlargement of a previously
conforming structure” (id. § 126.0402(a)(5)). An NDP
is not required under the City’s Table 143-01A because
this project does not involve the construction of
“[s]ingle dwelling units on individual lots equal to or
less than 15,000 square feet.”
3. This project will remove the existing seawall, lower
deck, and attendant debris.
4. See #3 language above.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-31:

C-31

5. This project is impacting no public access; therefore, no
new public access is proposed and required.
6. The proposed project is approving and constructing a
new seawall and associated improvements.
7. The surface east of the new seawall is necessary to
prevent wave over-topping and stormwater from
creating hydrostatic pressure on the inland side of the
new seawall.
8. The previously proposed drainage was associated with
the lower deck and seawall, which are being removed
by this project.
C-32: The existing seawall, lower deck, and attendant debris
will be removed under this project.

C-32

C-33

C-33: This project will achieve the California Coastal
Commission's stated goals by removing the existing seawall,
lower deck, and attendant debris and retreating the shore
protection landward.
The comment refers to the City requirement to prevent
nuisance water from flowing over the top of the lower concrete
deck and thus the need for the previous drainage system
discharging to the public street. The revised project eliminated
this lower portion of the site below the street elevation, which
required the capture and pumping of site drainage to the street.
The revised project eliminates any low

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
elevation drainage areas, and the entire site now flows directly
to the street.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-34: The comment is regarding permitting process and does
not address the adequacy of the MND. However, City staff has
processed the project consistent with the City’s Municipal
Code.

C-34

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

1953

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

February 1980

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-35: There are no impacts on the view cone, as previously
submitted information demonstrates. There are no property line
fences associated with this project.

C-35

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-36: The project will improve, not degrade, views. The new
wall will be approximately 21-34 feet from the existing wall
and lower terrace. It is not clear what fencing the comment is
referencing. The latticework is not part of this project. The
project’s holding of Special Events is an existing, established
use that the City has determined allowable by right. No change
in use of the property is proposed under this project.

C-36

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-37: The existing, ongoing, and by-right use of the property is
not part of this project and has been deemed allowable by the
City. No change in use is proposed.
Potential biological impacts are mitigated through the
requirement of a pre-construction survey and ongoing project
monitoring.

C-37

Neighbors’ complaints about alleged existing noises and “taco,
pizza, and barbecue odors” are not relevant under CEQA. (See
Clews Land & Livestock, LLC v. City of San Diego (2017) 19
Cal.App.5th 161, 196 [“Even if the noise generated by the
[applicant] adversely impacted the ability of the [neighbor] to
continue operation as a viable business, the impact on the
[neighbor] alone would be insufficient to support the
preparation of an EIR.”].)

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-38: The comment does not explain what provision of the
deed restriction has been violated, how it has been violated, or
how it is even relevant to this project. The repair work
authorized by that CDP will be removed, so any conditions of
that permit will no longer be in effect. Further, the comment
does not include evidence that the project will impact
biological resources. Approval of the project will require a
preconstruction biological survey and monitoring during
construction, with the monitor having authority to halt
construction if a potential impact on biological resources is
identified.

C-38

COMMENTS

C-39

RESPONSES
C-39: The impacts represented in the City’s documents refer to
the potential for an additional collapse of the lower deck
resulting from the ongoing undermining of the nearly 70-yearold seawall. The proposed project removes the old seawall and
the lower deck and builds a new seawall entirely behind all of
the surge channels that have undermined the nearly 70-year-old
seawall. The proposed project avoids adverse impacts
associated with marine erosion.
This seismic impact also has to do with the potential for further
destabilizing the nearly 70-year-old seawall and the associated
risk to the public and lower deck. As indicated previously, the
old wall and lower deck are being removed entirely, and an
entirely new structure is being built landward of the lower
deck, eliminating this impact. Seawall design following the
California Building Code will reduce the risk of damage from
strong seismic ground shaking to an acceptable level.
Similar to the above discussion, the comment’s objections
revolve around storm surf entering through the joints and
fissures, which eventually breached the foundation under the
nearly 70-year-old seawall, causing scour of the fill material
supporting the deck. This concern is eliminated by removing
the old seawall and the lower deck. Moreover, the potential for
any new surge channels forming below the new seawall has
been eliminated by the secant pile wall extending to a depth of
20 feet below sea level. As a result, marine erosion along

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
fractures and jointing in the rock should be arrested by the new
proposed secant pile seawall.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-40: The comment is about addressing the lower deck
failures. As indicated in previous comments, the concern
revolves around past breaches below the aging seawall and the
subsequent collapse of the lower deck. The proposed project
removes the older seawall and deck. Therefore, future
foundation breaches below the old seawall and lower deck are
irrelevant.

C-40

C-40: The comment references slope stability analyses
provided in an earlier geotechnical report that did not include
the presence of any voids. Those slope stability analyses
reflected the factors of safety against slope instability,
assuming no shoreline stabilization at the site (a requirement of
both the City of San Diego and the California Coastal
Commission for the project under review). As indicated, the
existing aging seawall and deck will be removed entirely, and a
new seawall will be constructed landward of the lower deck in
an area where no voids exist. As a result, there will be no slope
stability concerns upon completion of the proposed project.
Geotechnical Exploration, Inc. completed a comprehensive
geotechnical investigation of the site and, in their February 2,
2004, report titled, “Report of Sea Cliff Edge Evaluation and
Deck Support Recommendations, Inn at Sunset Cliffs, 1370
Sunset Cliffs

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
Boulevard, San Diego, California,” indicated that no expansive
soils exist on site.
C-41: As noted, the previously proposed drainage system was
associated with continued use of the lower deck. This project
removes the existing seawall, lower deck, and attendant debris.
The existing and the additional surface area east of the
replacement seawall will direct runoff to the adjacent public
right of way. Rainfall on the upper deck simply flows through
existing bluff-top drainage infrastructure and out to the street.

C-41

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-42: The comment correctly notes that TerraCosta’s 2017
Update Drainage and Water Quality letter report addressed
runoff on the fill slope and lower deck, which is to be removed
as part of the proposed project. The proposed project
simplifies drainage with a new 2,180-square-foot upper surface
draining to Sunset Cliffs Boulevard and Point Loma Avenue
through the existing drainage infrastructure. This results in a
less than significant impact.
The proposed project results in no groundwater infiltration and
has no impact on groundwater supplies within the groundwater
basin.

C-42

The proposed project improves site drainage, eliminating the
need for pumping runoff from the lower deck up to Point Loma
Avenue. Accordingly, there is no impact.
The proposed project eliminates the previous fill slope; thus,
the current project has no exposed soil slopes and no potential
for erosion or siltation on or off-site.
The proposed project reduces the on-site watershed area and
the amount of surface runoff or the potential for flooding on or
off-site.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-43: As indicated above, the on-site drainage area has been
reduced, and there is no impact on the capacity of existing
stormwater drainage systems.
As indicated previously, the on-site watershed has been
reduced, with the project having no impact on impeding or
directing flood flows.
In contrast to the original design, the proposed project, with a
higher seawall, eliminates the potential for flood hazards,
tsunamis, or seiches inundating the project, with no potential
for release of pollutants.

C-43

As indicated previously, eliminating the lower fill slope and the
lower deck below Point Loma Avenue improves water quality
since stormwater and wave overtopping will not flow over the
disturbed (to be removed slope). Moreover, with the
elimination of the exposed fill slope, there is no infiltration and
no impact on the groundwater management plan.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-44: The proposed project is for the protection of an existing
low-income visitor-serving public use that has been in
existence within the Ocean Beach Community for almost 70
years. Removing the lower deck improves water quality since
stormwater and wave overtopping will not flow over the
disturbed (to be removed slope), provides approximately 2,800
square feet of additional tidal habitat, and improves the visual
quality of the area. The proposed project complies with the
Ocean Beach Community Plan’s Land Use Plan policies and
regulations.

C-44

There are no noise impacts associated with the project. The
existing and ongoing allowed by-right uses would continue
conformance with applicable noise requirements.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-45: On-site parking issues were resolved by the City in 2011
by the Inn’s restoration of all on-site parking spaces to parking
use. The proposed project does not impact or create the need
for bicycle circulation. The project has no impact on the
circulation system design or implementation.

C-45

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-46: This project does not impact parking. Parking is not an
impact addressed under CEQA.

C-46

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-47: Potential biological impacts are mitigated by the
required pre-construction survey and ongoing project
monitoring. The comment does not provide evidence of
significant environmental impacts associated with fires and
cooking. Special Events are an existing and established, byright use of the property as the City has previously determined.
This project does not propose any change to existing users.

C-47

COMMENTS

C-48

RESPONSES
C-48: There is no existing certified EIR. The project for which
the EIR was drafted is not under consideration as the project
has been changed. For the currently proposed project, which is
quite different, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was deemed
appropriate because the project’s impacts are mitigated as
described and conditioned. Furthermore, the comments
concerning the fair argument test are erroneous. The question is
not whether the project will “potentially affect human beings,”
as asserted by the comment. Instead, “the question is whether
the project may have a significant effect on the environment.”
(Newtown Preservation Society v. County of El Dorado (2021)
65 Cal.App.5th 771, 788.) The comment does not identify any
evidence of a significant environmental effect.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-49: The Ocean Beach Community Plan is the appropriate
community plan. The comment does not cite evidence that the
project will impact “bikeways, biological preservation, or other
factors specific to the Sunset Cliffs area.”

C-49

As the comment is well aware, the proposed project site plan
completely removes and eliminates the aging seawall, lower
deck, and all associated man-made improvements to provide
approximately 2,800 square feet of new, natural tidal habitat.
The site plan shows the construction of a new seawall landward
of the existing lower deck and the removal of many elements
that had been objectionable to the Coastal Commission, the
City of San Diego, and project opponents.
Associated with these plan changes, the comment is correct
that drainage plans for the lower deck area in prior submissions
no longer apply, with the current plan providing much more
straightforward and better drainage and use of the site.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
The new, more landward, drilled pier secant pile wall will
remain entirely within the earlier footprint of the older wall,
except for a short extension of the north return wall so that it
can tie into the City’s double-barrel storm drain headwall. This
small change benefits the City of San Diego: it substantially
cleans up old improvements constructed by past private
property owners and the City of San Diego. It mitigates the
potential undermining of Point Loma Avenue.
The existing southern stairway was discussed and will continue
to provide access to the formational shelf rock that extends to
the south around elevation +12 feet.
The comment regarding the north- and south-facing seawalls
being ignored is correct because these walls were eliminated
from the proposed project with the proposed landward seawall.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-50: Correction of the project’s name and address is
appropriate. The existing southern stairway is proposed to
remain.
A Neighborhood Development Permit (“NDP”) is not required
for this project under SDMC §§ 126.0402(a)(1), (a)(2), or
(a)(3).

C-50

Per San Diego Municipal Code section 131.0406, the “RM-512 zone permits visitor accommodations or medium density
multiple dwelling units at a maximum density of 1 dwelling
unit for every 1,000 square feet of lot area.” The previously
approved and referenced Classification of Use stated, “Staff
has reviewed the submitted material and upon further research
has determined weddings can be allowed at the Inn at Sunset
Cliffs as an accessory use.” No new or different uses are
proposed in connection with this project.
The proposed project conformed to the CAP Checklist as
submitted with minor corrections to the address and name
noted above.
The project falls under the Ocean Beach Community Plan, not
the Peninsula Community Plan. Regardless, this shore project
presents no inconsistency with the Peninsula Community Plan
and no impact on bicycling, walking, or transit. This project
does not involve a change of existing uses. Therefore,
questions of CAP strategies consistency and greenhouse gas
emissions do not arise.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-51: The impacts, if any, of prior seawall repair and
maintenance projects under separate permits are not relevant
here because they are not included in the proposed project. The
entire seawall and lower deck will be removed under the
proposed project. The demolition will be performed above the
tide, and all material will be removed from the site. The
comment cites no evidence that “[t]he demolition will destroy
all remaining habitat and all living intertidal species in the sea
caves and the exterior of the sea wall ….”

C-51

As indicated in response C-25, the project will result in a
temporary and de minimis loss of intertidal invertebrates as
identified in the project’s Intertidal Biological Assessment
dated January 23, 2020 (revised September 29, 2021). These
impacts are insignificant because the species present are
common, and no sensitive species were noted during the
survey. Therefore, the relocation of all rocky intertidal animals
is not proposed.
The project will be required to conduct a pre-construction
survey to ensure no sensitive species are present. If any
sensitive abalone species are identified, the project will be
delayed until NOAA Fisheries can be consulted to protect or
relocate abalone.
The relocation of intertidal animals is not proposed because
sensitive species are not represented in the biological
community at the project site and because relocation can have

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
potentially deleterious effects on the receiver site community.
Numerous small rock reefs characterize the surrounding
habitat. These reefs functionally act as islands that prevent the
migration of mobile invertebrates such as snails, chitons, and
limpets that cannot cross the sand or cobble habitat between
reefs. While the carrying capacity for any given species is
unknown, it stands to reason that these “islands” cannot
support high numbers of these invertebrates. Introducing other
invertebrates could lead to additional competition for resources
and the temporary collapse of the community. Like the project,
any perturbation would be short-lived as the community
rapidly recolonizes. This means that the impacts at the project
site and associated with moving the species are de minimis and
less than significant. Performing one action to offset the other
is not warranted because it results in no net biological benefit.
Additionally, as noted in the Intertidal Biological Assessment,
the project will effectively return the area beneath the lower
terrace to a more natural condition. Removing the wall and
riprap will expose the native rock and bluff face that was
exposed before the placement of those structures. This will
provide a natural substrate which intertidal invertebrates and
algae will rapidly colonize. The “sea cave” present is primarily
a condition resulting from the existing wall, which will be
removed. Although this feature will change, that change will
not be harmful. The natural rock and bluff will have natural
cracks, fissures, and micro-habitat features that

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
will provide for a diverse community consistent with that
currently surrounding the site. This post-construction
condition should be more favorable than currently, as it
provides a set of conditions more like the natural surroundings
and conditions under which native intertidal flora and fauna
evolved.

C-52

The permit condition for the 2005 CDP required a
preconstruction survey to be performed before that project.
That condition was specific to that project and did not apply to
this project. In any event, a preconstruction survey and ongoing
biological monitoring will be required for this project to ensure
no impact on biological resources.
C-52: None of these items are ignored by the draft MND: the
project is well defined, previous conditions (if applicable) will
be applied, potential impacts to biological resources are
mitigated as earlier described, the Coastal Commission
transcript is not identified and is not part of the project, and the
current project seeks to resolve the remaining outstanding
alleged violation (removal of the unpermitted deck). The use of
the property for weddings is long-established, existing use and
has been found by the City to be an allowable use under the
property’s current zoning. The comment provides no evidence
that the project has destroyed or destroyed any plants or
animals. On the contrary, the project will create an
environmental benefit by opening new intertidal habitat.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
The proposed project site plan substantially conformed with the
site plan contained in the draft MND, with no effect on the
conclusions provided in the draft MND.

C-52

The proposed project removes the lower concrete deck and all
man-made improvements, creating approximately 2,800 square
feet of tidal habitat. The construction of the non-permeable
surface results in approximately 2,120 square feet of additional
usable upper-bluff deck space. As discussed previously,
structures should be set back a minimum of 30 feet from the
top of the seawall to prevent damage from overtopping waves.
Moreover, the proposed alignment and the additional usable
upper deck space — over already disturbed soils — were
negotiated with Coastal Commission staff as a reasonable
compromise in exchange for eliminating the aging existing
seawall and lower deck and returning this private property to
its natural tidal habitat.
As described previously, the proposed secant pile wall
eliminates the concerns stated in Attachment C. In addition,
the four sea caves referenced in the first photograph of
Attachment C-1 are eliminated.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
The earlier hydrology studies addressed the lower watershed
comprising the graded fill slope and lower concrete deck; all
will be removed, obviating the previous requirement to contain
and prevent uncontrolled water discharges over the bluff.
The proposed secant pile wall will provide a relatively
straightforward demolition plan, as described in the following
paragraphs.
Before demolition, the secant pile wall would be constructed
per the lines and grades shown on the 4-sheet set of
development permit plans: Coastal Bluff Stabilization – The
Inn at Sunset Cliffs, 1370 Sunset Cliffs Boulevard dated
4/12/2021.
After installation, the wall will be backfilled, and the bluff-top
improvements will be completed landward of the wall, per the
construction documents.
After the wall is backfilled and before any demolition, the
upper row of tiebacks providing additional stability to the
secant pile wall will be installed at an elevation of 23 feet.
After installation and lock-off of the upper row of tiebacks,
demolition would then commence with the careful removal of
all existing improvements seaward of the wall down to an
elevation of +8 feet to facilitate installation of the lower row of
tiebacks, with the lower row of tiebacks at elevation +10 feet,
per the construction documents.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
The contractor would likely start the demolition process using
a small excavator with a breaker bar on the lower deck, along
with a crane positioned at the Point Loma Avenue street-end
and equipped with a grapple (see below photo) to pick up
broken pieces, which would then be placed directly into 10yard dumps parked on Point Loma Avenue. This is a
reasonably standard demolition process, and it should be easy
to pull all loose, broken pieces into the property, with virtually
no construction debris falling into the ocean. Large rocks, if
any, may be drilled and broken with expanding grout to reduce
their size to enable the grapple to pick up manageable sizes of
rock and debris.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Crane with Grapple
After installation, load testing, and locking off the lower row of
tiebacks, demolition would continue, again using a small
excavator with a breaker bar as necessary, advancing the lower
construction pad, along with the crane positioned at the Point
Loma Avenue street-end, using a grapple to continue picking
up broken pieces and placing them directly into 10-yard
dumps. As indicated previously, it should be easy to pull all
loose, broken pieces into the property with virtually no
construction debris falling into the ocean.
All of the recently placed emergency stones will be
individually picked up using a grapple and hauled off-site. As
small materials accumulate near the bottom of the excavation, a
material skip would likely be used to remove smaller debris
that can be placed into the skip using a small excavator. The
below photo shows the material skip used by the contractor to
place the rock during the emergency stabilization work at The
Inn in February 2019.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
After removal of all of the debris, additional hand cleaning
would be conducted, essentially removing all debris from the
bedrock sea floor, leaving some variable elevation tide pools
similar to what exists at the Cabrillo Tide Pools. These tide
pools would be accessible at low tide and would ultimately
result in new, natural tidal habitat.

Material Skip

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-53: Noted the previously submitted letter. This letter
addresses a draft EIR for a different project. It does not address
the current project.

C-53

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-54: Whether the principal structure was initially constructed
in 1953 as an apartment building or hotel is not relevant to the
proposed project, which is solely for shore protection.
C-55: The proposed shore protection project will not impact
the neighborhood, which in any event is not an issue with
which CEQA is concerned.

C-54

C-55

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-56: The proposed project will remove the concrete deck
addressed in the comment.

C-56

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-57: The proposed project will remove the concrete deck
discussed in the comment. The use of the hotel for Special
Events is an existing, established use that the City has already
determined to be allowable.
C-58: The proposed project will remove the concrete deck
discussed in the comment. The use of the hotel for Special
Events is an existing, established use that the City has already
determined to be allowable.

C-57

C-58

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-59: The proposed project will remove the concrete deck
discussed in the comment. The use of the hotel for Special
Events is an existing, established use that the City has already
determined to be allowable.
C-60: The proposed project will remove the concrete deck
discussed in the comment. The use of the hotel for Special
Events is an existing, established use that the City has already
determined to be allowable.

C-59

C-60

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-61: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-61

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-62: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

C-62

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-63: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

C-63

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-64: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

C-64

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-65: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.
C-66: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

C-65

C-66

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-67: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-67

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-68: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-68

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-69: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-69

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-70: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

C-70

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-71: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

C-71

C-72

C-72: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-73: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use.
C-74: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-73

C-74

C-75

C-75: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use. Moreover, “impacts to the
surrounding neighborhood” are not relevant under CEQA.

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-76: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use. Moreover, impacts on the
“neighborhood” are not relevant under CEQA.

C-76

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-77: The seawall’s susceptibility to the effects of climate
change is not relevant under CEQA. (See, e.g., Clews Land &
Livestock, LLC v. City of San Diego (2017) 19 Cal.App.5th
161, 194 (holding consideration of “existing environmental
hazards, unchanged by the project, [is] not proper under
CEQA”].) Regardless, the proposed project will remove the
seawall discussed by the comment. The robustness of the
proposed new seawall to the effects of climate is addressed in
the geotechnical report.
C-78: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-77

C-78

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-79: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment.

C-79

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-80: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck, terrace, and seawall discussed in the comment.

C-80

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-81: The project description referenced by the comment is
irrelevant because that description was for a different project.

C-81

COMMENTS

RESPONSES
C-82: The proposed project will remove the lower concrete
deck and terrace discussed in the comment. The use of the
hotel for Special Events is an existing, established use that the
City has already determined to be allowable, and this is not a
forum for objections to such use. This is not improper
segmentation, as the project does not propose any change to
existing uses in connection with the project.

C-82

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

1.

Project title/Project number:

2.

Lead agency name and address:

Inn at Sunset Cliffs/231328
City of San Diego, 1222 First Avenue, MS-501, San Diego,

California 92101
3.

Contact person and phone number:

4.

Project location:

5.

Jeff Szymanski / (619) 446-5324

1370 Point Loma Sunset Cliffs Boulevard San Diego CA, 92107

Project Applicant/Sponsor's name and address:

Inn at Sunset Cliffs-Gavin Fleming, 1370 Point Loma

Boulevard San Diego CA, 92107
6.

General/Community Plan designation:

7.

Zoning:

8.

Description of project (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to, later phases of the project,
and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.):

Medium Density Residential

RM-5-12 zone

The project proposes a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and a Site Development Permit
(SDP) for the removal of the remnants of an existing seawall, removal of approximately 2,120
square feet of a lower concrete deck, removal of two (2) existing keystone block firepits, and
construction of a new secant pile seawall immediately landward of the landward edge of the
lower deck. The original seawall, constructed in 1953, has had multiple failures, leading to
the destruction of approximately one-third of the concrete deck. All proposed work would
occur on private property and within the footprint of the existing shoreline protection
devices (seawall and lower deck). The subject property is 0.542 acres, with the total
disturbed area less than 0.131 acres. There are no existing easements, and none are
proposed.
Generally, the project consists of the following:
• Install temporary erosion control.
• Empty and remove Sand-filled geotubes from previous repairs.
• Demolish the existing walls, concrete infills (and debris to be hauled offsite).
• Drill piles, place forms, and install rebar for the proposed sea wall
• Drill and place hydraugers.
• Place concrete to form secant piles.
• Apply architectural treatment to the sea wall face to match the surrounding bluffs for a
natural aesthetic.
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• Place fill and durable surface landward of the wall to prevent overtopping waves from
undermining the proposed new sea wall.
• Remove previously placed I-TON riprap from the shoreline.

Prior to construction of the seawall, the contractor would first build a temporary
construction access road from the end of Point Loma Avenue to the lower deck area to
access and drill the overlapping drilled piers to create the secant pile wall. The steel
reinforcing for every other drilled pier would extend above the ground surface up to the final
top-of-wall elevation of 27.7 feet. While the overlapping drilled piers would be filled up to the
construction subgrade (which varies from about elevation 24.2 feet at the north end of the
wall down to about elevation 20 feet at the lower deck, and then up to 27.7 feet at the
extreme southeasterly edge of the wall above the construction subgrade), horizontal
reinforcing would be added to the exposed vertical steel reinforcing, wood forms placed on
both sides of the exposed portion of the secant pile wall, and then concrete placed to create
the upper exposed portion of the wall. Tiebacks would be drilled, installed, grouted, and
then locked off. The wall would be approximately 170 feet long and an architectural
treatment would be used on the wall face to match the surrounding bluffs.
After the upper row of tiebacks is locked off, the lower deck and existing seawall would be
incrementally removed. The contractor would use a small excavator with a breaker bar on
the lower deck, along with a crane (parked at the Point Loma Avenue street-end) with a
grapple to pick up broken pieces, then setting them directly into 10- yard dumps parked on
Point Loma Avenue. Any large rocks may be drilled and broken with expanding grout to
reduce the size to enable the grapple to pick up manageable sizes of rock and debris. All of
the recently placed stone and rip rap would be individually picked with a grapple and hauled
off-site.
The seaward demolition work of the lower deck and existing seawall would temporarily stop
at an interim pad elevation of around +8 feet MSL to enable the installation of the lower row
of tiebacks and hydraugers. The demolition work would then continue, removing all
construction materials.
After the installation of the lower tiebacks and hydraugers, the area immediately seaward of
the secant pile wall would then be excavated down to the variable elevation bedrock
seafloor while still leaving the more seaward lower portion of the existing wall to provide
construction-period storm protection to enable the architectural treatment along the
seaward face of the wall, after which the remaining seaward portion of the original seawall
would be removed down to the underlying bedrock. After removing all of the debris,
additional hand cleaning would be conducted, essentially removing all debris from the
bedrock sea floor and leaving some variable elevation for potential creation of tide pools.
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9.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

The site is surrounded by residential and commercial uses to the north, institutional use
(church) to the east, residential use to the south with the ocean on the west.
10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement):

California Coastal Commission
11.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun?

No, see Section XVIII of the Initial Study.
Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public
Resources Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
"Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X

Aesthetics

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Public Services

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Recreation

Air Quality

Hydrology/Water Quality

Transportation

Biological Resources

Land Use/Planning

Tribal Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources

Mineral Resources

Utilities/Service System

Energy

Noise

Wildfire

Geology/Soils

Population/Housing

Mandatory Findings Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

X

Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required.
The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact
on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.
Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
1)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact answer should be explained where it is based
on project specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants,
based on a project-specific screening analysis.)

2)

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3)

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4)

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency
must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses”, as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or (mitigated) negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:
a.

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b.

Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c.

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated”,
describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6)

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7)

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

8)

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

9)

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a.

The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b.

The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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I. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 21099, would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

Per the City of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City’s Thresholds) projects
that would block public views from designated open space areas, roads, or parks or significant visual
landmarks and scenic vistas may result in a significant impact. The Ocean Beach Community Plan
(OBCP) identifies a “view cone” to the Pacific Ocean at the terminus of Point Loma Boulevard, just
north of the project site. The proposed seawall would be located downslope from the view cone and
would not impede any viewing opportunities to the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, the project would not
have an adverse effect on scenic vistas. No impact would occur.
b)

Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

In order to construct the secant sea wall, piles would be drilled and then filled with concrete. The
piles would be drilled into the toe of the slope and would generally follow the outline of the bluff.
The seawall would abut the bottom of the bluff edge while the upper portion of the seawall would
require backfill to prevent erosion by overlapping wave action. An alteration to the bluff would
occur; however, the exposed face of the seawall would be architecturally treated and painted to
match surrounding bluffs. The exposed face would be molded and colored to blend in with the
adjacent natural geologic exposures and adjacent walls to the north. Impacts would be less than
significant.
c)

In non-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project
is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

According to the City’s Thresholds projects that severely contrast with the surrounding
neighborhood character may result in a significant impact. To meet this threshold one or more of
the following conditions must apply: the project would have to exceed the allowable height or bulk
regulations and the height or bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity of the
project by a substantial margin; have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast
to adjacent development where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural
theme (e.g., Gaslamp Quarter, Old Town); result in the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a
community identification symbol or landmark (e.g., a stand of trees, coastal bluff, historical
landmark) which is identified in the General Plan, applicable community plan or local coastal
program; be located in a highly visible area (e.g., on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an
interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural
topography through excessive height, bulk signage or architectural projections; and/or the project
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would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area for development or changing the overall
character of the area.
Seawalls have been constructed at several locations in Ocean Beach and in close proximity to the
Inn at Sunset Cliffs Project. There are two previously permitted seawalls to the north of the project
at the end of Bermuda Avenue (Avery Seawall and Davenport Seawall), and another seawall that has
been approved but not constructed (Houlton’s Seawall). The Houlton Seawall is directly to the north
of the project on the north side of Point Loma Boulevard. The Inn’s seawall proposes an
architectural treatment and design that will be consistent with these previously approved seawalls
and would not starkly contrast with the adjacent neighboring seawalls. The aesthetic appearance of
the proposed seawall would be similar to neighboring seawalls. Further, the OBCP allows for coastal
protective devices when protecting existing development, therefore, no impacts would occur.
d)

Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Per the City’s Thresholds, projects that would emit or reflect a significant amount of light and glare
may have a significant impact. To meet this significance threshold, one of the following must apply:
a. The project would be moderate to large in scale, more than 50 percent of any single elevation of a
building’s exterior is built with a material with a light reflectivity greater than 30 percent (see LDC
Section 142.07330(a)), and the project is adjacent to a major public roadway or public area.
b. The project would shed substantial light onto adjacent, light-sensitive property or land use, or
would emit a substantial amount of ambient light into the nighttime sky. Uses considered sensitive
to nighttime light include, but are not limited to, residential, some commercial and industrial uses,
and natural areas.
The project does not propose any use of outdoor lighting or building materials with highly reflective
properties, such as highly reflective glass or high-gloss surface colors. Therefore, the project would
not create any new sources of light pollution that could contribute to skyglow, light trespass, or glare
and adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. No impact would occur.

II.

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. – Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?
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Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation status; the best quality land is called
Prime Farmland. Unique farmland is land, other than prime farmland, that has combined conditions
to produce sustained high quality and high yields of specialty crops. Farmland of Statewide
Importance may include tracts of land that have been designated for agriculture by State law. In
some areas that are not identified as having national or statewide importance, land is considered to
be Farmland of Local Importance. The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP)
maintained by the California Department of Conservation (CDC) is the responsible state agency for
overseeing the farmland classification. In addition, the City’s Thresholds state that in relation to
converting designated farmland, a determination of substantial amount cannot be based on any
one numerical criterion (i.e., one acre), but rather on the economic viability of the area proposed to
be converted. Another factor to be considered is the location of the area proposed for conversion.
The project site is not classified as farmland by the California Department of Conservation’s FMMP.
No Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance occurs on site or within
the area immediately surrounding the project site. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts
related to the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur.
b)

Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
Contract?

The Williamson Act, also known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, enables local
governments to enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting specific
parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use; in return, landowners receive property tax
assessments which are much lower than normal because they are based upon farming and open
space uses as opposed to full market value. The Williamson Act is only applicable to parcels within
an established agricultural preserve consisting of at least 20 acres of Prime Farmland, or at least
40 acres of land not designated as Prime Farmland. The Williamson Act is designed to prevent the
premature and unnecessary conversion of open space lands and agricultural areas to urban uses.
As stated in response II (a) above. The proposed project site is not zoned for agricultural use. There
are no Williamson Act Contract lands on or within the vicinity of the project. The project would not
affect properties zoned for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act Contract. No impact
would occur.
c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 1220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

The project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland,
or timberland zoned for Timberland Production. The project site is zoned for residential use; no
designated forest land or timberland occurs within the boundaries of the project. No impact would
occur.
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Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Refer to response II (c) above. The project would not convert forest land to non-forest use. No
impact would occur.
e)

Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Refer to responses II (a) and II (c) above. No existing farmland or forest land are located in the
proximity of the project site. No changes to any such lands would result from project
implementation. No impact would occur.
III.

AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district
or air pollution control district may be relied on to make the following determinations – Would the project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

According to the City’s Thresholds, a project may have a significant air quality impact if it could
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) are
responsible for developing and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of
the ambient air quality standards in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The County Regional Air Quality
Strategy (RAQS) was initially adopted in 1991 and is updated on a triennial basis (most recently in
2016). The RAQS outlines the SDAPCD's plans and control measures designed to attain the state air
quality standards for ozone (03). The RAQS relies on information from the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions, as well as information
regarding projected growth in San Diego County and the cities in the county, to project future
emissions and then determine the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions through
regulatory controls. CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are
based on population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by San Diego County and the
cities in the county as part of the development of their general plans.
As such, projects that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by
local plans would be consistent with the RAQS. However, if a project proposes development that
is greater than that anticipated in the local plan and SANDAG's growth projections, the project
might conflict with the RAQS and may contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on air
quality.
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The proposed seawall is allowed by the City’s Municipal Code and OBCP and would be consistent at
a sub-regional level with the underlying growth forecasts in the RAQs and would not obstruct
implementation of the RAQs. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

b)

Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard?

The City’s Thresholds state that a significant impact may occur if a project violates any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
Short-term Emissions (Construction)
Project construction activities would potentially generate combustion emissions from on-site heavyduty construction vehicles and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew and
necessary construction materials. Exhaust emissions generated by construction activities would
generally result from the use of typical construction. Variables that factor into the total construction
emissions potentially generated include the level of activity, length of construction period, number
of pieces and types of equipment in use, site characteristics, weather conditions, number of
construction personnel, and the amount of materials to be transported on or off site. It is
anticipated that construction equipment would be used on site for four to eight hours a day;
however, construction would be short-term and impacts to neighboring uses would be minimal and
temporary.
Fugitive dust emissions are generally associated with land clearing and grading operations.
Construction operations are subject to the requirements established in Regulation 4, Rules 52, 54,
and 55 of the SDAPCD rules and regulations. The project would include standard measures as
required by the City grading permit to minimize fugitive dust and air pollutant emissions during the
temporary construction period. Therefore, impacts associated with fugitive dust are considered less
than significant and would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation. Impacts related to short-term emissions would be less
than significant.
Long-term Emissions (Operational)
Long-term air pollutant emission impacts are those associated with stationary sources and
mobile sources related to any change caused by a project. Once constructed the project would not
generate any new trips (beyond construction) or project-related emissions. Therefore, long-term
operation of the project would not result in additional air emissions compared to existing
conditions, and long-term operational emissions would not violate any relevant federal, state, or
regional air quality standards for the SDAB.
Seawalls do not generate emissions Overall so the project is not expected to generate substantial
short- or long-term emissions that would violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing
or projected air quality
17
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violation: therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
c)

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

The project is for the construction of a seawall and once in operation there would be no use of a
substantial amount of pollutants. No impacts would occur.
d)

Result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of
people?

The City’s Thresholds state that for a project proposing placement of sensitive receptors near an
existing odor source, a significant odor impact will be identified if the project site is closer to the
odor source than any existing sensitive receptor where there has been more than one confirmed or
three confirmed complaints per year (averaged over a three- week period) about the odor source.
Moreover, for projects proposing placement of sensitive receptors near a source of odors where
there are currently no nearby existing receptors, the determination of significance should be based
on the distance and frequency at which odor complaints from the public have occurred in the
vicinity of a similar odor source at another location. The project is for the construction of a seawall
and none of the above applies to the proposed project. No impacts would occur.
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a)

Have substantial adverse effects, either
directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

The City’s Thresholds state that significance of impacts to biological resources are assessed by City
staff through the CEQA review process and through review of the project’s consistency with the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations, the Biology Guidelines (2018) and with the City’s
MSCP Subarea Plan (1997).
A biological review of the project site was first conducted in October 2011 (Project Design
Consultants 2011). Since that time City staff has verified the conditions of the project site over the
life of the project through site visits and photo documentation and no change has been identified.
The upper portion of the project is composed largely of hardscape and ornamental landscaping. The
slope between the top tier patio and the collapsed deck is covered by ornamental ice plant. No
native species were observed on the sloped area. The project site is developed, and no changes to
the existing condition relative to biological resources have occurred since the time of the initial
review. No impact would occur.
In addition, to document the current proposed project an Intertidal Biological Assessment (Marine
Taxonomic Services, September 2021) was also conducted. MTS biologists conducted a marine
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biological survey at the Inn at Sunset Cliffs on December 23, 2019 between the hours of 1000 and
1400 during a period of low tides (2.0 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) at 1030 and -0.75 feet
MLLW at 1400). The 0’ MLLW boundary and the toe of the riprap revetment at the foot of the vertical
seawall were mapped utilizing a differential global positioning device (dGPS). Rocky reef habitat
identified below the toe of the riprap revetment, along with the shoreward extent of marine algal
growth was also surveyed.
The report determined that the proposed project would have no significant impact on surveyed
rocky reef habitats adjacent to the toe of the riprap revetment, the riprap revetment itself, or the
existing vertical seawall. Although the rocky reef habitats surveyed were found to support a diverse
assemblage of marine species, no rocky reefs would occur within areas where construction activity
would occur. Furthermore, the existing rock riprap revetment surveyed was not found to support a
unique intertidal community. Because the proposed secant pile wall would be installed behind the
existing vertical seawall, none of the marine algae or invertebrates surveyed on both the seawall and
inside of the small opening within the seawall would be impacted during installation. Moreover, the
demolition of the cast in place wall and block wall in front of the secant pile wall will not impact
sessile intertidal communities because those features are above the high tide line. Turbidity impacts
would not occur as a result of the installation of the proposed secant pile wall as all drilling would be
contained behind the existing cast-in-place concrete wall.
While no sea turtles or marine mammals were observed by MTS biologists during the intertidal
biological survey, sea lions and harbor seals are very common throughout San Diego, and no
barriers currently exist that would prevent them from utilizing the Project area. Significant impacts
could occur to any sea lion, harbor seal, or sea turtle if those species were to occupy the Project area
during construction. Any Project actions that result in modification of behavior would be considered
Level B harassment of these sensitive species. Injury could result if riprap or other materials were
dislodged and allowed to fall toward any of these sensitive species; this would represent Level A
harassment (injury or death). These impacts would be considered significant.
However with the implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1, which would require a biological
monitor to be present on site during construction of the project, impacts to sea lion, harbor seal,
and green sea turtle can be mitigated through monitoring regardless of the potential to below a
level of significance. During in-water construction activities such as the removal of riprap, a marine
biological observer shall be on site to monitor construction activities. The observer shall have the
authority to halt or modify construction activities in the event any sensitive species is observed and
if the marine biological observer feels the activity has the potential to harm the sensitive species.
Note that the previous draft of this report indicated a potential need for marine mammal
monitoring due to the potential to produce noises that could disturb marine mammals. After
consultation with the engineer relative to construction means and methods, it is the opinion of MTS
that the potential for noise impacts to marine mammals because of landside drilling is less than
significant.
Additionally, removal of the riprap may result in injury or death of any abalone species that occurs
on the riprap or any adjacent surface where riprap could fall during removal. Although abalone were
not observed during this survey, the Project area does contain suitable abalone habitat and abalone
could colonize the Project area prior to construction. Any impact to abalone species would be
considered significant. To avoid an impact, the following mitigation measure (BIO-2) is proposed. An
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abalone survey shall be performed within all intertidal and subtidal areas within 5 meters of the
proposed in-water work area (riprap removal area). The abalone survey shall be conducted within 7
days of the start of in-water work. The survey shall be considered valid for 30 days and therefore
repeated if in-water work takes more than 30 days or is delayed. If abalone are identified, the
Project will be

delayed until NOAA Fisheries can be consulted and a plan to protect in place or abalone relocation
can be performed.
These mitigation requirements shall be incorporated into Section V of the MMRP and would reduce
potential impacts to biological resources to below a level of significance. Therefore, the project
would not have substantial effects on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

No federally, state, or locally protected wetlands, including marsh, vernal pools, or coastal wetlands,
are present on the project site. The project is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean but the construction of
the seawall would not result in impacts. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to
wetlands.
c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands (including
but not limited to marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

See IV. b), the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. No impacts
would occur.
d)

Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Due to the project location on a developed site with no native vegetation, project implementation
would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species,
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with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites, as none exist within the project area.
e)

Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

The project would not conflict with any local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans because
the project site also does not contain any sensitive habitat or is within the Multi-Habitat Planning
Area within the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Plan. The project is consistent with the City’s
Biology Guidelines (2018) and ESL Regulations; and no conflict with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources would occur. As such, no impact would occur.
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

Please see response IV(a) above. The project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan. No impacts would occur.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

The purpose and intent of the Historical Resources Regulations of the Land Development Code
(Chapter 14, Article 3, and Division 2) is to protect, preserve and, where damaged, restore the
historical resources of San Diego. The regulations apply to all proposed development within the City
of San Diego when historical resources are present on the premises. Before approving discretionary
projects, CEQA requires the Lead Agency to identify and examine the significant adverse
environmental effects which may result from that project. A project that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource may have a significant effect on the
environment (sections 15064.5(b) and 21084.1). A substantial adverse change is defined as
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities, which would impair historical significance
(sections 15064.5(b)(1)). Any historical resource listed in, or eligible to be listed in the California
Register of Historical Resources, including archaeological resources, is considered to be historically
or culturally significant.
Archaeological Resources
The project site has been previously disturbed by development of the existing motel and seawall.
Ground-disturbing activities would be limited to installation of the secant pile walls into formational
soil that lacks cultural material. Qualified City staff did prepare a record search of the California
Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) digital database to determine the presence or
absence of potential resources within the project site. The record search was negative. Based upon
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the negative CHRIS search and the previously disturbed nature of the site, qualified staff was able to
conclude that the project would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources. Similarly,
there would be no potential for inadvertent discovery of Native American or other human remains.
Therefore, impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant.
Built Environment
The remnants of the seawall and collapsed patio lack integrity and are not historical resources as
defined by CEQA Section 15064.5. The removal of debris associated with these features and
subsequent construction of the proposed seawall, therefore, would not cause a substantial adverse
change to the significance of an historical resource. No impact would occur.
b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Please see V. a), impacts to archaeological resources would not occur.
c)

Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

Based upon response V. a) there would be no potential for the inadvertent discovery of Native
American or other human remains.
VI. ENERGY – Would the project:
a)

Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or
operation?

Once constructed the seawall would not expend or consume energy. Based upon Title 24
requirements the construction of the seawall would not result in a significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Impacts would be less
than significant.
b)

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan land use designations
and is required to comply with Title 24. Therefore, the project would not conflict or obstruct
renewable or efficiency plans. No impacts would occur.
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:
a)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

The site is not located in an Earthquake Fault Zone defined by the State Geologist and is not located
within a fault zone identified on the City of San Diego Geologic Hazards and Fault Maps. The
project’s geotechnical consultant, TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc., in their report of December
2020, indicated they reviewed available information and opined that the potential for ground
rupture to be very low. No impact would occur.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

The site is in a seismically active area prone to strong seismic ground shaking from occasional
earthquakes in the region. Through the grading and building permit process the proposed project
will be required to implement the seismic design provisions of the California Building Code and
potential impacts due to earthquake ground shaking will be reduced to an acceptable level of risk.
Impacts would be less than significant.

iii)

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc., the project’s geotechnical consultant, has investigated the site
conditions and in their report of December 2020 opined that the potential for liquefaction of
subsurface soils at the site is negligible. No impact would occur

iv)

Landslides?

A stability analysis of the natural geologic slopes (without the protective seawall and backfill) was
completed for the site by TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc. The analysis from the geotechnical
report indicated that the slope has factors of safety ranging from 1.4 against a shallow failure within
the terrace deposits, to a high of 4.0 against a deep-seated failure for gross stability. The
construction of the seawall would not negatively impact the slope stability and as noted in the report
would improve conditions. No impact would occur.
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Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Marine erosion threatens the coastal site and has been the chief cause of partial collapse of the
lower deck and seawall. TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc., the geological consultant for the project
indicated in the referenced geotechnical report, that “even with a relatively high factor of safety
against slope instability, in the absence of the seawall, the bluff-top improvements (including the
two buildings) are at risk of damage from coastal erosion, with the southerly building at imminent
risk (absent the seawall), with a reasonable probability of storm-induced damage occurring within
the next two years.” According to TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc., December 2020: “The proposed
shoreline stabilization projects, is necessary to prevent continued erosion of the lower bluff
threatening the bluff-top structures and to prevent flanking of the adjacent walls to the north and
south.” The seawall project is chiefly to prevent impacts from marine erosion. No impact would
occur.

c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

A stability analysis of the natural geologic slopes (without the protective seawall and backfill) was
completed for the site by TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc. The geotechnical report indicates that
the slope has factors of safety ranging from 1.4 against a shallow failure within the terrace deposits,
to a high of 4.0 against a deep-seated failure for gross stability. The construction of the seawall
would not negatively impact the slope stability and as noted in the report would improve
conditions.No impact would occur.
As indicated above, TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc., has investigated the site conditions and in
their report of December 2020 opined that the potential for liquefaction of subsurface soils at the
site is negligible. The potential for lateral spreading or collapse is related to potential for
liquefaction. because the seawall is designed to prevent marine erosion and stabilize the bluff. No
impact would occur.

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct
or indirect risks to life or property?

The geotechnical investigation of the site did not identify expansive soils as a potential hazard for
the site. No impact would occur.
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Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

The proposed project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative water disposal
systems. No impacts would occur.
f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

In areas of high sensitivity for paleontological resources grading in excess of 1,000 cubic yards of
soil and 10 feet would result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. In order to
construct the seawall, the project proposes to grade approximately 0.012 acres, with a cut quantity
of .20 cubic yards. The grading amount does not exceed the City’s thresholds and impacts to
paleontological resources would not occur.
VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:
a)

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

In December 2015, the City adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that outlines the actions that City
will undertake to achieve its proportional share of State greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions.
The purpose of the Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist (Checklist) is to, in conjunction with the
CAP, provide a streamlined review process for proposed new development projects that are subject
to discretionary review and trigger environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
Analysis of GHG emissions and potential climate change impacts from new development is required
under CEQA. The CAP is a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and
15183(b), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG emissions effect may be
determined not to be cumulatively considerable if it complies with the requirements of the CAP.
This Checklist is part of the CAP and contains measures that are required to be implemented on a
project-by-project basis to ensure that the specified emissions targets identified in the CAP are
achieved. Implementation of these measures would ensure that new development is consistent with
the CAP’s assumptions for relevant CAP strategies toward achieving the identified GHG reduction
targets. Projects that are consistent with the CAP as determined through the use of this Checklist
may rely on the CAP for the cumulative impact analysis of GHG emissions. Projects that are not
consistent with the CAP must prepare a comprehensive project-specific analysis of GHG emissions,
including quantification of existing and projected GHG emissions and incorporation of the measures
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in this Checklist to the extent feasible. Cumulative GHG impacts would be significant for any project
that is not consistent with the CAP.
The proposed project would not result in new occupancy and therefore is not required to complete
Step 2 of the Checklist per footnote 5. Therefore, since the project is consistent with Step 1 of the
CAP Consistency Checklist, the proposed project would not result in significant GHG impacts.
The submitted Climate Action Plan (CAP) Consistency Checklist was reviewed by EAS staff and based
upon the review the project was determined to be consistent with the CAP. The CAP Consistency
Checklist includes a three-step process to determine project the project would result in a GHG
impact. Step 1 consists of an evaluation to determine the project’s consistency with existing General
Plan, Community Plan, and zoning designations for the site. Step 2 consists of an evaluation of the
project’s design features compliance with the CAP strategies. Step 3 is only applicable if a project is
not consistent with the land use and/or zone, but is also in a transit priority area to allow for more
intensive development than assumed in the CAP.
Under Step 1 of the CAP Consistency Checklist, the project is consistent with the existing General
Plan and Downtown and Barrio Logan Community Plan land use designations and zoning for the
site. Therefore, the project is consistent with the growth projections and land use assumptions used
in the CAP. Furthermore, completion of Step 2 of the CAP Consistency Checklist demonstrates that
the project would be consistent with applicable strategies and actions for reducing GHG emissions.
The project would be consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan (2008) and Ocean Beach
Community Plan/Local Coastal Program (LCP) (adopted July 2014) land use designations and City
Municipal Code, The site is zoned RM-5-12, which permits visitor accommodations or mediumdensity multiple dwelling units at a maximum density of 1 dwelling unit for each 1,000 square feet of
lot area. The Inn at Sunset Cliffs is allowed by right in an RM-5-12 zone, along with accessory uses
permitted in conjunction with hotels as defined by the Land Development Code (LDC).
Recommendation 7.3.4 from the Community Plan, allows for the placement of shoreline protective
devices, such as concrete seawalls, and revetments, only when required to serve coastal dependent
uses or when there is no other feasible means to protect existing principal structures, such as
homes, in danger from erosion.
The seawall once constructed is not expected to emit any emissions that would impact the
environment. Furthermore, completion of Step 2 of the CAP Consistency Checklist demonstrates
that the project would be consistent with applicable strategies and actions for reducing GHG
emissions. Impacts would be less than significant.
b)

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

Please see VII. a), based upon the CAP Checklist the project would not conflict with plans that would
reduce greenhouse gases.
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project:
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Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

The project site was not listed in any of the databases for hazardous materials including being listed
in the State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker system, which includes leaking
underground fuel tank sites inclusive of spills, leaks, investigations, and cleanups and the
Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Data Management System, which includes
CORTESE sites.
Construction activities for the project would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials
including vehicle fuels, oils, transmission fluids, paint, adhesives, surface coatings and other finishing
materials, and cleaning solvents. However, the use of these hazardous materials would be
temporary, and all potentially hazardous materials would be stored, used, and disposed of in
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications, applicable federal, state, and local health and safety
regulations. As such, impacts associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials
would not be significant. No impacts would occur.
b)

Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?

Refer to response Vlll (a) above.
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Please see VIII b), the project would not emit hazardous materials. No impact would result.
d)

Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

A hazardous waste site records search was completed using Geotracker
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/ The records search showed that no hazardous waste sites
exist onsite or in the surrounding area. No impacts would occur.
e)

For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two mile of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
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hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

The proposed project is located within the AA Part 77 Noticing Area (Lindbergh and NAS North
Island NAS. However, the construction of the seawall is downslope from street grade and would not
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise. No impacts would occur.
f)

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

The project would construct a seawall and would not impair implementation or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impacts would occur.
g)

Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?

The project is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean and there are no wildlands in the vicinity of the project.
The construction of the seawall would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands. No impact would occur.
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface
or groundwater quality?

The project would comply with all storm water quality standards during and after construction, and
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP's) will be utilized and provided for on-site.
Implementation of theses BMP's would preclude any violations of existing standards and discharge
regulations. This will be addressed through the project’s Conditions of Approval; therefore, impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
b)

Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the
basin?

The project does not require the construction of wells. The project would construct a seawall and
remove prior construction debris. The project may generate an incremental use of water during
construction but would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level. No impact would occur.
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Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of
a stream or river, or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would:

i)

result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

See VII X b), impacts would not occur.

ii)

substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site;

Please see response X. c) i). No impact would occur.
iii)

create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

The project would not introduce any new conditions that would create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. No impact would occur.
iv)

impede or redirect flood flows?

The construction of the seawall does not have the ability to impede or redirect flows that would
result in an impact. Impacts would not occur.

d)

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

The project does not propose the active use of pollutants, impacts would not occur.
e)

Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

29

Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

The project would comply with all storm water quality standards during and after construction, and
appropriate BMPs will be utilized and provided for on-site. Implementation of theses BMP's would
preclude any violations of existing standards and discharge regulations. The Implementation of
these BMPs will be addressed through the project’s Conditions of Approval; therefore, impacts
would not occur.

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established
community?

The project does not propose the introduction of new structures or infrastructure, such as major
roadways, water supply systems, or utilities to the area. Therefore, the project would not
significantly disrupt or divide the established community. No impact would occur.

b)

Cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The project would be consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan (2008) and Ocean Beach
Community Plan/Local Coastal Program (LCP) (adopted July 2014) land use designations and City
Municipal Code. The site is zoned RM-5-12, which permits visitor accommodations or mediumdensity multiple dwelling units at a maximum density of 1 dwelling unit for each 1,000 square feet of
lot area. The Inn at Sunset Cliffs is allowed by right in an RM-5-12 zone, along with accessory uses
permitted in conjunction with hotels as defined by the Land Development Code (LDC). However, due
the project’s location a Coastal Development Permit, is required by LDC Section 126.0702(a) and is
appealable to under the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission.
Recommendation 7.3.4 from the Community Plan, allows for the placement of shoreline protective
devices, such as concrete seawalls, and revetments, only when required to serve coastal-dependent
uses or when there is no other feasible means to protect existing principal structures, such as
homes, in danger from erosion. The geotechnical report has indicated that the proposed shoreline
stabilization project is necessary to prevent the continued erosion of the lower bluff threatening the
bluff-top structures and to prevent flanking of the adjacent walls to the north and south.
Additionally, the community plan recommendation also states that all coastal protective devices
should be designed to blend with the surrounding shoreline and provide lateral public access. The
project would apply architectural treatments to the wall face to match the surrounding bluffs but is
not proposing public beach access. The project is inconsistent with this community plan
recommendation. As mentioned in the City’s Thresholds, Land Use impacts would occur only when
there is a secondary physical environmental impact associated with a potential conflict with a land
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use plan. The lack of access does not have a negative impact on the physical environment. No
impacts would occur.
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?

The area surrounding the project site is not being used for the recovery of mineral resources and is
not designated for the recovery of mineral resources on the City of San Diego General Plan Land Use
Map. Therefore, the project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource.
No impact would occur.
b)

Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

See XII. a), no impacts would occur.
XIII. NOISE – Would the project result in:
a)

Generation of a substantial temporary
or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project
in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

The City’s Thresholds identify that a significant impact would occur if:
Traffic generated noise impacts could result in noise levels that exceed a 45 weighted decibel (dbA)
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) interior of 65 dbA CNEL exterior for single- and multifamily land uses, 75 dbA exterior for office, churches, and professional uses, and 75 dbA exterior for
commercial land uses.
•

A project which would generate noise levels at the property line which exceed the City’s
Noise Ordinance Standards is also considered a potentially significant impact. Additionally,
Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dB (A) LEQ at a sensitive receptor would be
considered significant.

•

Temporary construction noise which exceeds 75 dB (A) Leq at a sensitive receptor.
Construction noise levels measured at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned
residential shall not exceed an average sound level greater than 75-decibles (dB) during the
12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, construction activity is prohibited
between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, or on legal
holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego Municipal Code, with exception of
Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, that would create disturbing,
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excessive, or offensive noise unless a permit has been applied for and granted beforehand
by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator, in conformance with San Diego
Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404.
If noise levels during the breeding season for the California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo,
southern willow flycatcher, least tern, cactus wren, tricolored blackbird or western snowy
plover would exceed 60dB(A) or existing ambient noise level if above 60dB(A).

•

There would be no permanent operational noise source associated with the project and would not
result in a permanent substantial increase to the existing noise environment. Therefore, the project
noise would not exceed noise level limits established in the Noise Element of the General Plan or
Section 59.5.0401 of the City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. There would be no
operational impact.
Construction noise is regulated by Section 59.5.0404 of the City’s Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance. Section 59.5.0404 states that construction noise levels shall not exceed a 12-hour
average sound level of 75 A-weighted decibel 12-hour average sound level (dB(A) Leq(12)) at the
nearest residential property line. Noise generated during the construction of the project would be
associated with workers driving to the project site and using equipment including sledge hammers,
a jack hammer, shovels, and a dump truck. A concrete saw (82.6 dB(A) Leq at 50 feet) and a
jackhammer (81.9 dB(A) Leq at 50 feet) generate the loudest noise levels. Construction of the secant
pile walls landward of the existing seawall would generate noise as a result of drilling piles within the
footprint of the repaired lower concrete terrace and existing seawall down into soil. The typical drill
rig used for this activity generates a noise level of 85 dB(A) at 50 feet with a duty cycle of 20 percent,
which results in an average noise level of 78 dB(A) Leq at 50 feet. This noise level would attenuate to
71 dB(A) Leq at the nearest residence.
Construction activities would be required to comply with the construction hours specified in the
City's Municipal Code (Section 59.5.0404, Construction Noise), which are intended to reduce
potential adverse effects resulting from construction noise. Impacts would be less than significant.

b)

Generation of, excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

The project would require drilling for the shoring piles. Ground vibrations in an outdoor
environment are generally not perceptible (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2006). According to
the FTA, vibration levels are 0.089 inch per second peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet. Using FTA’s
recommended procedure for applying a propagation adjustment to these reference levels, vibration
levels would exceed recommended thresholds (0.1 inch per second PPV) at distances of 20 feet or
less. The nearest structure is more than 20 feet from potential drilling activities; thus, vibration
impacts would be less than significant.
c)

For a project located within the vicinity
of a private airstrip or an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people
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residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Please see responses XIII a) and b), the project would not result in substantial noise increase that
would expose people residing or working in the area to a noise impact. Impacts would not occur.
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project:
a)

Induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

The project is the construction of a seawall and the removal of construction debris. Because of the
scope of work, the project would not induce substantial population growth and impacts would not
occur.
b)

Displace substantial numbers of
existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

See XIV a) impacts would not occur.
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provisions of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
rations, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
i)

Fire protection;

The project would not affect existing levels of residents in the area and would not require the
construction or expansion of a fire facility. The project is located in a developed area where fire
services exist and would not increase the demand on fire facilities over that which currently exists
and would not result in any increase in demand for these services. Impacts would not occur.
ii)

Police protection;

The project would not affect existing levels of residents in the area and would not require the
construction or expansion of police facilities. The project would not increase the demand on police
facilities over that which currently exists and is would not result in any increase in demand for these
services. Impacts would not occur.
iii)

Schools;

The project would not affect existing levels of students and would not require the construction or
expansion of a school facility. The project site is located in a developed area where public school
services are available. The project would not increase the demand on public schools over that which
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currently exists and is not anticipated to result in any increase in demand for public educational
services. Impacts would not occur.
iv)

Parks;

The project would not affect existing levels of residents in the area and would not require the
construction or expansion of a park and is located in an area with existing parks. The project would
not increase the demand on parks over that which currently exists and is not anticipated to result
any increase in demand for these services. Impacts would not occur.
v)

Other public facilities?

The project site is located in a developed area where City services are already available. The project
would not adversely affect existing levels of demand of public services and would not require the
construction or expansion of any governmental facilities. Therefore, no new public facilities beyond
existing conditions would be required. Impacts would not occur.
XVI. RECREATION
a)

Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur.
b)

Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

The project is the construction of a seawall at an existing private hotel that does contain some
recreational opportunities. The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur.
XVII. TRANSPORTATION– Would the project?
a)

Conflict with an adopted program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
transportation system, including transit,
roadways, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?

The project would not affect existing levels of residents in the area and would not change road
patterns or congestion. The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
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account of all modes transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. In addition, the project would not
require the redesign of streets, traffic signals, stop signs, striping or any other changes to the
existing roadways or existing public transportation routes or types are necessary. No impact would
result due to implementation of the project.
b)

Would the project or plan/policy result
in VMT exceeding thresholds identified
in the City of San Diego Transportation
Study Manual? Conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

The project would not affect existing levels of residents in the area and would not result in
additional VMT. The project would not exceed VMT thresholds identified in the City of San Diego
Transportation Study Manual.
c)

Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

The project is not required to make any improvements to roads or streets and no dangerous road
hazards would be introduced by the project. The construction of the seawall is an allowed use and
impacts would not occur. Due to the design of the seawall the project would be a compatible use
and no impacts would occur.
d)

Result in inadequate emergency
access?

The project is not required to make any improvements to roads or streets and would not affect
emergency access. The construction of the seawall would not result in impacts.
XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:
a)

Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

The project would not cause a substantial adverse effect to tribal cultural resources, as there are no
recorded sites listed or sites eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in
a local register of historical resources as defined by the Public Resources Code. No impact would
occur.
35

Issue

b)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Tribal Cultural Resources include sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, and sacred places or
objects that have cultural value or significance to a Native American Tribe. Tribal Cultural Resources
include “non-unique archaeological resources” that, instead of being important for “scientific” value
as a resource, can also be significant because of the sacred and/or cultural tribal value of the
resource. The City, as lead agency, determined that Tribal Cultural Resources pursuant to
subdivision Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c) would not have the potential to be impacted
through project implementation. No impact would occur.
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project:
a)

Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which
would cause significant environmental
effects?

The project is not proposing any change to any water services and would not interrupt existing
sewer service to the project site or other surrounding uses. The construction of the seawall would
not increase demand for wastewater disposal or treatment as compared to current conditions.
Wastewater treatment facilities used by the hotel would continue to be operated in accordance with
the applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). Additionally, the project site is in a developed area and adequate services are already
available to serve the project and no mitigation measures are required. No impact would occur.
b)

Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

The project does not meet the CEQA significance threshold that would require the preparation of
a water supply assessment. The existing project site currently receives water service from the City,
and adequate services are available to serve the proposed project without required new or
expanded entitlements. No impact would occur.
c)

Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
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serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

See XIX b), impacts would not occur.
d)

Generate solid waste in excess of State
or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or
otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

All construction waste from the project site would be transported to an appropriate facility, which
would have adequate capacity to accept the limited amount of waste that would be generated by
the project. Long-term operation of the proposed seawall is not anticipated to generate additional
solid waste. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code for
diversion of both construction waste during the demolition phase and solid waste during the longterm, operational phase. Impacts would be less than significant.

e)

Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The project would comply with all Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste. The project would not result in the generation of large amounts of solid waste, nor would it
generate or require the transportation of hazardous waste materials. All demolition activities would
comply with City of San Diego requirements for diversion of both construction waste during the
demolition phase and there would be not solid waste generated during the long-term, operation of
the project. No impact would occur.
XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility area or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project:
a)

Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The City of San Diego participates in the San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Plan. The project complies with the General Plan and is consistent with the OBCP land use and the
Land Development Code’s zoning designation. The project is located in a developed area of San
Diego and construction of the seawall would not disrupt any emergency evacuation routes as
identified in the Hazard Mitigation Plan. Therefore, the project would not impact an emergency
response and evacuation plan during construction and operation. No impact would occur.
b)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants
to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of
wildfire?
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The project is surrounded by existing development and the Pacific Ocean to the west and there are
no wildlands in the area. Due to the location of the project, the project would not have the potential
to expose occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of
wildfire. Therefore, impacts would not occur.
c)

Require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

The site is currently serviced by existing infrastructure which would service the site after
construction is completed. No new construction of roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources,
power lines, or other utilities would be constructed that would exacerbate fire risk, therefore
impacts would not occur.
d)

Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Refer to response XX (b) above. Additionally, the project would comply with the City’s appropriate
Best Management Practices (BMP) for drainage and would not expose people or structures to
significant risks as a result of run-off, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Therefore,
impacts would not occur.
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE –
a)

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?

Potentially significant impacts to the environment resulting from the proposed project have been
identified for the areas of biological resources. However, the project would not substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, cause fish or wildlife populations to drop below selfsustaining levels or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. The project has the potential
to cause direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species but impacts would be reduced to below a
level of significance through the implementation of mitigation measures.
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Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited but cumulatively
considerable (“cumulatively
considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

Cumulative environmental impacts are those impacts that by themselves are not significant, but
when considered with impacts occurring from other projects in the vicinity would result in a
cumulative impact. Related projects considered to have the potential of creating cumulative impacts
in association with the project consist of projects that are reasonably foreseeable and that would be
constructed or operated during the life of the project.
The Inn at Sunset Cliffs would result in potential impacts but the required mitigation would avoid
impact to resources. Other future projects within the surrounding area would be required to comply
with applicable local, state, and federal regulations to reduce potential impacts to less than
significant, or to the extent possible. As such, the project is not anticipated to contribute to
potentially significant cumulative environmental impacts. Project cumulative impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation.

c)

Does the project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

The Initial Study did not identify any significant impacts to human beings. Therefore, the project
would not create conditions that would significantly directly or indirectly impact human beings. No
impacts would occur.
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