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DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: Interior remodel and construction of a 
591 square foot, 12.5-foot high first story addition at the rear of an existing 3,152 square foot, two­
story single family residence on the bluff top, and construction of three retaining walls, a 404 square 
foot patio area with spa and stairs, and a 281 square foot wood deck located 12 inches above 
existing grade on the bluff top in the rear yard of a 27,780 square foot, R-1 zoned bluff lot. A total of 
8.9 cubic yards of excavation and fill would be required to install the spa, and 34.8 cubic yards of 
excavation and fill would be required for the proposed patio, stairs and footings. 

DATE OF COMMISSION ACTION: November 13,2001 

COMMISSIONERS ON PREVAILING SIDE: Commissioners Dettloff, Allgood, Lee, McCoy, Orr, 
Rose & Chairman Wan 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the 
Commission's action of November 13, 2001 approving the construction of a first story addition, patio 
area with spa and stairs and wood deck located on bluff top seaward of existing single family 
residence. All development was approved subject to 10 special conditions. In approving the 
project, the Commission revised Special Condition #6 to also include that landscaping be monitored 
and a report submitted at the end of five years on the current conditions {Special Condition 6b­
Page 6). The findings have been revised on page 12 (first paragraph following quote) to reflect the 
addition to Special Condition number six . 

. PROJECT SPECIFICS: Lot Area: 
Building Coverage: 
Pavement Coverage: 
Landscape Coverage: 
Parking Spaces: 
Land Use Designation: 
Ht above final grade: 

27,780 sq. ft. 
2,802 sq. ft. 
1 ,890 sq. ft. 
1, 788 sq. ft. 
2 
R-1, Low Density Residential 
12.5 feet (addition only) 
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LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in concept from the City of Torrance, 12/13/99. • 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. City of Torrance Land Use Plan, certified with suggested modifications 1981. 
2. Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Los Angeles County, adopted October 14, 1980. 
3. Coastal Development Permits P-4-20-77-716 (Warren); A-79-4879 (McGraw); 5-83-618 (Fire); 

5-84-187 & amendment (Briles); 5-85-183 (Hall); 5-85-755 (Briles); 5-90-506 (Stamegna); 5-90-
868 (Schreiber); 5-90-1041 & amendments (Campbell); 5-90-1079 & 5-91-697 (Wright); 5-96-
167 (Lichter); 5-97-050 (Kreag); and 5-99-456 (Conger), 4-99-211 (Lever), 5-00-228 (Hopkins) 

4. Emergency permits: 5-98-524-G (Penfil), 5-99-419-G (Lynn), 5-99-351-G (McMurray), 5-99-230-G 
(Ocean Trails), 

5. Wave Impact Study, 501 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, CA prepared by Skelly Engineering dated 
March 2001. 

6. Geological Investigation for Proposed Residential Improvements, 501 Paseo de Ia Playa, 
Torrance, California (Project No. 4705-00) prepared by Keith W. Ehlert, Consulting Engineering 
Geologist dated July 11, 2000. 

7. Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Report- Proposed Spa, Deck and Exterior of House, 501 
Paseo de Ia Playa, Redondo Beach, California (Project No. 1601C-070) prepared by Coastline 
Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. dated August 8, 2000. 

8. Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist, California Coastal Commission: Geologic Review Memorandum 
Re: Conger CDP application (5-01-409), July 12, 2001 

9. Jon Allen, Staff Eco!Qgist, Memorandum: "EI Segundo Blue Butterflies on Conger Property;" July • 
23,2001 

1 0. Gail Kobetich and Chris Nagano, United Stated Fish and Wildlife Service, "Endangered El 
Segundo Blue Butterfly and Restoration Program at 433 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance," October, 5, 
1995 

11. Supplemental Geotechnical Engineering Report for Proposed Spa, Deck and Exterior of House, 
501 Paseo de Ia Playa, Redondo Beach, California (Project No. 1601 C-071) prepared by 
Coastline Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. dated August 21, 2001. 

12. Original Topography Report- Soils Investigation & Slope Stability Analysis for 501 Paseo de Ia 
Playa, Redondo Beach, California prepared by Keith W. Ehlert, Consulting Engineering Geologist 
dated September 14, 2001. 

13. Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist, California Coastal Commission: Geologic Review Memorandum 
Re: Conger CDP application (5-01-409), dated September 18, 2001. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion and resolution: 

MOTION: "I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in 
support of the Commission's action of November 13, 2001 in 
approving coastal development permit application 5-01-409 with 
conditions." 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the adoption of 
revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The motion requires a majority vote of the members • 
from the prevailing side present at the November 13, 2001 hearing, with at least three of the 
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prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing side of the Commission's 
action are eligible to vote on the revised findings. 

RESOLUTION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for coastal development permit 
application 5-01-409 on the grounds that the findings support the Commission's decision made on 
November 13, 2001, and accurately reflect the reasons for it. 

II. Standard Conditions 

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

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

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

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee 
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

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

Ill. Special Conditions 

1. Extent of Approved Development 

Coastal Development Permit 5-01-409 permits the construction of a 591 square foot, 12.5-foot 
high first-story addition at the rear of an existing 3,152 square foot, two-story single family 
residence on the bluff top, and construction of three retaining walls, a 404 square foot patio 
area with spa and stairs, and a 281 square foot wood deck located 12 inches above the existing 
grade on the bluff top in the rear yard of a 27,780 square foot, R-1 zoned bluff lot. The proposed 
deck is cantilevered over the existing swale. Accordingly, no bluff face path or any other 
development seaward of the existing swale shall occur. 

The permittee shall construct and maintain the proposed project consistent with the approved 
plans. Any proposed ch~nge in •Jse cr -~·-::r deviation from the approved pl<::ns shall be 
submitted for review by the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this 
coastal development permit is necessary pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and 
the California Code of Regulations. If the Executive Director determines that an amendment is 
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necessary, no ~nges shall be made until the permit is amended by the Commission and • 
issued by the Executive Director. 

2. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability ancfindemnity 

A) By acceptance of this permit, the applicants acknowledge and agree: (i) that the site may be 
subject to hazards from landslide, bluff retreat, erosion and/or earth movement, (ii} to assume the 
risks to the property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in 
connection with this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or 
liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from 
such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and 
employees with respect to the Commission's approval of the project against any and all liability, 
claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of such claims), 
expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury or damage due to such hazards. 

B) PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall obtain 
recordation by the property owner of a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the 
Executive Director, incorporating all of the above terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall 
include a legal description of the applicants' entire parcel. The deed restriction shall run with the 
land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the 
Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit. 

3. No Future Protective Device 

A) By acceptance of this permit, the applicants agree, on behalf of themselves and all successors 
and assigns, that no bluff or shoreline protective device(s) shall ever be constructed to protect the 
subject property approved pursuant to Coastal Development Permit 5-01-409, including future 
improvements, in the event that the property is threatened with damage or destruction from 
erosion, landslide, waves, storm conditions or other natural hazards in the future. By acceptance 
of this permit, the applicants hereby waive, on behalf of themselves and all successors and 
assigns, any rights to construct such devices that may exist under Public Resources Code Section 
30235. 

B) PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicants shall obtain 
recordation by the property owner of a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the 
Executive Director, which reflects the above restriction on development. The deed restriction shall 
include a legal description of the applicants' entire parcel. The deed restriction shall run with the 
land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the 
Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit. 

4. Conformance of Plans to Recommendations and Requirements 

A) All final design and construction plans shall meet or exceed all recommendations and 
requirements contained in Geological Investigation Report No. 4705-00 prepared by Keith W. 

• 

Ehlert, Consulting Engineering Genlogist, dated July 11, 2000, Geotechnical Engineering • 
Investigation Report No. 1601C~070 prepared by Coastline Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. dated 
August 8, 2000, Wave Impact Study prepared by Skelly Engineering dated March 2000 and the 
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requirements of the City of Torrance, Department of Building and Safety, to the extent that they 
are consistent with the conditions imposed by the Commission. 

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

5. Future Improvements 

A) This permit is only for the development approved in Coastal Development Permit 5-01-409. 
Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations, section 13250(b )(6), the exemptions 
otherwise provided in Public Resources Code Section 30610(a) shall not apply. Accordingly, 
any future improvements located on the subject portion of the parcel, except for a property line 
fence, and landscaping installed pursuant to a landscaping plan approved pursuant to condition 
6 below, but otherwise including, but not limited to repair and maintenance and/or the 
installation or removal of ground cover or landscaping identified as not requiring a permit in 
Public Resources section 30610(d) and Title 14 California Code of Regulations sections 
13252(a)-(b), which are proposed within the restricted area shall require an amendment to 
Permit 5-01-409 from the Commission or shall require an additional coastal development permit 
from the Commission. 

B) Prior to Issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall obtain recordation 
by the property owner of a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive 
Director, reflecting the above restrictions on development in the restricted area. The deed 
restriction shall include legal descriptions of both the applicant's entire parcel and the restricted 
area. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall 
be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the 
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

6. Landscape Plan 

A) Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a landscaping 
plan prepared by a professionally licensed landscape architect or resource specialist, for review 
and approval by the Executive Director. The plan shall include, at a minimum, the following 
components: a map showing the type, size, and location of all plant materials that will be 
installed on the previously disturbed portions of the site: the areas around the house and the 
area between the house and the drainage swale. 

(a) On the portion of the lot disturbed by the approved construction, the applicant shall 
employ only low water use plants. The applicant shall not install invasive plants listed 
by the California Native Plant Society, Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, in their 
document entitled Recommended List of Plants for Landscaping in the Santa Monica 
Mountains, dated January 20, 1992, those listed in the "Ocean Trails Invasive Plants 
list" and those plants identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service as 
having potentially negative effects on the Malaga Cove habitat (notably Eriogonum 
fasiculatum.) 

(b) The applicants shall not direct drainage or irrigation from the addition onto the bluff 
face, or stockpile or store equipment on the bluff face or beach. 
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(c) No irrigation, planting or excavation shall occur on the bluff face without an 
amendment to this coastal development permit. 

··.~ 
B) Five years from the date of issuance of Coastal Development Permit No. 5-01 409, the applicant 

shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a monitoring report, prepared 
by a licensed biologist, landscape architect or qualified resource specialist, that certifies the on­
site landscaping is in conformance with the landscaping plan approved pursuant to this special 
condition. The monitoring report shall include photographic documentation of plant species, 
plant coverage and an evaluation of the conformance of the resultant landscaping with the 
requirements of this special condition. 

If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in conformance with or has 
failed to meet the performance standards specified in the landscaping plan approved pursuant 
to this permit, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a revised or supplemental 
landscape plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director. The revised landscaping 
plan must be prepared by a licensed landscape architect or a qualified resource specialist and 
shall specify measures to remediate those portions of the original plan that have failed or are 
not in conformance with the original approved plan. 

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

7. Erosion and Drainage Control 

A) Prior to Issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit, for review 
and approval of the Executive Director, a plan for erosion and drainage control. 

1 ) Erosion and Drainage Control Plan 

(a) The erosion and drainage control plan shall demonstrate that: 

• During construction, erosion on the site shall be controlled to avoid adverse 
impacts on adjacent properties, the beach, and the bluff face. 

• The following temporary erosion control measures shall be used during 
construction: temporary sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting 
basins or silt traps), temporary drains and swales, sand bag barriers, silt fencing, 
stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric covers or other appropriate cover, 
install geotextiles or mats on all cut or fill slopes, and close and stabilize open 
trenches as soon as possible. 

• Permanent erosion and drainage control measures shall be installed to ensure 
the stability of the site, adjacent properties, and public streets. 

• The erosion and drainage control plans shall show all roof drainage from the 
addition. 

(b) The erosion control plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: 

• A narrative report describing all temporary run-oiT and erosion control mea:sures 
to be used during construction and all permanent erosion control measures to be 
installed for permanent erosion control. 

• A site plan showing the location of all temporary erosion control measures. 

. 
• 

• 

• 

• 
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• A schedule for installation and removal of the temporary erosion control 
measures. 

• A written review and approval of all erosion and drainage control measures by 
the applicant's engineer and/or geologist. 

• A written agreement indicating where all excavated material will be disposed and 
acknowledgement that any construction debris disposed within the coastal zone 
requires a separate coastal development permit. 

(c) The permanent site drainage control plan shall demonstrate that: 

• Run-off from the project shall not increase the sediment or pollutant load in the 
storm drain system above pre-development levels. 

• All run-off from all roofs, patios, driveways and other impervious surfaces on the 
site shall be collected and discharged to the street to avoid ponding and/or 
erosion either on or off the site. 

• Run-off from spa maintenance shall be directed with a pump to the street. 

(d) The drainage control plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: 

• The location, types and capacity of pipes, drains and/or filters proposed. 
• A schedule for installation and maintenance of the devices. 
• A site plan showing finished grades at two-foot contour intervals and drainage 

improvements . 

(e) These erosion and drainage control measures shall be required to be in place and 
operational on the project site prior to or concurrent with the initial grading 
operations and maintained throughout the development process to minimize 
erosion and sediment from the runoff waters during construction. All sediment 
shall be retained on-site unless removed to an appropriately approved dumping 
location either outside the coastal zone or to a site within the coastal zone 
permitted to receive fill. 

(f) The plan shall also include temporary erosion control measures should grading or 
site preparation cease for a period of more than 30 days, including but not limited 
to: stabilization of all stockpiled fill, access roads, disturbed soils, and cut and fill 
slopes with geotextiles and/or mats, sand bag barriers, and/or silt fencing; and 
include temporary drains and swales and sediment basins. These temporary 
erosion control measures shall be monitored and maintained until grading or 
construction operations resume. 

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

8. Swale Access and Maintenance Plan 

A) Prior to Issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit, for review 
and approval of the Executive Director, a plan to show the ability to access the existing concrete 
swale located on the lower bench for the purpose of maintaining the swale and its function. The 
plan shall show either hinges or other demountable features to allow lifting of the deck or a 
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written explanation of the measures intended for removing debris from the swale if the deck is • 
not designed to be lifted. · 

B) The applicant shall construct and maintain the deck consistent with the approved final plans. 
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. 
No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is 
required. 

9. Notification of property owner of pending application for a coastal development 
permit. 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall provide evidence to the Executive Director that he/she has notified the property owner 
pursuant to Article three, Section 13054 of the Coastal Act that the applicant has applied for 
a coastal development permit for an addition to a single family residence on tract 18379, lot 
167 and a spa, patio and deck as further described in this application. 

10. Property Owner Approval for Proposed Development 

v. 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall provide to the Executive Director written notice from the property owner or its 
representative that it does not object to the proposed development. 

Findings and Declarations 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Location 

The project site is located within an existing residential area at 501 Paseo de Ia Playa, City of 
Torrance, Los Angeles County (Exhibit #1 ). The site is one of 28 lots on the bluff top between the first 
public road, Paseo de Ia Playa, and the sea. The adjacent blufftop lots have all been developed with 
single family residences. Torrance Beach, the beach seaward of the toe of the bluff is public. Vertical 
public access to this beach is available to pedestrians via public parking lots and footpaths located at 
the Los Angeles County Beaches an~ Harbors' "Torrance Beach Park" approximately one-quarter to 
one-half mile north of the project site (Exhibit #1 ). 

The 27,780 square foot lot extends from the street down 120 feet in elevation to the 200-foot wide 
public beach (Exhibit #2). The top portion of the lot is approximately 60 feet wide, flat, and developed 
with an existing two-story single family residence. The flat part of the lot extends approximately 100 
feet from the street to the top edge of the bluff, which is located approximately 30 feet seaward of the 
edge of the existing single family residence (Exhibit# 5, p.3). 

The applicants are proposing to build a 591 square foot addition to the living room and family room 
at the rear of the existing single family residence, extending that portion of the house nine feet six 
inches seaward. The applicants also propose to extend the present patio and build a new 404 

• 

square foot patio area at the same level as the house, supported with cement footings. A six-foot • 
high retaining wall will support the patio. Slightly below this, also supported by a backfilled four-foot 
high retaining wall, the applicants propose to construct a spa. They also propose to construct stairs 
leading down to a new 281 square foot wood deck shown as 12 inches above existing grade, 



• 
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cantilevered over the concrete swale. All of this development is located inland of the top of bluff 
(Exhibit #5). Three retaining walls are proposed to support the building pad for the house extension 
and the patio, deck and spa, fnrming a three-tiered rear yard (Exhibit #11} A planter would be 
located inland of the second retaining wall and the lower patio and spa would be located inland of 
the third (seawardmost) retaining wall (4 foot high). A 36-inch high glass wall would stand above 
the seawardmost retaining wall. The retaining walls are part of the project design and would 
support the house, decks and spa. Grading is proposed for installation of the spa (8.9 cubic yards), 
patio, stairs and footings (34.8 cubic yards). The applicant contends that the spa drainage will be 
directed into the street. A site plan that was received on March 30, 2001 notes that sublevel drain 
lines at base of spa will be provided with a collector perimeter pipe that connects directly to existing 
swale and all drainage from existing home and proposed addition will be directed to the street 
(Exhibit #3). The applicant does not propose any encroachment onto the bluff face. No 
encroachment into City property is proposed. 

The applicants do not propose any development below the lower deck and propose to leave the bluff 
face undisturbed. The applicants note that the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has 
identified habitat for the rare and endangered El Segundo Blue butterfly (Euphilotes bernardino allym) 
on the face of the lower slope. The applicants also contend that the proposed development is set well 
back from the habitat and will not disturb it. 

B. Seaward Extent of Development 

In view of the cumulative effect on safety, public views and bluff habitat statewide, the Commission 
has determined in many instances that the policy most protective of resources is to require that 
development be setback from bluff edges and prevent development from extending on to the face 
of the bluff. 

In the case of the Torrance bluffs, the Commission, in many instances in the past, most recently in 
1997, has required the residences to be set back landward of a safe building line, which is 
approximately at the top of the bluff. However, it has permitted applicants to construct pools and 
decks, extending to either the string line or to a man-made drainage channel or swale located below 
the pads. In part that practice was a reflection of the existing pattern of development on the 
northernmost lots, and in part, from an idea that the lower bench represented the top of the bluff. In 
some older permits, and in the 1981 LUP, the channel is noted as demarcating a former sewer line. 
With these cases, two involving unpermitted emergency repairs, and two located adjacent to the 
public beach, applicants have been allowed to grade and construct retaining walls even lower on 
the bluffs. Most recently, the Commission has approved pools and decks extending either to a 
string line, to the City's "safe building line", or to the "swale". Three of these are located to the 
south of the subject parcel, between this lot and Palos Verdes Estates. Most recently the 
Commission approved a deck on the seaward side of the house at 511 Paseo de Ia Playa (5-85-
183 Exhibit 14 p.1 ), the residence three lots to the south. That deck, which is located upslope and 
inland of the proposed deck and addition, was required to be landward of the "safe building line". 
Applicants have been required to record assumptions of risk, and have also been required to refrain 
from vegetation removal on the lower reaches of the bluff, where in 1985, the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service identified habitat for the El Segundo Blue butterfly, an endangered species. 

Bluff collapses or failures and emergency permits have led the Commission to change its views on 
bluff encroachments through out the coast. Since 1997, the Commission has witnessed a number 
of serious failures on bluffs that had not been expected to fail. A number of them were associated 
with grading.and/or excess moisture from human-induced water sources. Secondly the 
Commission has noted cumulative pressure on bluff faces for stairways and other improvements. 
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The Commission has observed that cumulatively, such development obscures the public's view of 
the natural landforms of bluffs and cliffs. ~ .. 

In this case, all development propos:tJ~is located inland of the bluff top. The latest geological 
investigation reports determine the bluff edge to be located seaward of the existing concrete swale 
which is located approximately 25 feet seaward of the existing home. The Commission senior staff 
geologist concurs with these determinations (Exhibit #6 p.1-3). Applicants have been required to 
record assumptions of risk, and have also been required to refrain from vegetation removal on the 
lower reaches of the bluff, where in 1985, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service identified 
habitat for the El Segundo Blue butterfly, an endangered species, unless a subsequent coastal 
development permit or an amendment to this coastal development permit is obtained {Condition 
5A). There is no proposed development or proposed vegetation removal on the bluff face. 

The City of Torrance has designated a "safe building line" in its Land Use Plan. However, the "safe 
building line" falls short, south of the subject parcel. The "safe building line" is a city setback based 
on geologic concerns. However, the Commission is also concerned about the bluff edge setback 
based on visual impacts and cumulative impacts, as well as geologic safety. The "string line" 
concept is one means of controlling development along coastal bluffs. If a string line is used, two 
types of string lines are applied to evaluate a proposed project-a structural string line and a deck 
string line. A structural string line refers to the line drawn from the nearest adjacent corners of 
adjacent structures. Similarly, a deck string line refers to the line drawn from the nearest adjacent 
corners of adjacent decks. Setbacks and string lines are applied to limit new development from 
being built any further seaward than existing adjacent development. If not properly regulated the 
continued seaward encroachment of development can have a significant cumulative adverse impact 

• 

on coastal resources. In this case, the use of "string line" to determine seaward development does • 
not apply because the homes adjacent to the north and south do not appear to have any decks, 
which precludes establishment of a deck string line. 

The 28 existing homes are situated in a pattern that reflect the contours of the bluff top and its 
elevation. Beginning with the most northern lot, 413 down to lot 445, the existing homes are situated 
much lower than the remaining lots. From lot 449 to lot 531, the existing homes are situated higher. 
From the edge of the bluff to the line of homes is predominantly fill. Some of the lots have patios, 
decks and other accessory development and some do not. The Commission has approved 17 coastal 
development permits (including amendments) for residential development on 10 of the 28 bluff lots on 
Paseo de Ia Playa in Torrance (Exhibit #2). The Commission approved three rear yard pools. Of the 
10 lots, 5 are located north of {near Redondo Beach, Exhibit #14 p.3, 4)) and 5 are located south of 
(near Palos Verdes Peninsula) the subject site). The development included remodels of and additions 
to existing houses, construction of decks, swimming pools, spas, jacuzzis and retaining walls, and 
implementation of landscape, irrigation, erosion control and habitat restoration plans. 

The Commission's senior geologist concurs with the applicant's geologist who determined the top of 
bluff on the subject lot to be approximately 30 feet seaward of the rear side of the existing house, at 
the seaward edge of the bench containing the concrete swale. As described in the project 
description, the rear yard area was graded prior to enactment of the Coastal Act. The grading 
resulted in a 2:1 fill slope descending from the back of the house and a flat bench seaward of this 
manufactured slope. Geologic investigations submitted by the applicant confirm that this slope 
consists largely of fill, not native materials. Thus, the bench containing the concrete swale lies at the 
top of the bluff; and is not a bench cut into the bluff face. Accordingly, the bluff edge is found to be 
at the seaward edge of this bench. • 
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The existing concrete swale is inland of the bluff top (Exhibits 12). The existing swale is evident in 
the 2001 aerial photos, and other accessory devel0pment along the bluff top is along the general 
line of the swale including the applicant's proposed project. 
There is no proposed in-ground development beyond the existing swale. Condition 1 requires that 
no other future development including any paths to the beach or lower bluff area be permitted 
unless an amendment to this coastal development permit or a subsequent coastal development 
permit is obtained. 

1. Habitat Impacts 

The host plant for the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes bernardino allym), an endangered 
species, is located in patches throughout the bluff face on many of the lots along Paseo de Ia Playa, 
especially seaward of the lower edge of cut slope. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) provided the Commission written notice of this discovery in 1995 (Letter, Gail Kobetich, 
1995). Recently, according to the applicants and since confirmed by the USFWS and the 
Commission staff ecologist Jon Allen, both the host plant and the butterfly were identified on the 
lower levels of the applicants' lot. 

In response to the applicants' report of the presence of the habitat on the lot, Jon Allen, the staff 
ecologist visited the site accompanied by the habitat restoration specialist employed by the USFWS. 
The butterfly and the host plant were confirmed to exist on the lower levels of the bluff face. The staff 
ecologist stated: 

To follow up on our site visit to the Conger Property at Torrance Beach, I am sending a picture of 
Eriogonum parvifolium, dune buckwheat, the host plant of the El Segundo blue butterfly (ESB), 
Euphilotes battoides allyni. There are two fairly good pictures of the butterfly itself (on the Conger 
property), one on the invasive iceplant, Carpobrotus edulis and one on its normal host plant, 
Eriogonum parvifolium (Figure 1 ). The El Segundo blue butterfly is in the family Lycaenidae and has 
been listed as federally endangered since 1976. The ESB is restricted to the sand dune habitat in the 
Los Angeles metropolitan area where urbanization has destroyed approximately 99% of its required 
sand dune habitat (Arnold and Goins 1987). The ESB is univoltine (i.e. has one generation per year) 
and the adult butterflies emerge at the time of flowering of its dune buckwheat host plant (June to 
September). In many lepidopterous species, the adult butterflies will feed on nectar from many 
different kinds of flowers even though the larvae may require a particular host plant, but in the ESB 
both the larvae and the adults are obligate on Eriogonum parvifolium, dune buckwheat. This makes 
the ESB particularly sensitive to disruption of its host plant since both adults and larvae require it. 
The more common Eriogonum fasiculatum, (California buckwheat) is not a suitable host for ESB, and 
in fact supports numerous competing Lepidopterous species (Longcore et al1997). We are grateful 
to Travis Longcore for this information and for pointing out the ESB and its host plant at the site in 
accordance with our request. 

The ESB apparently requires a distribution of age classes of its buckwheat host plant. Juveniles and 
older plants do not produce as many flowers as middle-aged plants. Field observations suggest that 
buckwheat plants less than about five years of age do not produce enough flowers for ESB larvae to 
effectively utilize them (Arnold 1983). So survival of ESB is dependent upon 'middle-aged' 
buckwheat plants plus steady recruitment of younger plants into the middle age group as they 
senesce. This continual 'conveyor belt' of dune buckwheat age groups is indicative of a healthy dune 
ecosystem, and hence the butterfly is good indicator species for the health of this system. 

According to Arnold and Goins (1987) dune buckwheat is very susceptible to displacement by non­
native invasive species that have invaded its dune habitat (e.g. Carpobrotus (ice plant) and non­
native grasses). In the presence or invas1ve competitors, recruitment of juveniles is greatly reduced 
and the age distribution of buckwheat shifts to older plants which do not produce enough flowers to 
adequately support ESB. Therefore any attempts at restoration should have elimination of non­
natives as a first priority. 
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In summary it is my opinion that the Eriogonum parvifolium at the Conger property is both rare and • 
performing an Important ecological function (supporting a population of federally endangered El 
Segundo blue butterflies). It is easily disturbed bl'Human activities, and because of this it fits the 
definition of environmentally sensitive habitat under the Coastal Act, Section 30107.5 and must be 
protected under Section 30240. (Jon Allen, July 2001 entire report attached Exhibit 14.) 

It is clear that development and conventional landscaping and other forms of disturbance need to be 
kept back from the habitat area. The applicants plan their deck to be set back from the habitat area, 
and no landscaping is planned at the bench level. Since all of the applicants' proposed development 
is situated inland of the top of the bluff in an area that was previously modified and contains 
ornamentals; it would not directly impact the El Segundo Blue butterfly or its habitat. Moving the 
development seaward, however, brings development and associated human activity closer to existing 
habitat. Conditions 5 and 6 (No future improvements and landscape plan) reflect the applicant's intent 
to leave the bluff face undisturbed. Moreover, Condition 6 prevents installation of invasive plants that 
may displace Eriogonum parvifolium, a food plant of the endangered butterfly. Special Condition 6 
also requires the applicant to submit a 5-year landscape monitoring report for review and approval by 
the Executive Director. The purpose of the report is to certify the on-site landscaping is in 
conformance with the landscaping plan approved pursuant to this special condition. As conditioned, 
the development is consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

A potential impact to habitat, as a result of any construction, is siltation of ocean waters due to 
unrestricted runoff and erosion. To prevent this and to assure protection of offshore waters and the 
bluff face vegetation, the Commission has imposed conditions to prevent erosion during construction 
and discharge of excess water over the face of the bluff or onto the beach and offshore waters. Any 
construction, path vegetation removal, bluff face vegetation removal or repair of the drainpipe on the • 
bluff face will require an amendment to this permit or a new permit as required by Special Condition 5, 
Future Improvements. The reason for the condition is to assure that grading for drain repair will only 
be done if the proposed activities are first reviewed for possible impacts to habitat. The Commission 
requires, as has the City, that the applicant direct run off away from the bluff face and beach. As 
conditioned, the development is consistent with Sections 30230 and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

The applicant contends that the proposed project will improve drainage, directing water that is now 
running to the swale (then discharged down the slope through their neighbor's slope drainpipe to the 
beach) to the street. 

2. Geologic Hazards 

Development on a coastal bluff is inherently risky. To evaluate the feasibility of future residential 
development at the subject site, the applicants commissioned a geological investigation by Keith W. 
Ehlert (Consulting Engineering Geologist), a geotechnical investigation by Coastline Geotechnical 
Consultants Inc., and a wave impact study by Skelly Engineering. 

The scope of the geological investigation involved review of published and unpublished reports and 
maps pertaining to the geologic conditions on the site and in surrounding areas, aerial photographs, . 
geologic mapping in the site area and on the bluff below the site, analysis and evaluation of data, and 
test excavations. According to the report, '[t]he purpose of the investigation was to obtain sufficient 
information to evaluate geologic conditions within the site with respect to construction of additions to 
the rear portion of the existing house" (Exhibit #7). 

The geotechnical engineering investigation involved "geotechnical observations, subsurface 
explorations and sampling, field and laboratory testing, calculations and analyses" (Exhibit #8 p.1-8). 
The consultant reviewed "Reconnaissance Seismic Hazard" maps prepared by the State of California, 

• 
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Division of Mines and Geology dated March 25, 1999 (Exhibit #8, p.2), excavation, laboratory tests, 
and slope stability analyses to develop recommendations pertaining to use of the site, bluff stability 
and grading. The report includes conclusions and recommendations regarding liauefaction potential, 
foundations on terrace deposits, lateral loads and spread footings, cast-in-place friction piles, lateral 
loads and piles, creep, retaining walls, temporary excavation slopes, drainage, floor slabs-on-grade, 
grading and inspection. The wave impact study involved the review of historical and annual aerial 
photographs and calculations of wave runup and overtopping to determine if the proposed 
development will be subject to wave run up or wave attack over the typical life ( 1 00 years) of the 
development. 

Geological and Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Reports 

The July 12, 2000 geological investigation reports concluded that (1) the site is underlain by bedrock 
of the Miocene Monterey Formation mantled by relatively thick terrace deposits, (2) maps provided no 
indication of active faults or landslides at the site, (3) no features were observed which indicate the 
site is undergoing or has undergone any gross instability problems, and (4) considerable damage 
could occur to the site from earthquakes generated on any of several faults in southern California. 
The report recommends that the project soils engineer perform appropriate stability analysis. 

In the supplemental geotechnical engineering report (August 21, 2001 ), new borings were performed 
in order to determine the extent of the artificial fill underlying the slope immediately seaward of the 
residence at the site (Exhibit #4 ). These borings found 3 to 8 feet of fill overlying natural soils and 
marine terrace deposits. The Commission's senior geologist confirms the applicant's contention that 
the slope immediately seaward of the residence is primarily built up from artificial fill. As described 
above, this establishes that this fill slope is not part of the bluff face, but is a manufactured slope built 
on the bluff top near the bluff edge. 

Several conclusions, requirements and recommendations were made in the geotechnical engineering 
investigation report. The City of Torrance requires a foundation slope setback for the placement of 
structures on, or adjacent to, slopes steeper than 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) to provide protection from 
water, mudflow, loose slope debris and shallow slope failures. The setback is the horizontal 
clearance from the face of the foundations to the lower edge of cut slope, which is the top of the 
steeper than 3: 1 slope. The report refers to and includes a copy of the City's information sheet for 
slope setback requirements (Exhibit #8, p.3). For the proposed project, the information is used to 
determine the required setback for footings and spas from the descending slope surface, which is the 
lower edge of cut slope. 

The "Reconnaissance Seismic Hazard" maps indicate the site is not in an area that may contain 
liquefiable materials. The report concludes that due to the depth of groundwater being in excess of 50 
feet, liquefaction is considered unlikely. It establishes standards for construction of the spa and the 
house and the footings. It requires site drainage to be dispersed by non-erosive devices to preclude 
concentrated run-off and erosion over the site, water to not be allowed to pond or drain down the 
slope in a concentrated and uncontrolled manner, and water to be conducted to Paseo de Ia Playa. 
Refer to Exhibit #8, p.6-7 for the numerous grading specifications named in the report. The report 
states that inspection by the geotechnical engineer or the engineering geologist is required during 
construction. The project geologist established a setback for the footings from the face of the cut 
slope based on the height of the slope (Exhibits 8). The City accepted the calculations. 

The lot on which development is proposed is a 2:1 sloped pc:rt;el with an approximate angle of 26 
degrees. The vertical distance from the beach to the lower edge of cut slope is 115 feet (page 1 of 
the Wave Impact Study report) (Exhibit #1 0, p.1 ). Basing its requirements on the height of the bluff, 
the City requires a 38-foot 4-inch setback for the footings from the lower edge of cut slope. The City 
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allows spas to be set back to a less rigorous standard-the spa setback is one-half the building 
footing setback distance required above or 19-foot 2-inch setback for the spa from the lower edge 
of cut slope. 

The Commission's senior geologist reviewed the geology report, the geotechnical engineering reports 
and wave impact study report prepared for the site. Based on these reports, he commented that the. 
minimum setbacks for the house footings and the spa that are required by the City are adequate to 
ensure stability of the bluff under current conditions and he concurs that the site is grossly stable. 
However, he points out that uncontrolled drainage could change these conditions-continued surficial 
creep could occur and instability could increase markedly·if the erosion caused by the defective storm 
drain that is located on the bluff face is not repaired. More importantly he points out that the 
applicant's geologist has not established a safe building line. 

• 

References (4) and (5) together address other geologic hazards at the site, as well as provide 
criteria for foundation design. The lower slope is underlain by the Monterey Formation, which is 
known to be subject to landsliding, but in this area the bedding dips to the north, nearly at right 
angles to the trend of the bluff, so bedding planes are not exposed on the bluff face. The upper 
slope is underlain by marine terrace deposits. A quantitative slope stability analysis in reference 
(5) demonstrates that the slope is globally stable (factor of safety of 1.8 static, 1.2 pseudostatic) 
with respect to sliding. The report does not show the location of the hypothetical failure surface 
corresponding to this factor of safety, so there is no way of identifying the way to establish 
setbacks behind a line corresponding to a particular factor of safety. Reference (5) also reports a 
1.6 factor of safety against surficial sliding, using the method of infinite slopes. Nevertheless, it is 
acknowledged that slope is "partially unstable," and is subject to creep. Significant erosion is 
occurring on the lower third of the slope due to leakage from a corroding storm water drain. I 
concur with the assessments of references (4) and (5) that the slope is currently grossly stable, 
but that continued surficial creep, slumps, and gulleying are to be expected. Instability could • 
increase markedly if the erosion caused by the defective storm water drain is not repaired. . .. 

The applicant contends that the drainpipe referred to by Mark Johnsson, staff senior geologist is not 
on the property of the proposed development. The applicant's response to the issue with the existing 
drainpipe on the bluff slope is: 

the defective storm drain is on the neighbor's lot and we are encouraving them to repair the 
pipe that has been in the current condition for at least a dozen years. 

The Commission notes that the applicants' geologist recommends controlling the discharge of water 
over the bluff face and correcting uncontrolled drainage that exists. In addition to requiring the 
applicant to assume the risk of the development and to develop in conformance with the engineered 
plans in conformance with the geology report, the Commission in Condition 6 requires that drainage 
be directed away from the bluff face, and not discharged on the bluff face. 

The applicant proposes to build a deck cantilevered over the existing concrete swale located on the 
lower bench. The Commission is requiring in Condition 8 that the applicant provide a plan showing 
that he will be able to access the swale for clean out and maintenance purposes. 

Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity 

Under Section 30253 of the Coastal Act new development in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard may occur so long as risks to life and property are minimized and the other policies of Chapter 
3 are met. The Coastal Act recognizes that new development may involve the taking of some risk. • 

1 Electronic mail message from Robert Conger to Melissa Stickney (September 2, 2001) with attached letter 
(Exhibit 15, p.3, #11) 
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When development in areas of identified hazards is proposed, the Commission considers the hazard 
associated with the project site and the potential cost to the public, as well as the individual's right to 
use his/her property. 

The existing single family residence lies on a sloping coastal blufftop lot. The geological and 
geotechnical engineering investigation reports and wave impact report state that the subject property 
is well suited for the proposed development. Although the wave impact report states a conservative 
estimate of bluff retreat of one-half foot per year, this speed is highly unlikely. The Commission's 
senior geologist agrees with the project engineer's assessment of bluff retreat. 

The applicants, however, commissioned these reports, and ultimately the conclusion of the report and 
the decision to construct the project relying on the report is the responsibility of the applicants. The 
proposed project, even as conditioned, may still be subject to natural hazards such as slope failure 
and erosion. The geological and geotechnical evaluations do not guarantee that future erosion, 
landslide activity, or land movement will not affect the stability of the proposed project. Because of 
the inherent risks to development situated on a coastal bluff, the Commission cannot absolutely 
acknowledge that the design of the addition to the single family residence and other improvements will 
protect the subject property during future storms, erosion, and/or landslides. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project is subject to risk from erosion and that the applicants shall 
assume the liability of such risk. 

The applicants may decide that the economic benefits of development outweigh the risk of harm, 
which may occur from the identified hazards. However, neither the Commission nor any other public 
agency that permits development should be held liable for the applicants' decision to develop . 
Therefore, the applicants are required to expressly waive any potential claim of liability against the 
Commission for any damage or economic harm suffered as a result of the decision to develop. The 
assumption of risk, when recorded against the property as a deed restriction, will show that the 
applicants are aware of and appreciate the nature of the hazards which may exist on the site and 
which may adversely affect the stability or safety of the proposed development 

In case an unexpected event occurs on the subject property, the Commission attaches Special 
Condition 2, which requires the applicant to obtain recordation by the property owner of a deed 
restriction whereby the owners and any future owners assume the risk of extraordinary erosion and/or 
geologic hazards of the property and accepts sole responsibility for the removal of any structural or 
other debris resulting from landslides, slope failures, or erosion on and from the site. A deed 
restriction is required to be executed by the property owner in order to assure that the restriction will 
be recorded on the property and run with the land. Because the applicants are leasing the property, 
they will need to secure the property owner's concurrence and agreement to record the applicable 
restrictions. The deed restriction will provide notice of potential hazards of the property and help 
eliminate false expectations on the part of potential future lessees of the property, lending institutions, 
and insurance agencies that the property is safe for an indefinite period of time and for further 
development indefinitely in the future. 

Therefore, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall obtain recordation 
by the property owner of a deed restriction in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, 
which reflects the above restriction on development. The deed restriction shall include a legal 
description of the applicants' entire parcel. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all 
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director 
determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed 
or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 
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The applicant, who is owner of the existing home but is lessee of the property, is required by lease • 
agreement to notify owner of any improvements made to the existing residence. Special Conditions 9 
and 10 require the applicant to submit evidence of notification and permission for the propGsed 
development from the property owner. 

Conformance of Plans to Recommendations and Requirements 

Recommendations regarding the design and installation of the addition to the single family home, 
patio area, spa, deck and grading have been provided in several reports submitted by the applicants. 
Adherence to the recommendations and requirements contained in these reports and named by the 
City of Torrance Department of Building and Safety is necessary to ensure assure the stability of the 
permitted development. As conditioned, the development will assure stability and structural integrity, 
and neiti-Jer create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of tha site 
or surrounding area or in any way requires the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms. Therefore, adherence to the recommendations and 
requirements, to the extent that they are consistent with the conditions imposed by the Commission, is 
necessary to ensure that the developments are consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

Special Condition 4 requires the applicants to conform to the geological recommendations in Report 
No. 4705-00, the geotechnical requirements and recommendations in Report No. 1601C-070 and the 
recommendations in the wave impact report prepared for the site. According to Special Condition 4, 
the applicants shall also comply with the recommendations and requirements of the City of Torrance 
Department of Building and Safety that are not in conflict with this permit and the Commission's 
conditions. 

Wave Impact Report 

Section 30253 ( 1 ) states that new development shall minimize risks to life and property in areas of 
high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. Since coastal bluffs may be subject to flooding and wave attack, 
the Commission requires wave impact studies for blufftop development to assess the potential hazard 
from wave attack, flooding and erosion. The wave runup, flooding, and erosion hazard analyses 
should anticipate wave and sea level conditions (and associated wave runup, flooding, and erosion 
hazards) through the life of the development. For a 100 year structural life, that would be taking the 
1982/83 storm conditions (or 1988 conditions) and adding in 2 to 3 feet of sea level rise. The purpose 
of this analysis is to determine how high any future storm damage may be so the hazards can be 
anticipated and so that mitigation measures can be incorporated into the project design. 

The applicants have provided a Wave Runup Study for the subject property, as is consistently 
required by the Commission for shoreline development in southern Los Angeles County and Orange 
County. The Wave Impact Study for the subject property was prepared by Skelly Engineering and is 
dated March 2001. 

According to the consultant, the site is on coastal bluff located at the southern terminus of the Santa 
Monica Littoral Cell. The Wave Runup Study states: 

"The net sand movement along this section of shoreline is to the north towards King 
Harbor. A groin is located about 1. 5 miles to the north of the site and the Malaga Cove 
headland (Flat Rock Point) is located immediately to the south of the site. A review of 

• 

aerial photographs shows little if any overall shoreline retreat. The shoreline is stabilized • 
by the natural headland to the south, and the groin and harbor to the north. For the 
purpose of this analysis a very conservative estimate of the shoreline retreat rate is 0. 5 
feet per year" (Exhibit #1 0, p.1 ). 
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The Wave Impact Study concludes that the proposed development and the base of the bluff will not be 
subject to hazards from flooding and wave runup during the life of the development (Exhibit #10, p.2). 
According to the report, the a~r.roximately 200-foot wide sandy beach provides adequate protection for 
the base of the bluff at the seaward property line of the site (Exhibit #1 0, p.1 ). The report states: 

"Over the vast majority of time wave run up will not reach the base of the bluff and will 
absolutely not reach the improvements on the property over the next 100 years .. .In 
conclusion, wave run up will not impact this property over the life of the proposed 
improvement. The proposed development will neither create nor contribute to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or adjacent area. There are no 
recommendations necessary for wave runup protection. The proposed project minimizes 
risks from flooding" 

The Commission's senior geologist reviewed the report and does not expect that wave impact would 
result in erosion at the toe of the bluff to an extent that would put the development at risk during its 
lifetime (75 years). Although the toe of the bluff is not expected to be subject to wave damage. 

No Future Protective Device 

The Coastal Act limits construction of protective devices because they increase beach erosion and 
negatively affect views. Under Coastal Act Section 30235, a protective device, such as a cliff 
retaining wall or seawall, must be approved if: (1) there is an existing principal structure in imminent 
danger from erosion; (2) shoreline altering construction is required to protect the existing threatened 
structure; and (3) the required protection is designed to eliminate or mitigate the adverse impacts on 
shoreline sand supply . 

The Commission has generally interpreted Section 30235 to require the Commission to approve 
protection of development only for existing principal structures. The construction of a protective 
device to protect new development would not be required by Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. The 
proposed project involves the construction of a new living room and family room addition, patio area, 
spa, retaining walls, stairs and wood deck. These are all new development. In addition, allowing the 
construction of a protective device to protect new development would conflict with Section 30253 of 
the Coastal Act, which states that permitted development shall not require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs. 

The applicants do not propose the construction of any protective device to protect the proposed 
development. The applicants propose three retaining walls as part of the design of the project as 
foundations for the elements of the proposed development, and to allow the creation of a flat area for 
the construction of the spa. 

It is not possible to completely predict what conditions the proposed structure may be subject to in the 
future. The proposed development could require a protective device as a result of increased erosion 
of the bluff face or by continued leakage from the existing storm drain. Consequently, it is 
conceivable the proposed structure may be subject to erosion hazards that could lead to a request for 
a protective device, such as a retaining wall, to support the development. The construction of such 
devices would represent a conflict with Section 30251, which protect the integrity of natural landforms. 

The development is not subject to wave runup and flooding. Based on the information provided by 
the applicants, no mitigation measures, such as a seawall, are anticipated to be needed in the future . 
The coastal processes and physical conditions are such at this site that the project is not expected to 
engender the need for a seawall to protect the proposed development. There currently is a wide . 
sandy beach in front of the proposed development that provides substantial protection of the toe of 
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the bluff from wave activity. The proposed development would be located on top of the approximately 
115-foot high bluff and would not be subject to wave runup or flooding hazards . 

..;,: 
To further ensure that the proposed project is consistent with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the 
Coastal Act, and to ensure that the proposed project does not result in future increased bluff erosion 
and adverse effects to coastal processes, the Commission imposes Special Condition 3. Special 
Condition 3 requires the applicants to obtain recordation by the property owner of a deed restriction 
that would prohibit the applicants, or future landowner, from constructing a protective device for the 
purpose of protecting any of the development approved as part of this application. This condition is 
necessary because it is impossible to completely predict what conditions the proposed structure may 
be subject to in the future. 

By requiring recordation of a deed restriction agreeing that no protective devices, including retaining 
walls, shall ever be constructed to protect the development approved by this permit, the 
Commission makes it clear that it's approval is based on the understanding the proposed 
development will be safe from potential erosion and wave runup damage. Based on Special 
Condition 3, the Commission also requires that the applicants remove the structures if any 
government agency orders that the structures be removed due to erosion, wave runup or other 
hazards. 

Section 30235 states: 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other 
such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to 

• 

serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger • 
from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply. Existing marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution 
problems and fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

Seawalls have impacts on the sand supply of beaches, exacerbating erosional situations by 
increasing the rate of sand loss. Only as conditioned to require that no future protective devices will 
be installed can the Commission find that the development is consistent with Sections 30253 and 
30235 of the Coastal Act. As conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed project is 
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, which requires that permitted development shall 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms, and Section 30253, which requires that geologic and 
flood hazards be minimized, and that stability and structural integrity be assured. 

Conclusion 

Only as conditioned to: (1) submit evidence that the applicants have obtained recordation by the 
property owner assumption of risk deed restriction on the development; (2) submit evidence that the 
applicants have obtained recordation by the property owner future protective devices deed restriction 
on the development; and (3) incorporate the recommendations by Keith W. Ehlert, Consulting 
Engineering Geologist, Coastline Geotechnical Consultants, Inc., and Skelly Engineering and any 
requirements of the City of Torrance Department of Building and Safety that are not in conflict with the 
conditions of this permit, can the Commission find that the proposed development is consistent with 
Sections 30240, 30251, 30253 and 30235 of the Coastal Act. 

• 
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Public Access and Recreation 

Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that every coastal development permit issued for any 
development between the nearest public road and the sea include a specific finding that the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3. The 
proposed development is located between the sea and the nearest public road. 

Section 30212 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(2) adequate access exists nearby. 

The proposed development is located within an existing fully developed residential community 
partially located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. Torrance Beach, the 
beach seaward of the toe of the bluff is public. Public access through the privately owned residential 
lots in this community does not currently exist. However, adequate public access to Torrance Beach 
is available via public parking lots and footpaths at Redondo Beach located approximately one-half 
mile north of the project site. The proposed development will not result in any adverse impacts to 
existing public access or recreation in the area. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project is 
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

D. Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a coastal development 
permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act: 

(a) Prior to certification of the Local Coastal Program, a coastal development 
permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that 
the proposed development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 
(commencing with Section 30200) of this division and that the permitted 
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing 
with Section 30200). A denial of a Coastal Development Permit on grounds it 
would prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal 
Program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with 
Section 30200) shall be accompanied by a specific finding which sets forth the 
basis for such conclusion. 

On June 18, 1981, the Commission approved with suggested modifications the City ofT orrance Land 
Use Plan (LUP). The City did not accept the modifications and the certified LUP, which was valid for 
six months, has lapsed. The major issues raised in the LUP were affordable housing, blufftop 
development and beach parking. 

Based upon the findings presented in the preceding section, the Commission finds that the proposed 
development, as conditioned, w!!l not create 8·J·:::-::-!:;e impacts on coastal resources In addition, the 
Commission finds that approval of the proposed project will not prejudice the City's ability to prepare a 
Local Coastal Program consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, as required by 
Section 30604(a). 
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E. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096 Title 14 of the California Code of Regu~tions requires Commission approval of a 
coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding showing the application, as 
conditioned by any conditions of approval. to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a 
proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available, which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity 
may have on the environment. 

The project, as conditioned, minimizes impacts to the bluff top. The project, as conditioned, allows all 
proposed development, which is inland of the top of bluff. 

The proposed project, as conditioned, has been found consistent with the visual resource, 
environmentally sensitive habitat and natural hazard policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. All 
adverse impacts have been minimized and there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the activity 
may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project can be 
found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

• 

• 

• 
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CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS 
~ W. 178TH STREET 

. iDENA, CALIFORNIA 9m~4&·32.CJ2 
Tel. (310) 217·1504 • 
Fax (310) 217·1 

Project No. 1601C-071 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Conger 
501 Paseo de Ia Playa 
Torrance, CA 90501 

Subject: Supplemental Geotechnical Engineering Report 
Proposed Spa, Deck and Exterior of House 
501 Paseo de la Playa 
Torrance, California 

X Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation R~port 
Proposed Spa, Deck and Exterior of House 
501 Paseo de la Playa 
prepared by Coastline Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. 
dated August 8, 2000 r·· 

~ear Mr. and Mrs. Conger: 

·~ l 

August 21, 2001 

At your request, a representative of this office further inspected the property, and excavated 
two borings and one test pit at the above mentioned site on August 1 and 3, 2001. The 
purpose of this study was to determine natural grade and depths of fill, and to determine 
the estimated limits of cuts and fills needed to create the existing property, and to update 
our previous geotechnical report. 

~scription of Site 

The subject site is a rectangularly shaped parcel, measuring approximately 50 to 75 feet wide 
by 390 to 400 feet deep. situated on the 'vest side of Paseo de Ia Playa in the City of 
Torrance. The property is occupied by a single family. two story residence. A level building 
pad has been created on the bluff \vhich naturally descends to the north and west. Beyond 
the west (rear) concrete patio, a combination fill over cut slope descends at 26° for a height 
of about 10 feet. to a gunite drainage swale and bench. 

\l:11Ur to rr,oderate Jmount uf fill was placed to create a level building pad. and a cut west 
uf the pad was mad~ to construct the drainage S\\ale. ;1nd for equipment access. 

• 
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Conger/Torrance 

Proposed ~velopment 

2 

It is understood that the proposed construction will cons1st of the extension of the existing 
residence, a deck and spa. 

No grading is anticipated. 

Conclusions 

Based on the recent findings from our active test ~it and two borings to determine natural 
topography and depths of fill, it is concluded that the lot has been cut from its pre-existing 
natural grade, and filled with a minor to moderate amount of silty sand. This gives the site 
a "terraced" look from the southern residences toward its northern residences. Please refer 
to Plate 1 for test excavation locations and Plates 2 through 4 for a description and depth 
of existing material. 

Remarks 

This update and findings of a prior investigation were made in accordance with generally 
accepted engineering procedures and included such observations and document review 
considered necessary given the circumstances. In the opinion of the undersigned, the 
accompanying report has been substantiated by mathematical data in conformity with 
generally accepted engineering principles and presents fairly the information requested. No 
other warranty expressed or implied is made as to the professional advice included in this 
report. 

Respectfully subm;tted, 

COASTLINE GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS, INC. 

~~~ 
Adam F. Dia 

Richard A. \lartin. RGE 563 

RA\'1/ AFD/ jm COASTAL COMMISSIO~·i 
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-porous, upper 1.0' roots-roots 
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- ·----------------------------hand auger started 
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NATURAL SOIL: SAND-slightly silty, damp, f-m Brown 
grain, slighlty porous 
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SUMMARY OF BORING NO. 3 

Description 

FILL: Sll.l\l!:..·slightly silty, s\4ghtly moist, f-c grain, 
porous, upper 1.0' roots-rootlets 

-! 
NATURAL SOIL: SAND-slightly silty, damp­

-slightly moist, f-m grain, porous 

5-

-

Elevation: 126 
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Brown Dense 

!Tan-Brown IVery Dense 

- .. 
DUNE SAND(Qt): SAND, damp, f-c grain, porous, Tan 
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Total Depth 9.5 Feet 
10- No Caving 

_ No Groundwater 

-

-
-

-

-
-
-

-

COAST.~l COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #- , 'f __ 
qAGE . _ _.,5_ OF--"--· 

5-o l-'1o ~ 
Geotechnical Eng;neering Investigation 

501 Paseo de Ia Playa 
Torrance. California 

Project No 1601C-071 

Plate 3 

L. ___ c_o_A_STLINE GEOT~_c_H_N_Ic_A_L_:_c_o_N_su_L_T_A_Nr_s __ .. 

. 

. 



SUMMARY OF BORING NO. 4 
Date: 8/3/01 Elevation: 120 
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KEITH W. EHLERT 
Consulting Engineering Geologist 

September 14, 2001 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Conger 
501 Paseo de Ia Playa 
Torrance,CA 90501 

SUBJECT: ORIGINAL TOPOGRAPHY 
501 Paseo de Ia Playa 
Torrance, CA 90501 

• 

Attached are a map and cross section showing existing topography and our 
interpretation of topography as it existed prior to development of the site. This 
interpretation is based on subsurface data obtained from test pits and borings. 
Based on the data obtained, it is our opinion that the original "top of slope" prior to • 
development of the site was located as indicated on Figures 1 and 2 (attached). 

Respectfully submitted 

t~;;5(VJ~~ 
Keith W. Ehlert 

F!!!CEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SEP 1 7 2001 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# 5 . 
PAGE __ _}__ OF _3__ 

5-b t-'io, 
927 Deep· ·all~y Drive,~- 15. Rolling Hills Estate5. CA .:J0274 

(310) 544-7686 • Fax (310) 544-9332 
• 



_., 

• 

I~ :'1 '(''• \\ -·. 
I; 

--- ~ Lj' ,._ .--- ----r-·'1 
._ .. , 

~ ':. :~ \ ~ 

---

\ 

EXPLANATION 
Os - Oc~ch Sand 

Tm - M~laga Mudstone 

Ot - Terrace Depos1ts 

AI- Foil 

--$--location of test pits 

~ - location or borings 

v ~ - geologic contact 

;, 

~:;-:;:=:.--.:-- ---; 

'·' ;.' 
\I.--

\' 

'I 

i // 

'r I 

I 

~ - str~l--e and d1p of bedd1ng(Tm) 

... t - apparent fold 
t . 
~ - geologic cross section 

~ - depths of loll 0'\ 
6 -I 
..(. 
C> 
~ 

~ 
C> 
m 

m 
X 
I 

• 

/ 

-en 
(' 

DATE: JlJL OQ 

.) 

B-3(active study) 

•·'\ p;.!'>' 

,:A 

\- ---
1
- I 

· ; I ( ! ·~ ' I 
/I • _,) _) ..... 

I -', t-

</j. ''" / 

SOILS INVESTIGATION 
501 PASEO DE LA PLAYA, 

TORRANCE, CA 
APPAOV ~0 BY : 

\ 
:~ 

\\ 

COASTLINE GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS 

FIGURE 1 PROJECT NO. 1601C-071 



•• • • 
CIRCULAR ANALYSIS 

Tp-S(projected) 

B-3(projected) \ 

B-4{projected) 

( <!J! 1~(~ 

'H)'JSf. 

/ FILL -~ 
PRE-EXISTING TOP OF SLOPE J ~~-_,_-_ /~JRAL SOl 

~~--II-' 
/~IJ . 

TEFlRAC-
- /POSITS (Oil 

~RACE /~/ DE~OSITS JOt) · ./ 

' -~- ~ / 7 / / I . . / / I ' //- ----· 

. . _/ //. BEDROCK (T~) . / / . /' .. BE~R6CK(Im)/' 
/ / 

I 

'l ,-
1 

A 

'1 

BEACH "---· .., / . 1 

DEPOSITS~-

/ / / ' / (APPARE~TO -~/ ~/ . . I IP/OF BEDDING) _ __....--- / 

/ z 
...-- 0 - <r-

(I') 
(I') 0 -:2: \l) u.. 

.,... 
:E 0 ' c 10 c.,) __. :*f:: ' 
~ t: \.C) 
(I) f9 w 
< c I~ 
c.,) ?11 ;1:. 

-
SLOPE STABUTY ANALYSIS 

501 PASEO DE LA l't..AVA. 
TORRANCE, CA 

sc•u 1" = 20' IAPPA0'¥'(0 BY. I OAAWN ..... AFD 

OAT[ .AJlY QO I [ •cv••ro AFD ..: .::::.,__ 

COASTLINE GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTA:. :s 
PROJECT 1~0. 1601C-J71 I FIGURE 2 -



CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941115· 221~ 
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18 September 2001 

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

To: Melissa Stickney, Coastal Program Analyst 
From: Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist 
Re: Conger Reconsideration (5-01-018) 

In reference to the above application, I have reviewed the following documents in 
addition to those reviewed in my previous memorandum (of 12 July 2001): 

1) Coastline Geotechnical Consultants, Inc, 2001, "Supplemental geotechnical 
engineering report, proposed spa, deck, and exterior of house, 501 Paseo de la 
Playa, Torrance, California," 2 page geotechnical letter report dated 21 August 
2001 and signed by Adam Dia and Richard A. Martin (GE 563). 

2) Keith W. Ehlert, Consulting Engineering Geologist, 2001, "Original topography, 
501 Paseo de la Playa, Torrance, California 90501," 1 page geotechnical letter 
report dated 14 September 2001 and signed by Keith W. Ehlert (CEG 1242) 

In addition, I have spoken with Mr. Dia several times via telephone, and have discussed 
with him the configuration of natural soils and artificial fills at the top of the bluff at the 
subject residence. I have visited the site, but have not directly observed the top of the 
bluff. 

Reference (1) reports on three new borings that were performed in order to determine 
the extent of the artificial fill underlying the slope immediately seaward of the residence 
at the site. Two borings found 3 to 8 feet of fill overlying natural soils and marine 
terrace deposits. From these data, a geologic cross section was constructed and 
presented in reference (2). This cr:.1ss section is not entirely consistent with the boring 
data: in particular, boring B-4 encountered no fill, but is shown as interst.cting several 
feet of fill in the interpretive cross section. Nevertheless, the data in reference (1) do 
confirm the applicant's contention that the slope immediately seaward of the residence 
is primarily built up from artificial fill. There may \veil have been some cut involved at 
the top of the slope, but it is fair to say that the slope in question should be considered 
substantially a fill slope. 

Accordingly, the "step-like feature" at tht:: Lup u1 the c.Jas: l bltGQASliAlg.Q9~9N 
the placement of artificial fill, not by cutting mtn the natural bluff. I note that this is 

EXHIBIT#--~'----­
PAGE I __ 3._ 
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counter to the interpretation that I drew in my 15 July 2001 memorandum, which was 
based on statements in the Ehlert Consultant report dated 11 July 2000. The conclusion 
in my earlier memorandum that the edge of the coastal bluff lay at the top of the slope, 
essentially coincident with the wall of the residence was incorrect, based as it was on 
data that are shown by the new boring data to be incorrect. The actual bluff edge, then, 

. i!t.-
should be taken as the break in the natural slope, beyond which the gradient increases 
more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the sea cliff (point 
indicated on the attached exhibit). 

Please note that this interpretation of the edge of bluff is based entirely on the present 
topography and on the geologic materials making up the slopes. The historic bluff line 
identified on documents submitted by the applicant is not germane to an identification 
of the present bluff edge. Bluff edges change over time as the result of both natural and 
human processes. 

All of the proposed development is landward of this point. The development lying 
between the residence and the bluff edge consists of a wooden deck and a spa; it is not 
uncommon for the Commission to approve such development adjacent to the bluff 
edge, within the structural setback zone for larger structures such as a residence. 

I note that the previous geotechnical investigations, cited in my 12 July 2001 
memorandum, did indicate that there is some surficial instability of the slope, largely 
associated with a defective storm drain that crosses the slope. Further, a steep coastal 

• 

bluff such as this can be expected to be subject to soil creep. Accordingly, continued • 
erosion of the bluff is to be expected. Therefore, I recommend that the permit be 
conditioned such that all of the approved development shall be removed if it becomes 
threatened by erosion. That is, no future bluff face or bluff top protective devices, such 
as retaining walls, should be permitted to protect the development. 

I hope that this review has been helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have 
further questions. 

Sincerely, 

I'. 
7 I 

/ _/vv(_ 
/ 

j 

' (-; .. J< ·.lnsc'Jn, Pit. D., CEG 
"' 
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INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSEANDPROPOSEDIMPROVEMENTS 

The purpose of this investigation was to obtain sufficient information to evaluate geologic 

conditions within the site with respect to construction of additions to the rear portion of the 

existing house. 

REFERENCES 

Items utilized during preparation of this geologic report include the following: 

• 

I • Geology of Southern California: California Division· of Mines and Geology Bulletin 170, 
1954. 

I . Geology and Paleontology of the Palos Verdes Hills, California, by W. P. Woodring, M. N. 

-
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Bramlette, and W. S. W. Kew, 1946, U.S.G.S. Professional Paper 207. 

• Geologic Map of the Palos Verdes Peninsula, by Thomas W. Dibblee, dated May 1999. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

The scope of work performed for this investigation included the following items: 

• Gathering and review of published and unpublished reports and maps pertaining to the 
geologic conditions on the site and in the surroundiny area. 

• Review of aenal photographs of the site area. 

• Geolog1c mapptng 1n the site area and on the bluff below the site. 

• Analysts and evaluat1on of data. 

• Preparat1on of th1s report w1th map. and other graphics to present the findings and 
recommencat o:s 
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Project No. 1601C-070 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Conger 
501 Paseo de Ia Playa 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

Project Reference: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 
Proposed Spa, Deck and Exterior of House 
50 1 Pas eo de la Playa 

X Reference: 

Redondo Beach, California 

Geological Investigation for 
Proposed Residential Improvements 
501 Paseo de la Playa 
Torrance, California 
prepared by Keith W. Ehlert 
dated July 11. 2000 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Conger: 

August 8, 2000 

Submitted herewith is a report of a geotechnical engineerir.g investigation for the referenced 
project. This investigation was made for the purpose of obtaining information on subsurface 
soils and bedrock on which to base recommendations for a suitable foundation design for 
the proposed spa, deck and exterior of the house. This investigation was coordinated with 
a geologic investigation by Keith Ehlert. consulting engineering geologist. 

Location of the site, relative to general topography, streets. and landmarks, ;s shown on the 
attached Vicinity \tap. Plate 1. 

As outlined in the proposal of \larch 30, 2000, our \I,Ork consisted of geotechnical 
observatiom. subsurface explorations and sampling. field and laboratory testing. calculations 
and analyses. and the preparation of this report. 
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Project No. 1601C-070 
Conger/Redondo Beach . 

Surficial Stability Analysis 

s 

Surficial stability analysis was performed on the steepest slope found on the property. The • 
result of the analysis, as s~n on Plate 15, in<licates the factor of safety is in ~xcess of the 
normally accepted minimum for stable slopes. 

DISCUSSION AND GENERAL COMMENTS 

Development of the property. as contemplated, is believed feasible from the soils 
engineering standpoint, prcvided adherence is given to the recommendations of this report, 
and provided that the designs. construction, and grading are adequately and properly 
executed. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENP\TIONS 

The foundation slope setback, required by the City of Torrance, is for the placement of 
buildings and structures on, or adjacent to, slopes steeper than 3: 1 (horizontal to vertica)) 
to provide protection from water, mudflow. loose slope debris, and shallow slope failures. 
This setback, shown on Plate A, is the horizontal clearance from the face of the foundations 
to the slope face. 

Liquefaction· Potential 

During earthquakes, major damage of various types of structures have occurred due to the 
creation of fissures, abnormal and/ or unequal movement, and loss of strength or stiffness 
of ground. The loss of strength or stiffness of the ground results in the settlement of 
buildings, failure of earth dams. landslides and other hazards. The process by which soil 
looses strength is called liquefaction. The phenomenon of soil liquefaction is primarily 
associated with m~dium to fine grained, saturated cohesionless soil (sand and silts). 

The State of California, Division of \1ines and Geology, have prepared ''Reconnaissance 
Seismic Hazard" maps. dated March 25. 1999, which indicates the site is not in an area that 
may contain liquefiable materials. Due to the depth of ground\\:ater being in excess of 50 
feet, liquefaction is considered unlikely. 

Foundations on Terrace Deposits 

An allowable bearing value of 2000 pounds per square foot, for square footings. and 2000 
pounds per square foot for continuous footings. is recommended for foundations placed at 
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on or ~dJ~.:c:nt to ~lopes steeper than l honzonulto I vcru..:.>l ( lJ 3" • ma.•umum of 40 fec:t measured honzonully from the stope surb..:e to th 

slope l''h.lll be '" a~..:ordan..:c w•th th•s sc.:tton. Th.: provmons arc lower ed~:e of the fooung. Whc~ the slope 11 sleeper than one vcnt.:.ll 
tnlendcd to pro' •de prolch:llon to the hutldtng from '"atcr !rom n.:&tur31 to one honzonw. the n:~utn:d sctb•..:k. shall be musURd from an 
sour.:cs. m~o~dllu" loon slop.: dc:bns. shallow slope f.:&tlurcs . .md unagi.IIIJ"\o' plane 45 dc~es 10 the honzonul. projcl:'led up'-'·vd from th 
foundallon mo' cmcnL toe of the slope. · 

2. Bl'ILDI:"G CLEARANCE FR0:\1 ASCE!'ODJ~G SLOPES 
(I 1116.4.2). In ~;.::neral. hutldmgs below slopes sh.all he \cl a sulli.;ttnl 
d&sl.lllc:c fl'llm the slope to provuic pro1~.;t1on from slope dntna~;e, 
erosion. And shallow fa.llun:s. Except as provided for '" thu se~·uon. the 
followmc ~nlena will be assumed to prov1de this protc.:tlon. Butldtnss 
shall be set ba.:k from the toe of slopes • dist.vk:e equal to onc·lla.lf the 
veruc:al be11h1 of lh.:: slope above the top of the lound111on w1th a 
mir11mum cleara.n..:c of l feet and 1 ma.•nmun: c:lcananc;e of 1.5 feeL A 
cku..:hcd onc•story accessory buddin& not ~~~ed for livmc p~Uposcs 
whM:h docs not cxned 600 S44LIInl feet an an:a may clCU:nd 10 Wlthtn l 
feet of the 10e of 1 slope. Where lhc Ulllllll slope is sleeper than one 
honzonul tt' ')ftc veruc:&l, lbc toe of the slope shall be assumed 10 be II 

die nt.crsecuon of a honzonw plane drawn lrom the top of the 
found.allon and a plane drown Unccnt to the slope to an ancle of., 
deiJ'CCS to the honzonul. when: a rctauung wa.JI is c;onsCNc:t.ed II the toe 
of the slope. the heasht of lhc slope sh&ll be measured from the top of 
the w&llto the top of the slope 

~ J. FOOTJ:>;C SETBACK FROM DESCE..~DI~C SLOPE 
~ SliRFACE (1106.-'.J) • Foouns on or adja.:ent to slope sur1kU shall 

be founded '" firm malenal wtth ;an embedment and sctba.:k. from the 
slope sur'f;~.:e sutli.:tent to provtdt vcru.::al :and l~t.eralsuppon lor the 
(oouns w1tllout dctnmcnt.al scnlcmcnL Encpt u provtdcd for rn thas 
sc""llon. the follou. anc setbac:k is deemed adcquale to meet the ~ntcna.. 

Sec. 1806.4.2 

~-
.. ' " o-r -~ o-1. o-os·~U.&. 

~ .&. POOLS (1106.·U) • The ~a.:k between pools recuiatcd bv 
7J:s Code and slopes shall be equ.tl to OM·halflhc buildin& footang 
sct.ba.;k diSUni:C n:quifed by this seetion. Thai ponion O( lhc pool wall 
••Lilin & honzonul distance of 1 rcct lrom Ute lop or lhc slope shall ~ 
capable o( supponinJihc wa&cr an the pool u.·tLilouasoil support. 

5. FOUNDATIO~ ELEVATION (1106.-U). On Jndcd Sites. 
the top of MY cnenor found.lllon d'I&U u'ICnd above t.hc elcva&aon of 
the strut~UUCf 11 point of dil..:hlflc or t.hc mlet of on approved 
dra&nqe dcvtce a minimum of 12 indtcs plua 2 pm:ent of lhc disun~c 
from the (oundllion w t.hc pa.cr or draulase device. 1lac build in& 
official may approve altcmll&c clcva&.iona proYidin1 k an be 
dcmonstr&Ud thai requited drainase lO the poinl or dischvsc ltld awav 
from the siNc:WR is prov-iclcd a& a.U locations on the siw. 

6. ALTER.NA TE SETBACK AND CLEARANCE (llfl6 . .&.6) • 

The bu1ldinc ol1ic:ial may approve &llcm~U sc&ba.:ll.s and !:lcllllUiccs 
when the ant.ent of thiS section is clcmona&n&cd by on anvcsucat.ton and 
n:cornmendll.tons o( a soil encinecr and/or an cncineennc ceologtsl. 
Such an invcs1i&al.lon IJ\aU inc:lude .:onsuk~on of type of matcn.:&l. 
hetpt of slope, slope·lf'ldient. loU intensity, and erosion 
C:harati:unSIICS or slope m&&cna.i. WbCft adverse ceolo!tcaf SOil and 
drainasc conditions nisl Lite buildins otJici&l may n:qun 1n.:rcas~d 
setbadu and c:learanc:a. 

Sec. 1806.4.3 Sec. 1806.4.2 .. 3 

Sec. 1806.4.4 
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Conger/ Redondo Beach 
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by 500 pounds per square foot, for each additional foot in depth over2 feet, and 250 pounds 
per square foot for each additional foot in width over 1 foot, to a maximum of 4000 pounds • 
per square foot. Fo.detailed calculations of these recommended bearing values see Plate 
17. 

All foundation excavations shall be formed to prevent caving which is expected to occur in 
the present on-site soils. 

Settlement of footings up to 2.5 feet wide continuous and 5 feet square is not expected to 
exceed 1/2 inch under the recommended fully applied bearing pressure. Differential 
settlement between footings is expected to be on the order of 114 inch. 

The btaring capacities given are net allowable bearing values. and the weight of the 
concrete foundations can be ignored. The bearing value is for dead plus live load, and may 
be increased by one third for momentary wind or seismic loads. 

The maximum edge pressure of any eccentrically loaded footing should not exceed the 
values recommended for either permanent or momentary loads. 

Lateral Loads - Spread Footin&s 

An allowable lateral bearing value against the sides of footings of 250 pounds per square 
foot, per foot of depth. to a maximum of 3000 pounds per square foot may be used, • 
provided there is positive contact between the vertical bearing surface and the Terrace 
deposit. Friction between the base of the footings and/ or floor slabs and the underlying 
material may be assumed as 0.4 times the dead load. Friction and lateral pressure may be 
combined, provided either value is limited to two-thirds of the allowable. The above values 
may be increased by one-third for short durations of seismic and wind forces. 

Cast-in-Place Friction Piles 

Recommended bearing and uplift capacities for drilled, cast-in-place piles are given on Plate 
B. It is recommended that the minimum depth of penetration below the present ground 
surface into firm Terrace deposits ~e at least 10 feet. The existing fill and porou.) 1-'urtion 
of the residual soils shall not be used for any foundation support. The '':eight of the 
concrete in the piles may be neglected in considering bearing pressure. 

Drilling ho:e'i should be filled , ... ith concre:e as soon as possible after exca\'ation. All pile 
excavat:ons should be inspected and approved by the foundation engineer. 
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Lateral LDads - Piles 
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An allowable lateral bearir.g value against the sides of isolated piles (poles) of 500 pounds 
per square foot, per foot of depth, to a maximum of 5000 pounds per square foot may be 
used, provided there is positive contact between the vertical bearing surface and the Terrace 
deposit. 

Creep 

Piers or piles placed on a slope steeper than 5:1 (horizontal to vertical), in contact with 
Terrace deposits, shall be designed for creep loads. For design purposes, the lateral creep 
pressures may e assumed as one kip per foot nf depth, to a depth of four ( 4) feet, for 
foundations in contact with the creeping soils. 

Retainina Walls 

Walls retaining drained earth may be designed for the following: 

Surface Slope of 
Retained Material 

Horizontal to Vertical 

Level 
5 to 1 
4tol 
3 to 1 
2 to 1 

Equivalent 
Auid Pressure 

Pounds per Cubic Foot 

30 
32 
35 
38 
43 

Backfill should consist of clean sand and gravel. While all backfills should be compacted 
to the required degree, extra care should be taken working close to walls to prevent 
excessive pressure. 

A. proper drainage S!:)tem sho .... ;d be utilized to prevent hydrostatic pressures behind the 
retaining \~.-·all. It is therefore recommended that either weep holes or a drainage pipe be 
installed. A. four inch perforated pipe (holes down) surrounded by at least 12 inche~ of 3/-+ 
inch gravel enveloped in a drainage fabric. such as \lirafi 140\ or equivalent. should be 
placed at the base of the footing at the wa!!. If weep holes are chosen. these openings 
should be four feet on center. and also situated at the base of the wall with a gravel and 
draina!le fJbric bac~drain. 
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Temporary Excavation Slopes 

Temporary excavation slbpes in the existing surface soil may be made vertical for cuts of less • 
than five (5) fee:. For deeper cufi~·:ernporary excavation slopes ~hall be made no steeper 
than 1:1 (horizontal to vertical). In areas where soils with little or no binder are 
encountered, shoring or flatter excavation slopes shall be made. 

Your attention is directed to the fact that caving was encountered in the test excavations 
and it is likely that a trench or excavation will react in a similar manner. 

All excavations shall be made in accordance with the regulations of the State of California. 
Division of Industrial Safety. These recommended temporary excavation slopes do not 
preclude local raveling and sloughing. 

Site drainage should be dispersed by non-erosive devices in accordance with the grading 
regulations of controlling agencies to preclude concentrated run-off and erosion over the 
site. In no case shall water be allowed to pond or drain down the slope in a concentrated 
and uncontrolled manner. Water shall be conducted to Paseo de Ia Playa. 

floor Slabs-on-Grade 

The surface soils are granular in nature and non-expansive. Slabs-on-grade may be used 
without special design consideration for ex-pansive soils. 

A moisture barrier beneath the slabs-on-grade, preferably consisting of at least four inches 
of rock, with a wateQroof vapor barrier. such as a plastic membrane of at least six mils in 
thickness. covered with two inches of clean sand, is recommended in areas where slab 
moisture would be detrimental. 

The follov.;ing general specifications are recommended: 

1. Areas to be graded or paved shall be grubbed and stripped of all vegetation, debris 
and other deleterious material. .-\II loose soil disturbed bv the removal of trees. and 
existin;;; :·ill -,hall be remo\'ell. 

• 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

existing ground which slopes flatter than 5 to 1 may also require benching, if the 
foundation engineer considers such to be necessary. 

All new fill shall be brought to near optimum moisture content, placed in layers not 
exceeding six (6) inches thick and compacted to at least 90 percent. 

The. existing subgrade loose soils within the building and paved areas shall be 
compacted prior to construction of floor slabs and paving to secure unifonn support 
and to minimize differential settlement. It is recommended the degree of 
compaction within the upper 8 inches be at least 90 percent. 

All other fills and backfills shall be compacted to at least 90 percent. 

The compaction characteristics of all fill soils shall be determined by ASTM D-1557-
97. The field density and degree of compaction shall be determined by ASTM D-
1556, or by other acceptable ASTM standard methods which are acceptable to the 
governing public agency. 

All new fill shall consist of clean, granular, non-expansive soil, free of vegetation and 
other debris, and shall be placed in layers not exceeding six (6) inches at near 
optimum moisture content. No rocks over three (3) inches in greatest dimension 
shall be used. No soil shall be imported to the site without prior approval by the 
geotechnical engineer. The surface soils found on the project would be suitable for 
use in compacted fills. 

No jetting or water tamping of fill soils shall be permitted. 

Care shall be exercised during rough grading so that areas involved will drain 
properly. Water shall be prevented from running over slopes by temporary berms. 

At all times, the contractor shall have a responsible field superintendent on the 
project, in full charge of the work. with authority to make decisions. He shall 
cooperate fully with the foundation engineer in carrying out the work. 

;\o fill shall be placed, spread or rolled during unfavorable weather. When the work 
is interrupted by rain. operations shall not be resumed until field tests bv the 
foundation engineer indicate that conditions '':ill permit satisfactory results. · 
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12 July 2001 

GEOLOGIC REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

To: Pam Emerson. Los Angeles Area Supervisor 
From: Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist 
Re: Conger CDP application (5-0 1-018) 

In reference to the above application I have reviewed the following documents: 

1) Charles E. DuBois 1961, "A residence for Carcon Builders", 5 p. architectural 
drawings dated 8 June 1961 and signed by C. E. DuBois. 

2) GWC Architects undated. "Site plan. Conger Residence. 501 Paseo de Ia Playa, 
Torrance, California", 6 p. undated architectural drawings signed by G. W. 
Compton. 

3) Bolton Engineering Corporation 2000. "Topographic survey, Lot 167, Tract No. 
18379, M.B. 563-9-14", 1 p. topographic map dated 24 May 2000 and signed by 
R. N. Bolton (PE 26120) . 

4) Keith W. Ehlert 2000, "Geological investigation for proposed residential 
improvements, 501 Paseo de Ia Playa. Torrance, California". 9 p. geologic report 
dated 11 July 2000 and signed by K. W. Ehlert (CEG 1242). 

5) Coastline Geotechnical Consultants 2000. "Geotechnical engineering 
investigation report. proposed spa, deck and exterior of house. 501 Paseo de Ia 
Playa, Redondo Beach. Californta", 11 p. geotechnical enginee-ring report dated 
8 August 2000 and signed by A. F. Dia and R. A. Martin (GE 563). 

6) Skelly Engineering 2001, 'Wave impact study, 501 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, 
California". p. wave impact study dated March 2001 and signed by D. W. Skelley 
(RCE 47857) 

In addition. I have viewed the coastal bluff at the site from the beach during a visit to Torrance 
on 5 July 2001. 

The proposed development. which consists of tv .. o decks connected by staircases. a spa. and 
windscreens. would cascade dov.11 a cut slope tn the upper portion otfA~Gqa.Sta_A 2_luff at the site 
to a bench cut mto the bluff v ""If.:,, LUMMISSION 
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Reference (6) addresses the issue of wave runup at the subject property. primarily '\rough aerial 
photograph analysis. The photos span the interval from the early 1960's to 1999. a time span 
that includes the severe El Nino winters of 1982-83 and 1997-98. The report concludes that there 
is very little if any overall shoreline retreat over this interval. and that over the vast majority of 
time wave run up will eot reach the base of the bluff. I concur with this assessment. and with the • 
conclusion that the belch may erode over the useful economic lifespan of the development 
(generally assumed by the t:'Ommission to be 75-.years for remodels of single family homes), but 
that the development. to be situated above approximately 115 feet elevation, will not be subject 
to wave runup. 

References (4) and (5) together address other geologic hazards at the site. as well as provide 
criteria for foundation design. The lower slope is underlain by the Monterey Fonnation. which is 
known to be subject to landsliding. but in this area the bedding dips to the north. nearly at right 
angles to the trend of the bluff. so bedding planes are not exposed on the bluff face. The upper 
slope is underlain by marine terrace deposits. A quantitative slope stability analysis in reference 
(5) demonstrates that the slope is globally stable (factor of safety of 1.8 static. 1.2 pseudostatic) 
with respect to sliding. The report does not show the location of the hypothetical failure surface 
corresponding to this factor of safety. so there is no way of identifying the way to establish 
setbacks behind a line corresponding to a particular factor of safety. Reference (5) also reports a 
1.6 factor of safety against surficial sliding. using the method of infinite slopes. Nevertheless. it 
is acknowledged that slope is ••partially unstable." and is subject to creep. Significant erosion is 
occurring on the lower third of the slope due to leakage from a corroding stonn water drain. I 
concur with the assessments of references {4) and (5) that the slope is currently grossly stable. 
but that continued surficial creep. slumps. and gulleying are to he expected. Instability could 
increase markedly if the erosion caused by the defective stonn water drain is not repaired . 

Due to its proximitifdtseveral active faults. including the Newport-Inglewood fault and the 
Palos Verdes Fault. the site can be expected to experience severe ground shaking during the 
economic life of the development. The slope stability analyses indicate. however. that the slope 
will be grossly stable even during such shaking. Nevertheless. minor surficial slumps or ground 
cracking may occur. Due to its elevation above the presumed ground water table. and the density 
and grain size of the terrace deposits directly underlying the proposed development. the 
liquefaction hazard ;slow. 

As mdicated m reference (2). the proposed development is to occur on the face of a coastal bluff. 
I understand that the applicant disagrees with this assessment. The applicant maintains that the 
upper portion of the slope. \•·hit.:h extends to the very edge of the principal residence on the site. 
is a cut slope which modified the natural bluff. The cut slope is approximately 12 feet in height. 
as indicated on the topographic survey (reference 3 ). and descends to a sloping bench 
approximately ten feet wide. which contains a concrete-lined swale for drainage purposes. A 
wooden deck currently occupies part of this bench. Below the bench. the slope descends to the 
beach. One Intervening bench occurs at approximately mid-slope. also containing a concrete­
lined swale 

n. ...tpplicant !.JS submitted J SC't t•f archit~:-.:tural drav. ings dated 1961 k~ce~J GQMMiiSJON 
!tnt: labeled "irre~ular tn: ''I ...:I iff' that ts 3.pprnxtmateh 31J feet se:tward 1 measure honzontalh 1 
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of the residence at the site The applicant feels that any setbacks from the top of bluff should use 
this fine as point of reference. as the top of the slope cut into the top of the bluff is not a natural 
feature. There are no topographic data on reference ( I ) with which to evaluate whether this was 
an accurate bluff edge determination at the time. it IS my opinion that it 1s certainly not an 
accurate depiction of the current bluff edge · 

In order to determine the location of the current bluff edge. I have reviewed the topographic map 
in reference ( 3) and the cross-sections provided in reference ( 6) against the standard set forth in 
§ 13577, paragraph (h), of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. in which the top of 
bluff is defined. It provides in relevant part: 

Bluff line or edge shall be defined as the upper termination of a bluff. cliff, or 
seacliff. In cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of 
the cliff as a result of erosional processes related to the presence of the steep 
cliff. the bluff line or edge shall be defined as th~t point nearest the cliff beyond 
which the downward gradient of the surface increases more or less continuously 
until it reaches the general gradient of the cliff. In a case where there is a steplike 
feature at the top of the cliff face. the landward edge of the topmost riser shall be 
taken to be the cliff edge. 

Nothing in the Coastal Act or its regulations stipulates that a coastal bluff need be unmodified by 
human activities to preserve its status as a coastal bluff. If the morphology of a bluffhas been 
changed by prior grading, the only standard by which to establish the current bluff edge is as 
defined in the regulation. By this definition. the bluff edge (in this case, the landward edge of the 
topmost riser) is approximately at the edge of the residence itself. Any development seaward of 
the edge of the house would be on the bluff face . 

The Commission has denied applications for bluff face development in the past due to, among 
other things. problems associated with geolog1c instability. In so doing, the Commission has 
relied on § 30253 of the Coastal Act. In this case. the proposed development does raise 
geological stability issues. Ongoing erosion associated with a corroded storm water discharge 
pipe is occurring and increasingly places development on the bluff face at risk. However, even if 
this pipe were repaired. the bluff would continue to be subject to shallow failures and to creep. as 
acknowledged in references (5) and (6). Indeed. because of the uncertainty associated with 
predicting geologic processes into the future. I would recommend that development be set back 
from the bluff edge to assure stability. Accordingly. I recommend that the Commission find that 
the propos..:d developmt!nt on the bluff face does not assure stability. and is therefore not 
.consistent with the requirements of sectiOn 30:!53 of the Coastal Act. 

I hope that this review has been helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any further 
questions 

Stncereh. 
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Mark Johnsson 
Senior Geologist 
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~SKELLY ENGINEERING 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this wave run up study is to determine 1f the proposed development 
will be subject to wave runup or wave attack over the typical life (100 years) of the 
development. If the property will be subject to wave run up or wave attack the analysis will 
discuss how frequently it will occor, what the predicted water volume and water height will 
be on the property, and how, if necessary, to manage the overtopping waters. The 
analysis will also determine if the property will be subject to direct wave attack of the 
project life. If the property is subject to wave attack then the analysis will include design 
parameters for wave forces. The analysis uses design storm conditions typical of the 
January 1988 and winter of 1982-83 type storm .waves and beach conditions. 

The subject property, 501 Paseo de Ia Playa, is an approximately rectangular lot 50' 
to 86' wide by 385' to 398' long. The lot varies in elevation from +125' MSL to about +10' 
MSL and is fronted by a sandy beach (approximately 200 feet wide) and the Pacific Ocean. 
This shoreline is located at the southern end of the Santa Monica Littoral Cell. A littoral 
cell is a coastal compartment that contains a complete cycle of littoral sedimentation -
including sources, transport pathways and sediment sinks. The Santa Monica Littoral Cell 
extends from Point Dume to Palos Verdes Point, a distance of 40 miles. Most of the 
shoreline in this littoral cell has been essentially stabilized by man. The local beaches 
were primarily made by man through nourishment as a result of major shoreline civil works 
projects (Hyperion Treatment Plant, Marina Del Rey, King Harbor, etc.). The up-coast and 
down-coast movement of sand along the shoreline is mostly controlled by groins, 
breakwaters. and jetties and is generally to the south. A major sink for the beach sands 
is the Redondo Submarine Canyon located at the entrance to King Harbor. 

The subject site is located at the southern terminus of the Santa Monica Littoral Cell. 
The net sand movement along this section of shoreline is to the north towards King Harbor. 
A groin is located about 1.5 miles to the north of the site and the Malaga Cove headland 
(Flat Rock Point) is located Immediately to the south of the site. A review of aerial 
photographs shows l1ttle if any overall shoreline retreat. The shorelme 1s stabilized by the 
natural headland to the south. and the groin and harbor to the north_ For the purpose of 
this analysis a very conservative est1mate of the shoreline retreat rate 1s 0. 5 feet per year 
The w1de sandy beach in front of the s1te 1s normally 200 feet w1de and prov1des adequate 
protect1on for the base of the bluff at the seaward property l1ne of the s1te Over the vast 
maJonty of t1me wave run up w1ll not reach the base of the bluff and will absolutely not reach 
the Improvements on the property over the next 100 years However. the beach m th1s 
area 1s subJect to seasonal eros aue to extreme event '3lorrrr evt:·nts wh1ch may erode 
the beach back to near the bluff base wtth:;-.... - •l")o ye?r It~~ me of the nCOAST~lpCOMMISSIOt 
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~ SKELLY ENGINEERING 

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Predictlo11 of runup on a ~eJch and bluff during extreme storm events is a very 
complex problem. The calculations made herein use state of the art methods. yet they are 
based on several simplifying assumptions (see Chapter 7 of SPM). There are several facts 
that indicate that wave runup will not reach the property or adversely impact the property 
over the life of the structure. 

• There is a relatively stable beach sandy beach in front of the property 99.9% of the 
time. The conservative (extreme) erosion rate is small (0.5 fUyr) and would only 
reduce the beach width about 50 feet in 100 years. 

• A review of aerial photographs over the last four decades shows little overall 
shoreline retreat in general and a sand beach even at times when the beach is 
seasonally at its narrowest. 

• The base of the bluff is a bedrock material. Miocene Monterey Formation, which is 
resistant to erosion. Using a extreme bluff erosion rate of 0. 5 fUyear. the bluff would 
retreat only 50 feet. The structure is over 280 feet from the bluff toe. 

• The property has not been subject to wave runup attack in the past. 

• 

• The runup anaTysis shows that the 100 year wave runup event will not reach the • 
improvements on the property. 

In conclusion. wave run up will not impact this property over the life of the proposed 
improvement. The proposed development will neither create nor contribute to erosion. 
geologic instability. or destruction of the site or adjacent area. There are no 
recommendations necessary for wave run up protection. The proposed project minim1zes 
risks from flooding. 

VII. CERTIFICATION 

Th1s report 1s prepared m accordance with accepted standards of engmeenng 
pract1ce. based on the s1te cond1t1ons. the matenals observed and h1stoncal data reported 
No warranty 1S expressed or implied 

VII' P~FERENCES 

Coa~ :al Construct1on M .nual 1986 FEMA (Federa: ::rnergency Manal!tiA§rAieel1~lSSIO 
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Memorandum ~ .. ~~.:.: :·AL COMMISSION 
To: Pam Emerson 

/if 
From: Jon Allen. Staff Ecologist 

EXHIBIT# -:------
!'A.GE __ I_ OF ? 

Subject: El Segundo Blue Butterflies on Conger Property 

Date: 7/23/2001 

To follow up on our site visit to the Conger Property at Torrance Beach, I am sending a 
picture of Eriogonum parvifolium, dune buckwheat. the host plant of the El Segundo 
blue butterfly (ESB), Euphilotes battoides allyni. There are two fairly good pictures of 
the butterfly itself (on the Conger property), one on the invasive iceplant, Carpobrotis 
edulis and one on its normal host plant. Eriogonum parvifolium (Figure 1 ). The El 
Segundo blue butterfly is in the family Lycaenidae and has been listed as federally 
endangered since 1976. The ESB is restricted to the sand dune habitat in the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area where urbanization· has destroyed approximately 99% of its 
required sand dune habitat (Arnold and Goins 1987). The ESB is univoltine (i.e. has 
one generation per year) and the adult butterflies emergE' at the time of flowering of its 
dune buckwheat host plant (June to September). In many lepidopterous species, the 
adult butterflies will feed on nectar from many different kinds of flowers even though the 
larvae may require a particular host plant. but in the esB both the larvae and the adults 
are obligate on Eriogonum parvifolium. dune buckwh~at. This makes the ESB 
particularly sensitive to disruption of its host plant since both adults and larvae require it. 
The more common Eriogonum fasiculatum. (California buckwheat) is not a suitable host 
for ESB. and in fact supports numerous competing Lepidopterous species (Longcore et 
al 1997). We are grateful to Travis Longcore for this information and for pointing out the 
ESB and its host ;:>lant at the site in accordance with our request. 

. 
The ESB apparently requires a distribution of age classes of its buckwheat host plant. 
Juveniles and older plants do not produce as many flowers as middle-aged plants. 
Fteld observations suggest that buckwheat plants less than about five years of age do 
not produce enough flowers for ESB larvae to effectively ut1lize them (Arnold 1983) So 
survival of ESB is dependent upon 'middle-aged' buckwheat plants plus steady 
recruitment of younger plants mto the m1ddle age group as they senesce This 
continual 'conveyor belt' of dune buckwheat age groups is indicative of a healthy dune 
ecosystem. and hence the butterfly is good mdicator species for the health of th1s 
system. 

Accordmg to Arnold and Goins ( 1987) dune buckwheat is very susceptible to 
displacement by non-nat1ve 1nvas1ve spec1es that have lr;\, 3ded 1ts dune habttat (e g 
Carpobrotus (ice plant) and non-nat1ve grasses) In the presence of 111'<'.:1;. ;e 
competitors recruitment of Juveniles ts greatly reduced and th~AS"fM_bOOfi1MISSlON 
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support ESB. Therefore any attempts at restoration should have elimination of non­
nati~s as a first priority. 

In summary it is my opinion that the Eriogonum parvifolium at the Conger property is 
both rare and performing an important ecological function (supporting a population of 
federally endangered El Segundo blue butterflies). It is easily disturbed by human • 
activities, and because of !his 1t fits the definition of environmentally sensitive habitat 
under the Coastal Act, Section 30107.5 and must be protected under Section 30240. 

References: 

Arnold, R.A., 1983. Ecological studies of six endangered butterflies (Lepidoptera: 
lycaenidae): Island biogeography. patch dynamics, and design of habitat 
preserves. University of California Publications in Entomology 99: 1-161. 

Arnold, R. A, and A. E. Goins. 1987. Habitat enhancement techniques for the El 
Segundo blue butterfly: An urban endangered species. (p. 173-181) In: 
Integrating Man and Nature in the Metropolitan Environment, Proc. Natl. Symp. 
On Urban Wildlife, Chevy Chase. MD., Novermber 1986, l. W. Adams and D. l. 
Leedy, eds. Published by Natl. lnst. For Urban Wildt., 10921 Trotting Ridge Way, 
Columbia, MD. 21044. 

Longcore, T., R. Mattoni, G. Pratt and C. Rich. 1997. On the perils of ecological 
restoration: lessons from the El Segundo blue butterfly. 2"d Interface Between 
Ecology and Development in California. J. E. Keeley, Coordinator. Occidental 
College April18-19, 1997. 
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September 2, 2001 

Robert and Nancy Conger 
501 Paseo de Ia Playa 

Redondo Beach, CA 90277 
(310) 373-9~67 

Office (310) 726-4100 

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Tel: (562) 590-5071 
Fax:(562)590-5084 

Permit Number: 5-01-018 

Attention: Melissa Stickney, 

Per my discussion with Pam Emerson, I am fotwarding this letter relative to errors in the 
last staff report of July 27, 2001. I realize that many of the misinformation and errors 
carried over from the staff report of May 30, 2001, but I would like to correct them again 
so they do not reappear . 

You have received the Supplemental Geotechnical Engi.. g Report that substantiates 
that the "Historical Top of Bluff' is correctly defined an our project is all inland of 
this line. I had also fotwarded an illustration depicting the views so that the report, 
comments and photos previously supplied are easier for you and Pam to visualize. I have 
heard that your Geologist Mark Johnsson has contacted my geotechnical engineer and 
they have stated that my illustration does represent the data they have supplied. They of 
course can not stamp my illustration as theirs since I drew this as an illustration, not a 
detailed engineering drawing, and Mark does have their report of the detailed data. 

As I have previously indicated, the Torrance Building Department has a designated "build 
line" on the properties south of us, starting three properties further south. According to 
the city, there is no build line on our property and none continuing northward as the bluff 
becomes more of a hillside. 

I have sent letters on June 7, June 30, July 21, and August 22, 2001 all relating to the 
project and the past staff report information that was in error. Since we finally saw 
Mark's definition, we have now supplied him with the information that by his definition 
places the top of the bluff at the historic line and thereby places all of our proiect inland 
nf the top of the bluff as we have previously a~, ·1ed, a:":d not in an) :Hanner to· ·ching the 
olutf slope. 
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Our project places retaining walls, spa and patio on the existing fill then places a useable 
wood deck on the flat area inland of the top of the slope, leaving the existing swale as is. 
The deck provides ~seful yet protected area on the flat area. 

As I discussed with~. the following items in the staff repon are either incorrect, or no 
longer valid: 
1. Pg 1 Description includes only 3 50 sq. feet of addition on the rear of the house, 
with the balance on the street side including the conversion of 1 OOsq feet of existing 
storage space into habitat living space. The other parts of the description when corrected 
will have the entire project inland of the top of the bluff. 

Once rewritten, the new staff report should not require any of the conditions, since none 
of the project is on the bluff slope. The various exhibits with staff notes added to 
redefine the top of slope at the immediate rear of our house need to be corrected to place 
the top of the bluff back seaward to the correct location. 

2. Pg4 Item 2. Assumption of Risk etc. should not apply. There is no additional 
risk then set by the Torrance Building and Safety Department for building on any hillside, 
including all of the Hollywood Rivera Section. 

3. Pg5 Items 3, 4, and 5 again change with the correction of the top of bluff. 
Further, Torrance Building and Safety Department requires that all permit for the bluff 
home receive a Coastal Permit before issuing a building permit. 

4. Pg6 We.ducing plantings on the fill portion and not performing any 
planting on the blu pe. 

5. Pg7 The project is removing fill dirt and drainage has been incorporated into 
the plans .. There is no erosion during construction or upon completion. 

6. Pg8 IV.A. Project Description There are 28 lots, not 27 on the top of the bluff. 
Beach access is nine lots North of our project. Our lot is .64 acres (27,780 sq. feet) with 
the top portion 60 feet wide. The lot runs approximately 100 feet from the street to the 
top of the bluff. The balance ofthe description should be corrected relative to the 
projects location inland of the top of the bluff. Further, the swale is located 
approximately 25 feet inland of the top of the bluff 

7. Pg10 B. Top of Bluff The project is located inland of the top of bluff. There 
has been no safety or other activity on our lot or any to the north or even the three lots to 
the south. The only activity has been on the cliff further south that are much steeper. For 
this lot there is not a Safe Building Line as this lot, along with all those to the north, are 
treated as being on hillside, not cliffs. The build line starts on lot 164 and runs south. 
We have not located any inform:1tion relative to an old sewer line, only the water drainage 
pipe located on an adjacent property in the 1960s. 

. \ 
. \ 
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8. Pgll All of Mark Johnsson's comments have been addressed and the correct 
definition of the top of slope and its location have been satisfied since the house and 
project is on fill. 

9. Pg13 C. Bluff Face Development All of our proposed project is inland of the 
top of the bluff. Thus most of the comments are relative to our project are changed. On 
page 14, 2nd par., six of the nine lots north of us have stairs and improvements on the 
bluff face. In the same paragraph, a comment made relative to the lot next to us on the 
north that the lot "was extensively graded in response to erosion". That is in error, as the 
lot was graded to improve the view. Subsequently, the owner was required to perform 
additional work after his next door neighbor complained. 

In the 4th paragraph a comment is made that we will have a cantilevered wood deck- that 
is in error, as our deck will all be inland of the top of bluff and sit up 12 inches off the flat 
area. Virtually none of our project will be visible from the beach, as the wood deck is 
approximately 12 feet wide before the patio starts and the retaining walls for the patio and 
house are further behind that. There are a nwnber of comments that are incidental to the 
issues, that will not be relevant since the top of the bluff is now correctly defined and all 
of our project is now correctly set as inland of the top of the bluff. 

10. Pgl6 2. Habitat Impacts We had given written permission for the State Fish and 
Wildlife Service to come on to our property to survey for the El Segundo Blue Butterfly. 
Our project has no impact on the habitat as all of butterfly habitat is at the lower edge of 
our property next to the beach. Any disturbance to their habitat would come from people 
on the beach. The USFWS staff, in prior discussions with us and others on the bluff, 
have stated that if we would assist them in the future to repopulate some of the buckwheat 
plants there would be nothing to inhibit us from future improvements on the slope. This 
would of course be some future plan they are attempting to work with the homeowners 
and the Coastal Commission. Bottom line is that our project has no impact on habitat. 

In addition, per page 17, 3rd paragraph, our project will improve the drainage as the patio 
will have any water running to the street per our plans, where now any water runs to the 
swale, then is discharged lower down the slope through the neighbors slope drain pipe to 
the beach. 

11. Pgl7 Geologic Hazard Our project has no more "risk" than any hillside lot. As 
covered in our engineers reports and approved by the Torrance Building and Safety 
Department, our lot is "grossly stable" and all aspects have been approved in 
conformance with the engineering in the plan. The comment on page 19 3rd paragraph on 
the defective storm drain is on the neighbor's lot and we are encouraging them to repair 
the pipe that has been in the current condition for at least a dozen years. 

Page 20-24 Assumption of Risk,-------- We are not in an a:ca of")1;gh geologic, flood 
and fire hazard or high risk to life and property. Our lot is a typi .:al hillside that hom.:s 
are built on everyday. Further, there have been no geologic issues with this prpP.ertx 
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since it was built in the mid-60s. Thus, there are no needs for further "Waivers or 
Indemnity since the City of Torrance has approved the project relative to all the standard 
compliance of Building and Safety. 

12. Pg25 D. Previ0us Cimmission Actions in Project Area Missing from the list 
and discussion in the bluff activity completed earlier this year on Lot 169 that included a 
small patio and glass wind screen as well as stairs down the slope to the beach. Also 
again, the error in description of the lot adjacent to ours that was graded for view 
purposes then required modifying the grading on the slope by the Commission. 

Should you require any further information or discussion please do not hesitate to contact 
me. As you know, this projeC"t has been in progress since 1999. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Conger 

·-..... .. 
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