June 23, 2020

To the Design Review Board Members:
We have reviewed Glenn Warren’s letter, included in the packet for your June 24th meeting,
regarding denials/continuances during an applicant’s initial hearing. While we are sure Mr.
Warren’s suggestion is based on a desire to add another layer of fairness to the design review
process, this recommendation falls outside of the scope of the DRB’s proper role.

The role of the DRB is simply to determine whether a project complies with the standards of
review in the DRO (i.e., regulatory conclusions) and any associated permits. It is the sole
responsibility of the applicant to ensure that the project in question is compliant. To allow a
“free pass” during the first hearing conflicts with these responsibilities.

The continuance rule cited by Mr. Warren is very clear in that the purpose of granting a
continuance is to “gain additional information, which is necessary in order to render a
decision.” The rule states nothing about the DRB making suggestions to aid an applicant in
modifying a project’s design in order to gain approval. The only reason for a continuance is if
the DRB members require additional information to make a decision.

We do agree with the third paragraph of Mr. Warren’s letter, which reveals the justification for
denying substantially noncompliant projects during the first hearing. This is consistent with the
DRB’s stated role. In addition, by enforcing this standard, applicants will be motivated to
present their best project, and thus save City staff and DRB members time and expense.

Thank you for considering our views.

Executive Committee of the City of Del Mar Ad Hoc Development Review Process
Citizen Advisory Committee, 2015-2018
•

Harold Feder, Chair

•

Richard Jamison, Vice-Chair

•

Anne Farrell, Secretary

City of Del Mar
TO:

Design Review Board Members and Interested Parties

FROM:

Joseph Smith, AICP, Planning and Community Development Director

DATE:

June 24, 2020

RE:

Discussion Item #2 – Proposed Modification of ADR Eligibility Criteria and Noticing
for City Council’s Consideration in Response to the City’s FY21 Budget

The COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in severe budget impacts on the City’s current Fiscal Year (FY)
20 budget and projected revenues for the FY21 budget (July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021). On June 17,
2020, the City Council approved updates to the FY20 and FY21 budgets thereby resulting in a 10%
reduction in the City’s workforce. This resulted in the layoff of two planning positions from Planning
& Community Development Department (one part-time associate planner and one assistant planner).
As was indicated in the City Council’s staff report, the staffing reduction will have an impact on the
Department’s level of service for current planning and special projects.
In order for the Department to maintain essential services related to the processing of developmentapplications, including Design Review and subdivisions, public counter staffing, and special projects,
operational offsets were also presented to the City Council. These included: 1) a modification of the
eligibility criteria for “minor” project types that can be processed as an Administrative Design Review
(ADR) permit; and 2) a reduction in the noticing radius from 300 feet (Government Code requirement
for public hearing items) to 100 feet (consistent with other City permits such as Encroachment
Permits). The proposed modification would require that all ADR notices be provided to the members
of the DRB. By allowing more types of projects to be processed as an ADR, staffing resources can be
concentrated on maintaining a sufficient level of service for more complex DRB applications, other
development reviews, and public counter service. The proposed changes will be presented to the City
Council on July 6, 2020.
The modified eligibility criteria are drawn from a list of design elements that are often before the DRB
as candidates for the “Consent Calendar” and appear to be appropriate for inclusion. As the members
of the DRB are aware, this eligibility does not ensure administrative approval, as members of the public
or the DRB receive notice of such applications and have the ability to elevate the review of these items
to the full DRB for consideration if they appear to be violate the regulatory standards of the DRO. This
process would remain in effect and unchanged.
While this type of amendment does not require a recommendation from either the DRB or Planning
Commission, due to timing, staff was able to place this discussion item on the Board’s June 24 meeting
agenda ahead of the City Council meeting to elicit input on the proposed modifications. In addition to
the added design types for ADR consideration, staff has included clarifying revisions such as the
removal of solar related equipment from the eligibility list (now exempt per the Solar Rights Act).
Any input provided by the members of the DRB or public would be included in the staff report to the
City Council.
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ATTACHMENT TO 6/24/2020 DRB MEMO REGARDING PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF ADR
ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AND NOTICING FOR CITY COUNCIL’S CONSIDERATION IN RESPONSE
TO THE CITY’S FY21 BUDGET

23.08.035 - Administrative Design Review.
A.

An applicant for a project involving the construction, alteration, or remodeling of the
exterior of a structure which requires a Design Review Permit may apply for an
Administrative Design Review (ADR) Permit in accordance with this Section, so long as:
1.

The proposed project involves only a pool, spa, or decorative water feature;
fence;

1.2. The proposed project involves a fence, retaining wall, handrail or safety barrier
not greater than six feet in height, as measured pursuant to the DMMC;
2.3. The proposed project involves the modification of an existing structure and
the outer vertical dimensions of such structure will not be extended or
retracted by more than three feet in any lateral direction: or involve an
increase in height;
3.4. The proposed project involves the installation of a skylight which measures not
more than four feet in width or length and for which all proposed mechanized
operating equipment is located on the interior of the structure on which the
skylight is to be installed;
4.

The proposed project involves solely the installation of solar water-heating or
solar air-heating equipment, with such equipment installed either on and
extending no more than 30 inches above grade; or on an existing roof so as to be
generally flush to, but in no event more than five inches above, the level of the
roof to which it is mounted; or

5.

The proposed project involves the construction or installation of an accessory
structure which measures not more than 48 square feet in area and not more
than six feet in height and which meets all required setbacks pursuant to the
provisions of Title 30, the Zoning Code.

6.

The proposed project involves a request for reasonable accommodation in
the application of zoning regulations in order to secure equal access to
housing or commercial or industrial facilities for persons with disabilities.
The request shall be consistent with Section 30.86.220 (Reasonable
Accommodation) of the DMMC.

7.

The project involves the installation, relocation, or modification of an exterior
light (fixture) which would be low-intensity, downward directed and shielded;

8.

The project involves a flagpole to be permanently attached to the ground or an
existing structure;
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9.

The project involves the installation, relocation or enlargement of a door,
window or other transparent surface that is not exempt from the requirement
of Design Review pursuant to DMMC Section 23.08.030 C-1;

10. The project involves exterior heating, cooling, or other mechanical equipment
accessory to an allowed use, which would be screened from view by an opaque
solid barrier no lower in height than the top of the equipment and would
comply with maximum sound level limits of provided in DMMC Section
9.20.040;
11. The project involves an attached or free-standing shade structure or carport
which is exempt from Bulk Floor Area Calculations pursuant to DMMC Chapter
30.72, is no higher than ten-feet in height as measured pursuant to the DMMC,
and is no more than 400 square-feet in overall covered area;
12. The project involves an increase in building roof height that no greater than 12inches or the addition or relocation of a chimney no higher than the minimum
required by Building Code or wider than 30-inches on any side, and depicted by
story poles during project review.
B. A project that includes one or more of the above listed design elements in
addition to non-ADR eligible improvements shall be processed in accordance with
the other sections of this Chapter.
BC. Notice of the filing of an application for an Administrative Design Review Permit shall
be mailed to persons owning property within 300 100 feet of the project site and
posted on the property, and provided to the members of the Design Review Board.
The mailed notice of application shall advise all persons that plans are available for public
review at City Hall and that the application will be administratively approved unless a
written objection is received by the Planning Department on or before a date specified in
the notice which shall be ten working days after the date of mailing.
CD. If no timely written objection is filed, the application shall be administratively
approved by the Planning Director if it is deemed to be consistent with the
provisions of the Del Mar Municipal Code.
DE. If a timely written objection is filed by a member of the public or the Design
Review Board, the application shall no longer be administratively processed and
shall instead be processed in accordance with the other sections of this Chapter.
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Adriana Jaramishian
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Betty Wheeler <bettywheeler@gmail.com>
Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:18 PM
Evan Langan; Planning Mail Box
Howard Gad; Ryan Gad; Dwight Worden-Private
Red Dot - DRB Agenda Item #2, 355 Bellaire - additional comment

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
DRB Members and Staff:
Earlier, I sent an email noting my thanks to Howard Gad for working with all the neighbors on
this project, and noting my safety concerns about the large eucalyptus near my property line
that is proposed to be removed.
I wanted to add an additional note, now that I have read the full Staff Report on this Agenda
item. My comments were not intended to take a position with respect to the Staff Analysis and
Recommendations contained in the staff report, other than my position with respect to the large
eucalyptus tree. I believe that this tree poses some risk to my safety, and is not well-situated at
the top and close to the edge of the bluff that is very close to the back of the house where I
reside. As I noted in my earlier comment, I believe it would be better for this tree to be replaced
by another tree or trees that are better suited to our environment, farther from the edge of the
bluff. I am not at all clear what a "character-defining" tree is, and personally would not put a
non-native eucalyptus in this category; I note that the City removed the mature eucalyptus
trees (at considerable expense) along the nearby Riverpath Del Mar extension, based on a
determination that they are out of keeping with the lagoon and river environment.
However, I do not have enough information to know whether the proposed replacement trees
and vegetation constitute an adequate replacement for the removal of this eucalyptus, which
does have a very sizable canopy. I want to make it clear that I support the design guidelines
and the principles that undergird the land conservation permit process, and trust that the DRB
and staff are in a much better position than I am to apply those guidelines and principles to this
case, including whether there are good reasons to deviate from the guidelines in any way.
Thanks,
Betty Wheeler
1801 Seaview Ave.
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To:
Subject:

Evan Langan
RE: 355 Bellaire; Item 2 June 24 DRB agenda

From: Dwight Worden <dworden@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2020 10:19 AM
To: Evan Langan <elangan@delmar.ca.us>
Cc: Betty Wheeler <bettywheeler@gmail.com>; Howard Gad <hgad@heritagewest.com>
Subject: 355 Bellaire; Item 2 June 24 DRB agenda
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Evan:
I write to note that Howard Gadd has spent time with me, answered all my questions, and that I
have no objections to his Bellaire project. I do agree with Betty Wheeler's comment about the
tree.
Thanks!
Dwight worden

Baker Family Landscape
Improvement Plans
537 Torrey Point Road
Del Mar, CA 92014
DRB20-001 / LC20-001 / CDP20-001

Presentation Overview
• Site History and CVPP Zoning Summary
• Site and Neighborhood Context
• Project Design Summary and Design Guidelines Consistency
• Neighborhood Support
• Summary

Site History and Zoning Context

CVPP Hillside

Carmel Valley Precise Plan (CVPP) and Lot #20
The CVPP Lot-Specific Building Design Criteria
• Architectural Requirements for Building Forms (p.4)
• Building Height Maximum Elevations (p.4)
• Land Use and Open Space Requirements (p.5)
• Designated Building Area
• Designated Landscape Area
• Designated Open Space Area

The CVPP and Lot #20 (Baker)
• Lot #20 (Baker) predates the CVPP
• Original CVPP Lot #20 listed as “As existing”
• 2007 CVPP Amendment adjusted the Designated Building Area, Landscape Area, and
Building Height (No Open Space Area is designated on Lot #20)
• 2008 DRB-08-07 / LC-08-03 / CDP-08-04 was approved by DRB for a new home with
associated grading and landscaping (never built)
• Current proposal effectively renews the 2008 DRB approval for the landscape portion
(only)

Neighborhood Context

CVPP / Torrey Point Rd. Homes

CVPP / Torrey Point Rd Homes

CVPP Terracing Walls

Project Design Summary

Design Objectives Summary
• Create additional usable (flat) outdoor patio and yard space;
• Elevate the upper pad for vertical separation above (very busy)
Carmel Valley Road to mitigate noise and nuisance
• Terrace lot with “plantable” verdura walls and terraced planting beds;
• Incorporate a drought-tolerant landscape palette;
• Create an attractive gateway to Del Mar

Existing Usable Outdoor Space

Proposed Usable Outdoor Space

Design Guidelines Summary
• Proposed landscaping plan is in keeping with the DRB’s 2008 approval of a similar grading
and landscape plan (Design Guidelines A.4 Compliance)
• Project implements “Good Neighbor Design Considerations” for location of outdoor patio
improvements and extent of neighborhood outreach (Design Guidelines B.1, B.2, and B.3)
• Project steps up the slope and uses berms, plants, and trees to screen the patio
improvements from the surrounding environment (Design Guidelines C.4)
• Proposed walls and grading undulate, mimicking natural contours with smooth transitions
to existing grades (Design Guidelines C.5)
• Terraced walls are 4-ft. max height and the distance between the walls are at minimum the
average height of the terraced walls for landscape screening (Design Guidelines C.6)
• “Plantable” verdura walls provide planting pockets for additional screening at multiple
levels (Design Guidelines C.6)
• Walls and planters are natural, earth-tone in appearance (Design Guidelines C.6)
• Minimum landscape percentage is 63% (Design Guidelines C.8)
• Landscaping is harmonious with the style of architecture and character of surrounding
homes (Design Guidelines C.9)
• Landscape palette is drought-tolerant and fire safe (Design Guidelines C.9)
• The project represents an attractive gateway to Del Mar (Design Guidelines C.1)

Neighborhood Support

Neighborhood Support

Neighbor Support Comments
“The beautification which they (the Bakers) are offering in their landscaping of
the lower level of Carmel Valley Road will make all Del Mar residents proud of the
city in which they live.” Marvalene Hughes, PhD. 475 Torrey Point Rd.

“I support the beautification of the area alongside Carmel Valley Road as well, as
it will enhance our HOA as well.” Katherine White, 520 Torrey Point Rd.
“In general, the (Baker) plans look very nice and will improve the neighborhood.
Particularly the lower vegetation along the pedestrian/bicycle lane in Carmel
Valley Road.” Tom Frankie, 525 Torrey Point Rd.
“The (Baker) plans provide for substantial improvement of the slope along Carmel
Valley Road and will improve the aesthetics of the yard and community.” Steven
Denton 550 Torrey Point Rd.

Existing Streetscape

Proposed Streetscape

Design Review Summary
• The Baker lot pre-dates the Carmel Valley Precise Plan (CVPP)
• The CVPP regulations for Lot #20 (Baker) allows for the type and scope of
improvements proposed
• Proposed landscaping plan is in keeping with the landscape plan approved by
the DRB in 2008
• Creating more usable outdoor area is appropriate for reasonable use and
enjoyment of the property
• Elevating the pad above Carmel Valley Road is reasonable to create vertical
separation and mitigate street noise and nuisance
• “Plantable” verdura walls and terraced planting beds are consistent with the
pattern of development within the CVPP and soften appearance of the
property
• Proposed patio and hardscape improvements are consistent with Design
Guidelines
• Drought-tolerant landscape palette is consistent with the Design Guidelines
• The project represents an attractive beatification for the gateway to Del Mar

Proposed Streetscape

Robert Scott <rjsplanning@gmail.com>
Friday, June 19, 2020 12:23 PM
Afshin Atapour
Fwd: Application Support

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Af,
Below is another "red-dot" support letter for Baker.
Also, I forgot to include my contact info on the Baker cover letter. Please advise the DRB that I
am available should they have any questions on the project or wish to schedule a site visit.
Thanks,
Bob
-Robert J. Scott, AICP, LEED AP
RJS Planning + Land Use Solutions, Inc.
1155 Camino del Mar #119
Del Mar, CA 92014
Tel. 858.692.8832
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Michael M Baker <michaelmbaker@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 9:18 AM
Subject: Fwd: Application Support
To: Robert Scott <rjsplanning@gmail.com>

Begin forwarded message:
From: Judy Wheatley <jwheat1@pacbell.net>
Subject: Application Support
Date: June 19, 2020 at 8:14:17 AM PDT
To: "planning@delmar.ca.us" <planning@delmar.ca.us>
Reply-To: Judy Wheatley <jwheat1@pacbell.net>
Item 3
DRB20-001
CDP20-001

LC20-001
I have studied the Bakers' project plan and have no objections. It is
tasteful, understated, and will enhance the look of our community.
Regards,
Judy Wheatley
570 Torrey Point Road
“Politicians and diapers must be changed often, and for the same
reason.”
~ Mark Twain

No trees were killed in the sending of this message. However a large
number of electrons were terribly inconvenienced.

Adriana Jaramishian
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

kenneth paulus <kpaulus@referencehealth.com>
Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:25 PM
Planning Mail Box
DRB20-002

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I am writing in support of this project. I live across the street from this property and very much appreciate the manner in
which this renovation has occurred. It has been sensitive to the surroundings, understated and appropriate for local
architecture.
Please read this commentary as part of the meeting.
Ken Paulus
526 Avenida Primavera
Del Mar, CA 92014
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