
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT COMMITTEE
LA JOLLA COMMUNITY PLANNING ASSOCIATION

COMMITTEE REPORT of the January 30, 2007 Meeting  

Present: Lynne Hayes,  Sherri Lightner,  Claude A Marengo,  Phil Merten,  Joanne Pearson, 
Absent:  Louis Beacham,  Bob Collins,   Dave Little,  Paul Metcalf,  Jim Sullivan 

 

Guests: 53 Guests signed-in

PUBLIC COMMENT:  

None

FINAL REVIEWS / COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

Project Name: BIRD ROCK MIXED USE  Permits: CDP/SDP/PDP 
5702 La Jolla Blvd.

Project Number: JO 42-5482 / PTS 87287 DPM: Bob Korch     619-446-5229
RKorch@sandiego.gov

Zone: Zone 4,  LJPDO                       Applicant:  Mark Lyon  858-459-1171
info@mdla.net

Scope of Work: CDP/SDP/PDP (Process 4) to construct a mixed use project of  11 residential units and 7 
commercial for a total of 20,400 sq. ft. on a 16,080 sq. ft. site.  Parking Impact, Transit Area, 
Residential Tandem Parking,   

  
The project architect presented a re-design of the BIRD ROCK STATION project based on the January 13, 
2007 Draft of the La Jolla Boulevard Form-Based Code currently in development.  The architect compared 
the re-designed project (drawings dated 1-30-07) with an earlier previously submitted version (revised 
drawings dated 12-20-06).   

Guest Speaker Slips submitted:  30 

In Favor:  4                 In Opposition:  22             Undecided:  4

MOTION: (Marengo, Hayes)  RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE EARLIER VERSION OF THE 
PROJECT (as depicted in drawings dated 12-20-06). 

VOTE: 4/1/0 Motion Passes   (Opposed:  Lightner:  Reasons for voting “NO” included but were not 
limited to the following:

1. It was not clear what permit was under consideration.  I asked about the findings for the 
SDP, the CDP and the TM.  None of the findings for these permits were discussed or 
presented by the applicant.

2. The findings for the Site Development Permit cannot be made - this determination was 
made at the LJPDO meeting.  The findings for the Site Development Permit for the La 
Jolla Planned District cannot be made, because the project is not limited to two stories; 
does not take garage access from the alley and may not meet the rear yard setback of the 
PDO Zone 4.
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 Lightner’s reasons for voting “NO”: (continued)

3. The LJTC and CPA both voted in May 2006 to deny proposals for three stories and 
increased FAR's.  The hearing of this project violated direction by both of the parent 
groups.

4. It is not clear that the old project meets the supplemental findings for the PDP.  There 
was not sufficient time to fully discuss the "old plan" at this meeting.   What is the 
amenity provided the residential units?  What is the coverage of the old design?

5. The motion was out of order - the committee was told we would be hearing the revised 
design (emails for the January 9, 16 and 30 CDP meeting), which we did and then the 
motion was for the old design.  The entire meeting and public testimony was on the new 
design.  Additional testimony should have been allowed from the public on the old 
design once that was the subject of the motion.

6. There was no recommendation from BRCC - largely because the drawings were not 
submitted until the day of the January 30 CDP hearing.  We should have waited for this 
because it is clear that the project will not go to Planning Commission for 3-4 months.

7. The drawings were not received from the City as part of a "package" from the City. [I 
thought that they were delivered to Mr. Merten by Bob Korch of the City, but have since 
found out that the drawings were delivered by Mark Lyon.]

8. Re: the PDP and the SDMC provisions for when it can be used:  The two story height 
limit is an important feature of the base zone.  A three story building proposal in a zone 
restricted to two stories should require a variance not a deviation.

9. Public benefit for the proposed deviations has not been demonstrated.  It was asserted 
that extra parking would be a community benefit, however, irrespective of the number of 
stories the amount of parking will be the same - given the amount of excavation required.

10. The finding "will not adversely affect the Land Use Plan," cannot be made, because on 
page 103 of the LJ Community Plan the LJPDO is incorporated into the Plan.  This 
project does not conform to the LJPDO and consequently will adversely affect the Land 
Use Plan.

11. Another provision of the Land Use Plan is the requirement for alley access to the garage.  
The failure to meet this recommendation also adversely affects the Land Use Plan.

12. There was no recommendation from Traffic and Transportation, although the applicant 
was asked to return to them.

13. There was no clear definition of the tenant for the ground floor.  A restaurant use is 
included as one of the possible uses.  If there is a restaurant use the onsite parking is 
insufficient.

14. It was not demonstrated that a two-story project could not be done. 

15. The letter from the City Attorney used by the applicant to seek a three story deviation to 
the PDO Zone 4 two story height limit was not signed.

16. The effects of cumulative impacts from the introduction of three stories has not been 
addressed.

Submitted by:  Phil Merten,  
CDP Committee Chair


