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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolition of two apartment buildings and construction 
of 82 unit condominium project with 130,000 cubic yards cut and 80,000 cubic 
yards fill to stabilize Revello landslide on 173,496 ~quare foot lot in RD2-1 and 
RE9-1 Zoned site; designated Low Medium II Residential and Low Residential in 
the community plan. 

APPELLANTS: Palisades Landmark LLC; Alice M. Beagles, Pacific Palisades 
Residents Association, Pacific Palisades Community Council, Castellammare Mesa 
Homeowners Association, Dr. Todd Sadow, Mr. Congdon, Mr. and Mrs. Hirschman, 
Mr. And Mrs. Knotz, Mr. and Mrs. Mirkin, Mrs. Heidt, and the Executive Director 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a 
substantial issue exists with respect to the proposed projects' conformance to the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The project involves major grading and construction 
of a four-level (over parking) 82-unit multi-family structure (described as an 82-unit 
condominium project) on the face of a mesa located between Pacific Coast Highway and 
the Los Liones Canyon unit of Topanga State Park. The project site includes an active 
landslide and requires excavation of the lower portion of the landslide, resulting in 130,000 
cubic yards cut and up to 80,000 cubic yards fill, raising issues with Section 30253. 

Appellants assert that the project involves possible conflicts with the functioning of the 
habitat in and the public use of a state park, raising issues with Section 30240. Since the 
project is within 250 feet of a state park, requires clearance of cover near the park, and 
during construction, will share parking with park visitors, staff concurs that the project 
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raises issued of consistency with Section 30240(b ). The project raises issues of height, 
scale, and density and will have impacts on public views from the beach, from Sunset 
Boulevard and from Pacific Coast Highway, raising issues with Sections 30250 and 30251. 
Since only conceptual elevations were available during review of the local government's 
coastal development permit approval, it was difficult to determine the nature and extent of 
the impacts of the project on views from public spaces such as the beach and Pacific 
Coast Highway, raising issues of consistency with Section 30251. While the project is 
described as a condominium, the coastal development permit does not include or describe 
a tract map, raising procedural issues, since a tract map is needed to accomplish a 
condominium subdivision, which is development as defined in Section 30106. Staff, after 
consideration, recommends that this issue does not raise a substantial issue with the 
approval of this portion of the City's approval, which is for the grading and for the 
construction of the buildings. If the applicant proceeds with the subdivision without 
receiving a coastal development permit from the City for the subdivision, it would be 
unpermitted development, but not a basis for finding the appeal to raise a substantial 
issue. City staff indicates that the tract map is still under review by the Planning and Land 
Use Management (PLUM) committee of the City Council, which is approving the 
subdivision independent of the coastal development permit, over which it has no 
jurisdiction. The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on Page 7. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. ENV-200-2696-EIR (SCH No. 2002051086) 
2. Coastal Development Permit ZA-200-2697-CDP-1A 
3. Los Angeles City Planning Commission Resolution approving Vesting Tentative Tract 

No. 52928-1A. 
4. United States Army Engineer District Corps Of Engineers, Los Angeles, California, in 

cooperation with the U.S. Department of The Interior, Geological Survey, Denver, 
Colorado, "Report of the Landslide Study, Pacific Palisades, California, September, 
1975." . 

I. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS1 

The appellants make the following assertions and raise the following issues: 
1. The City's requirements under the Mello Act are excessive (Sections 30011 and 

Government Code 65590.) 
2. An active landslide occupies about a third of the project site; reconstruction of the 

landslide is a risky and uncertain business (Section 30253.) 
3. The impacts on access to the Los Liones Canyon unit of Topanga State Park, which 

is about 250 feet down slope of the project and which gains access off the same 
road, Los Liones Drive, would violate Coastal Act requirements regarding access and 
the protection of parks and recreation areas (Sections 30213 and 30240(b).) 

1 The full text of the appellants' contentions is found in Exhibits 9-16. 
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4. The impacts of clearance of vegetation from a continuous band of cover that 
connects with habitat in the vegetated canyon of Los Liones Canyon Park would 
violate Coastal Act requirements regarding habitat protection (Section 30240(b).) 

5. Geologic stability both during excavation and after construction of the proposed 
project raises an issue with Section 30253.) 

6. The cumulative impacts on both regional roadways and on neighborhood streets of 
increased traffic from the project raises and issue with the development policies of 
the Coastal Act. (Section 30250.) 

7. Impacts on both public and private views raise issue with Section 30251. 
8. The density and intensity of the project raises issues with Section 30250. 
9. The project's compatibility with the character and scale of the neighborhood raises 

issues with Section 30251. 
10. Construction impacts of the proposed project, including dust and noise raise issues 

with 30653 (c). 
11. The project will prejudice the ability of the City to develop a local coastal program that 

is consistent with the Coastal Act. 

II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

On November 4, 2004, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission conducted a public 
hearing on the Vesting Tentative Tract Map 52928 and appeals of COP AZA-2000-2697-
CDP and the EIR, ENV-2000-2696-EIR, for the development from the action of the 
Advisory Agency. The City Planning Commission approved the Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map, denied four appeals, granted one appeal in part, and sustained the action of the 
Advisory Agency in approving the coastal development permit. As part of this action, the 
City Planning Commission approved the conditions of approval of the coastal development 
permit and adopted the Mitigation and Monitoring program developed in the EIR. The 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map was appealed to the City Council, but the action on the 
coastal development permit was not appealable except to the Coastal Commission. On 
February 14, 2005, the City issued a notice of final action on the coastal development 
permit indicating that the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission approval was 
effective on January 18, 2005. The West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission is 
agency of Los Angeles City government that hears appeals on planning matters with the 
exception of larger subdivisions and major projects. The WLAAPC also provides notices 
of final action to the Coastal Commission. The Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
hears appeals on larger subdivisions, including this one and major projects. The City 
Charter establishes the two bodies and allocates the division of labor between them. 
February 17, 2005, the Coastal Commission received the notice of final action and 
established an appeal period, which extended to March 18, 2005. The Commission 
appeal period, established in Sections 30602 and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Section 13313, began on the day after the receipt of the first notice of final action and 
extended for 20 working days (terminating on March 18, 2005), after which date the local 
approval, had it not been appealed, would have been final. Seven appeals were received 
during that period. 
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After receiving the notice of the first appeal, City staff contacted Commission staff and 
explained that the Vesting Tentative Tract Map had been appealed to the City Council, so 
the City Planning Commission action was not final, and the City had not completed its 
review of the project. On March 15, 2005, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
issued a corrected notice of coastal development permit issuance, indicating that the 
coastal development permit was approved effective March 15, 2005, but based on the 
November 4, 2004 hearing by the Los Angeles City Planning Commission. On March 15, 
2005, the Zoning Administrator Emily Gabel-Luddy, acting as the Deputy Advisory Agency, 
signed the Notice of Determination for the California Environmental Quality Act. The 
Commission received both the notice of determination (per CEQA), and the notice of final 
action (per the Coastal Act} on March 18, 2005. The corrected notice corrected the 
identity of the approving agency and made technical corrections to conditions imposed to 
carry out the City's responsibility under the Mello Act (GC.65590.) The City also added a 
finding on public views. The Deputy Advisory Agency and City Planning Commission 
findings, the draft and final EIR and the EIR appendices accompanied the corrected 
notice. Both notices indicated that either an appeal was not filed with the City Council 
during the mandatory appeal period or no appeal to the City Council was permitted from 
the Commission's action. 

Pursuant to Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, a hearing on a Coastal Development Permit 
appeal shall be set no later than 49 days after the date on which the appeal is filed with the 
Commission. In accordance with Section 13320 of the California Code of Regulations, staff 
requested on February 22, 2005, that the City of Los Angeles forward all relevant 
documents and materials regarding the subject permit to the Commission's South Coast 
Office. The City must transmit all relevant documents within five working days of their 
receipt of a Notice of Appeal. 

The package that the Commission received on March 18, 2005 included the draft and final 
EIRs, the appendices to the EIR, the staff reports provided to the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission as well as the Los Angeles City Planning Commission's final conditions and 
findings. The package did not include the correspondence, the application, the 
geotechnical reports, (with the exception of the one incorporated into the EIR,) or the 
mailing list. While staff questions whether this is the complete record, nevertheless, since 
there is adequate information to judge whether the appeals raise a substantial issue, the 
staff has proceeded with this report. 

In its approval of the coastal development permit, the City imposed 23 conditions of 
approval. (Exhibit 17) Among other requirements, the City coastal development permit 
conditions required following the Municipal Code and conformance with the elevations 
shown in illustrative sections prepared to analyze private view blockages (A 1-through A9 
and B1 and B2, reproduced as pages 16-23 of Exhibit 17). With respect to geologic 
safety, the City required that grading be carried out to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, that the applicant post a bond for completion of grading, implement 
mitigation measures numbers 1-100 in Section 1 of the EIR, notify neighbors of grading 
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and assume the risk of development. The conditions also required widening of portions of 
Tramonto Drive, the public road giving access to the project, road safety, parking, andre
installation of landscaping on Tramonto Drive and on the adjacent condominium property. 
They required the provision of off-site affordable units and replanting the roadside of 
Tramonto Drive and the adjacent condominium property. With respect to habitat, the 
conditions required a pre-construction survey for nesting birds, avoiding disturbance to 
their nests during clearance of the site, and fencing off trees if raptors' nests were 
discovered. There are other environmental and water quality conditions. The City's 
coastal development permit conditions are attached as Exhibit 17. 

Ill. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

The City of Los Angeles issued this permit under its pre-certification coastal development 
permit program. In 1978, the City assumed permit jurisdiction under Section 30600(b) of the 
Coastal Act, which allows a local government to assume permit authority prior to certification 
of a local coastal program. Under that section, the local government must agree to issue all 
permits within its jurisdiction. Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to 
certification of its local coastal program (LCP), a local jurisdiction may, with respect to 
development within its area of jurisdiction in the coastal zone and consistent with the 
provisions of Sections 30604, 30620 and 30620.5, establish procedures for the filing, 
processing, review, modification, approval or denial of a coastal development permit. 
Pursuant to this provision, the City of Los Angeles developed a permit program in 1978 to 
exercise its option to issue local coastal development permits. 

Sections 13302-13319 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for 
issuance of coastal development permits by local governments under Section 30600(b) and 
appeals of such locally issued coastal development permits. Section 30602 of the Coastal Act 
allows any action by a local government on a coastal development permit application pursuant 
to Section 30600(b) to be appealed to the Commission. The standard of review for such an 
appeal is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

After a final local action on a coastal development permit application, the local government 
must notify the Coastal Commission within five days. After receipt of such a notice which 
contains all the required information, a twenty working-day appeal period begins during which 
any person, including the applicant, the Executive Director, or any two members of the 
Commission, may appeal the local decision to the Coastal Commission (Coastal Act Section 
30602). 

The appeal and local action are then analyzed to determine if a substantial issue exists as to 
the conformity of the project to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act [Section 30625(b )( 1 )] . If the 
Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue of this sort, the Commission then 
holds a public hearing in which it reviews the coastal development permit application as a de 
novo matter. 
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At this point, the Commission may decide that the appellants' contentions raise no substantial 
issue of conformity with the Coastal Act, in which case the action of the local government 
stands. Alternatively, the Commission may find that a substantial issue exists with respect to 
the conformity of the action of the local government with the Coastal Act, if it finds that the 
appeal raises a significant question regarding consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act. If the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists, then the hearing will be 
continued as a de novo permit request. Section 13321 of the Coastal Commission regulations 
specifies that de novo actions will be heard according to the procedures outlined in Section 
13114. 

In this case, a significant portion of the project is located in the "dual permit area" 
established by Section 30601 of the Coastal Act. Section 30601 establishes that in certain 
areas, and in the case of certain projects, if a local government is authorized to issue 
permits pursuant to section 30600(b ), a permit from both the Commission and local 
government will be required. Section 30601 states: 

Prior to certification of the local coastal program and, where applicable, in addition 
to a permit from local government pursuant to subdivision (b) or (d) of Section 
30600, a coastal development permit shall be obtained from the commission for any 
of the following: 

(1) Developments between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 
sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line 
of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance. 

(2) Developments not included within paragraph (1) located on tidelands, 
submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, 
stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff. 

(3) Any development which constitutes a major public works project or a 
major energy facility. 

When the City of Los Angeles opted to issue its own coastal development permits, 
Commission staff prepared maps that indicate the area in which coastal development permits 
from both the Commission and the City are required. This area is commonly known as the 
"Dual Permit Area." Within the dual permit area, all development must receive a coastal 
development permit both from the City and from the Commission. The southerly portion of the 
project site is located in the dual permit area. If the Commission decides that this appeal 
raises a substantial issue, it will hear the matter as a de novo matter. This hearing will be 
scheduled after the applicant has submitted an application for the entire project directly to the 
Commission, so that it can hear the appeal and the "dual permit" at the same time2

. The 

2 While it is theoretically possible to proceed with the portions of a project that are outside the dual permit 
area while the Commission reviews a second permit for development that in the dual permit area, in this 
case, the project cannot be divided into portions outside the coastal zone and inside the coastal zone. This is 
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Commission will require that the applicant first obtain a coastal development permit from the 
local government for the tract map before any application for a tract map can be submitted. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to whether the approval of the project is consistent with the provisions of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act (commencing with Section 30200), pursuant to PRC Section 30625(b)(1 ). 

Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion: 

MOTION: "I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-PPL-05-063 
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the conformity of the local 
approval with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act." 

Failure of the motion will result in a de novo hearing on the application and adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass 
the motion. 

Resolution to Find Substantial Issue for Appeal A-5-PPL-05-063 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-PPL-05-063 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project and Area Description 

The project is located on the south face of Castellammare Mesa, a 200-foot high mesa on 
the southern edge of the Santa Monica Mountains, which is located between Los Liones 
Canyon on the north and Pacific Coast Highway on the south, extending from Parker Mesa 
on the west to Sunset Boulevard on the east. Sunset Boulevard is constructed in a canyon, 
Santa Ynez Canyon. When Castellammare Mesa was subdivided in the 1920's, winding 
roads were cut into the face of the sea bluff and into the side of the mesa that faced Sunset 
Boulevard. Minor drainages were filled and roads extended across them. Over the years, 
major landslides have occurred above Pacific Coast Highway, and along canyon walls, 
including along the steep sides of the mesa that face Sunset Boulevard and the walls of Los 

because the new structures and the landslide are located on one lot that is located on both sides of the 
boundary of the dual permit area. 
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Liones Canyon. A 1975 Corps on Engineers studl attributed the slides to failures of 
improperly constructed fill, failures of oversteepened slopes and reactivation of ancient 
rotational slides. The report suggested that many of the slides, including the Revello Slide, 
the landslide on this property, were triggered by grading or by the introduction of water. On 
Castellammare Mesa, slides and failures of improper fills damaged several streets that were 
built across the bluff face, so that some of the originally continuous streets are interrupted. 
Most of the stable or remediable lots on Castellammare are developed, in many cases with 
the installation of caissons. Most of Castellammare is developed in single-family houses, 
including the area to the south and west of this project. However, there are also a number 
of apartment buildings on the northerly side of the mesa, overlooking Pacific Coast Highway 
or Sunset Boulevard. (See Exhibits 2, 3, 21, and 22.) 

The present project is located on the sloping easterly face of the mesa, between Tramonto 
and Castellammare Drives. The site, according to the City Staff report "overlooks Sunset 
Boulevard and has views of the Pacific Ocean." It is 3.98 net acres and has 157 feet of 
frontage along Tramonto Drive. The applicant's roughly rectangular lot extends from 
outside the dual permit area just above Los Liones Canyon south to a single-family 
neighborhood that is located on the seaward face of the mesa. It extends from the slope 
above Castellammare Drive upward 75 feet and east 148 feet to the first row of single
family residential lots on the top of the mesa (that face Revello Drive.) It is located in a 
partially developed area that is developed with a mix of multi- and single-family residential 
structures. The site abuts a 39-unit condominium structure, which is also located on the 
east side of the mesa, and is north, east, and down-slope of a number of single-family 
houses. The City staff report indicates that there are a 4-unit and a 14-unit building 
southwest of site. Along Sunset Boulevard, east of Castellammare Drive and downslope of 
the site, there are two three- and four-story commercial structures and a plant nursery. The 
site is zoned RD2-1 and RE9-1 and designated for Low Medium II Residential and Low 
Residential uses in the Brentwood Palisades Community Plan. 

In 1965, a slide occurred on this site that demolished 12 apartment units. In 1969, the slide 
moved again. The current project includes demolition of two twenty-unit apartment 
buildings that survived the slide, removing the portions of the slide located on the 
applicant's property, shoring the excavation with 40 solder piles, filling the resulting 
excavation; shoring the fill with caissons, and building an 82 unit residential structure on the 
resulting engineered fill. The project is described as a condominium structure, but there is 
yet no coastal development permit for the subdivision. The project would take access off 
Tramonto Drive, a thirty-six foot wide side neighborhood street. Tramonto is served by Los 
Liones Drive, a four-lane road, which, in addition to Tramonto Drive, serves Los Liones 
Canyon unit of Topanga State Park, a church, and the service entrance of the Getty 
Antiquities Museum. Many residents of the mesa use Tramonto Drive as access to their 
homes. 

3 United States Army Engineer District Corps Of Engineers, Los Angeles, California, in cooperation with the 
U.S. Department of The Interior, Geological Survey, Denver, Colorado, "Report of the Landslide Study, 
Pacific Palisades, California, September, 1975." 
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The City staff report describes the project as a residential development consisting of 82 
condominium units, divided among six buildings. Three buildings are proposed to contain 
three stories, including 25 three-bedroom town homes with parking below each unit. The 
other three buildings are proposed to contain four stories, including 57 three-bedroom flats 
with parking being provided in a subterranean garage. None of the proposed buildings will 
exceed 45 feet in height. The City coastal development permit conditions refer to Exhibits 
A1 through A9, 81 and 82, attached as Exhibit 17, pages 17-24, and requires that the 
height of the structure not exceed that depicted in the exhibits. There are conceptual site 
plans in the EAR, but no elevations in the record with the exception of an artists' rendering. 
The City staff report indicates that grading for the proposed project will require 130,000 
cubic yards of cut and 80,000 cubic yards of fill. Approximately 100,000 cubic yards of the 
cut material will be exported off-site and approximately 75,000 cubic yards of fill would be 
imported to the site for permanent stabilization of the project site. The report indicates that 
the soils on the site may not be suitable for fill, but it does not explain the apparent 
inconsistency of the figure, except it does reference compaction as one reason for the 
difference. 

B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis 

Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a 
local government action carried out pursuant to Section 30600(b) unless it finds that no 
substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term 
"substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 
13115(b) of the Commission's regulations simply indicates that the Commission will hear an 
appeal unless it "finds that the appellant raises no significant questions". In previous decisions 
on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors: 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that 
the development is consistent or inconsistent with the Coastal Act; 

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 
government; 

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations 
of its LCP; and, 

5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance. 

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may 
obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition for a 
writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5. 
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Staff is recommending that the Commission find that a substantial issue does exist with 
respect to whether the approvals of the projects are consistent with the provisions of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act for the reasons set forth below. 

C. Public Recreation. 

Several sections of the Coastal Act protect visitor serving uses.· 

Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities; encouragement and 
provision; overnight room rentals 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. 

Section 30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas; adjacent developments 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

Section 30250 Location; existing developed area 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in 
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate 
it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse 
effects, either individually or cu.mulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, 
other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the 
created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. 

The project is on a hill above Los Liones Park and shares an approach road with the park. 
The park is a popular hiking site. Park visitors park on the Los Liones Drive. Appellant 
Beagles and the staff raise assert that the proposed project could have impacts on the park 
and the public's use of the park, raising issues with Sections 30213, 30240(b), and 
30250(a). The impacts are potentially from increased traffic (both during construction, and 
from an increase in residents), worker parking during construction, and clearance of 
vegetation for enhancement of traffic safety.· The Commission finds that the project's 
potential impact on recreation and on the park raises a substantial issue with regard to the 
project's consistency with Sections 30213, 30240(b), and 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. 
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Section 30240 of the Coastal Act provides: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed 
within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

Section 30250(a) requires the Commission to examine the cumulative impact of new 
development. 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in 
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate 
it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse 
effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, 
other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the 
created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. 

The EIR does not identify sensitive habitat on the site. The site is urbanized, occupied by 
two apartment buildings, and partially covered with non-native trees. However, it is within 
250 feet of Los Liones Canyon, and adjacent to lots that extend onto the vegetated walls of 
the canyon. The City report indicates that the Department of Fish and Game expressed 
reservations about the impacts of removal of vegetation for the project on nesting birds, 
particularly raptors. In response, the City permit requires surveys for nesting birds prior to 
removing trees and other vegetation, fencing off nest sites, and instruction of construction 
personnel on the sensitivity of the area. The permit does, however, allow the removal of the 
vegetation, regardless of its use by wildlife. It does not address the extent of the habitat or 
its connection with the habitat within Los Liones Canyon 

In order to make safe access for the trucks that will be hauling earth on and off the site, the 
City has required in Condition 8 of its approval that the vegetation "between the roadway 
edge and the property line on the convex curve of Tramonto Drive in the vicinity of the 
project driveway be removed to protect sight distance." The improved Tramonto Drive is 
narrower than the dedicated road. The roadsides are covered with trees and bushes, many 
or which are introduced, but some of which are native. After construction, the applicant is 
required to re-landscape the area, but is not required to use materials that are compatible 
with existing habitat. . 
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Tramonto Drive curves up the slope that faces Los Liones Canyon. This vegetation on the 
hillside is part of a continuous band of cover that extends up the side of the hill and up into 
.the canyon and the park. The amount of clearance both on and off the site is not clearly 
described, and the possible impacts of vegetation clearance on the habitat of the park have 
not been analyzed in the City staff report. The Commission finds that this omission raises a 
substantial issue with Sections 30240(b) and 30250(a). 

C. Views. 

'Section 30251 requires the Commission to protect both the scenic and visual quality of 
coastal areas and the character of unique communities. 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect 
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural 
land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development 
in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and 
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Appellants allege the building will be constructed on top of a fill pad and that the buildings 
and their retaining walls will be visible from PCH, Sunset Boulevard, and the beach. One 
appellant raises a question about the impact of a continuous structure on public views from 
Tramonto. The "corrected" City staff report found that "the proposed project -does not 
obstruct views of public scenic resources. " However, the report does not it explain how it 
came to that conclusion, although it must be presumed that the conclusion is drawn from 
the EIR. The EIR states that the building will be visible from the beach, Sunset Boulevard, 
and Pacific Coast Highway and includes a rendering, but gives no indication of the point of 
view from which the rendering is drawn. The EIR analysis noted that the hillside is 
developed and that the present structures are visible from the beach, and concluded that 
one more building would not significantly change the views from public spaces, such as the 
beach and Pacific Coast Highway. Instead, the City concentrated on views from nearby 
residential structures and from Ocean Woods, the 39-unit condominium. The City condition 
12 requires conforman-ce with a conceptual cross section, which the City conditions 
reference as Exhibits A-1 through A7, B1, and B2 (See Pages 16 through 24 of Exhibit 17.) 
While the City finds that the Coastal Act does not protect private views, the cross-sections 
seem to analyze impacts on private views. The applicant has designed breaks in the 
building fayade so that it will not appear to be a continuous building but no one questions 
that it will be highly visible. 

Given the apparent mass and scale of the development, and the high retaining walls shown 
in the conceptual cross section, it is likely that the project will have impacts on public views 
both from the highway and from neighborhood streets. Since only conceptual elevations 
were available during review of the local government's coastal development permit 

" 
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approval, it was difficult to determine the nature and extent of the impacts of the project on 
views from public spaces such as the beach and Pacific Coast Highway, raising issues of 
consistency with Section 30251. Therefore, the Commission finds a substantial issue to 
exists with respect to the project's consistency with Section 30251. However the 
Commission does not agree that there is a substantial issue of consistency with any 
Chapter 3 policy emanating from the effects of the building on private views from the Ocean 
Woods Condominium or from nearby homes. 

Other appellants have raised issues with mass and scale indicating that the majority of 
structures in Castellammare are much smaller; many are "historic." While Ocean Woods 
Condominiums, located to the northwest of the proposed structure, is as long and wide as 
the proposed structure, the proposed development is considerably wider and higher than 
the existing single-family houses adjacent to it on the south and west. Moreover, even in an 
area where houses and landscaping interrupt views from the road, single-family houses are 
separated from each other, providing glimpses of the ocean from public streets. There is no 
view corridor through the proposed structure, so that the structure will block public views of 
the beach and the ocean from Tramonte Drive. The Commission finds that the project 
approval raises a substantial issue with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

D. Hazards. 

Section 30253 provides: 

Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 

erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms 
along bluffs and cliffs. 

(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State 
Air Resources Control Board as to each particular development. 

The site contains the mid-portion of the Revello Slide, that moved in 1965. The applicant 
proposes to remove and reconstruct those portions of the slide that are located on its 
property, leaving a small part of the upper slide in place, and not touching the slide located 
off-site and above the structures. The toe of the slide at Sunset was stabilized when the 
developers of two office buildings at the toe of the slope built a retaining wall at the 
boundary between their property and Castellammare Drive. Condition 6 of the City coastal 
development permit incorporates the review letter from the Department of Building and 
Safety and the conditions that it imposed on the project (Exhibit 17). The City concludes 
that the building and the excavation can be safely engineered. The final review letter is 
incorporated into the EIR. The appellants' principal concern is the safety of the excavation 
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to remove the slide, and whether structures above the excavation might be damaged by 
settlement during the three years of construction. They have provided several reports that 
disagree with the applicants' reports, and they question the amount and quality of 
information available at the time of the City's approval, alleging the applicant had deferred 
gathering technical information on the soils or developing detailed design of the caissons· 
and soldier piles until later in the process. Therefore, the depth of the caissons necessary 
to stabilize the site is not known. There are geologic reports on the addendum to the EIR 
and a Building and Safety review letter concerning these reports, giving detailed 
specifications of the shoring design of the soldier piles to be used during excavation. The 
appellants also point out that according to the EIR, the amount of dust generated by the 
lengthy excavation will be high, and express concerns about the effects of that dust on 
human health. 

The Revello Slide is mapped. The City and the applicant acknowledge that the slide exists 
and extends off the applicant's site. The applicant is required to acknowledge that not all of · 
the slide will be stabilized. Given the active nature of the landslide, a known hazard, and 
the questions raised about the possible risks to existing development, the process, and the 
methodology of developing the design of the project, the Commission concurs that this 
project raises a substantial issue with Section 30253. Even though the Commission will 
have an opportunity to review these matters when it processes the dual permit, the 
Commission agrees that the City approval raises a substantial issue with respect to the 
conformance of the project with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

E. Intensity of Development/Coastal Access. 

Section 30250 raises issues about the intensity of development and the siting of new 
development in areas that can accommodate it. 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. 

Appellants argue that the intensity of this dev~lopment exceeds the traffic capacity of the 
neighborhood. Appellants raise issues of consistency with Section 30250 indicating that 
there is evidence in the file that Tramonto, a neighborhood street, cannot accommodate 
the traffic impacts of the development. Moreover, they indicate all known proposed 
projects are not found on the list in the EIR that purports to include all projects being 
planned in the area. Therefore, they argue that the cumulative impacts of the 
development on traffic have not been assessed. They cite traffic studies prepared by the 

" 
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City in support of this contention. The City report in the EIR indicates that there is ample 
traffic capacity on Tramonte and Los Liones drive to accommodate the development, but 
concedes that the intersection of Sunset and PCH is at level F. Residents indicate that 
even though there are few residences in the immediate vicinity of the project, there is 
heavy demand on Tramonte given its width, winding alignment, and steep slope. They 
assert that many residents of Castellammare, either blocked by slides or unable to exit 
onto PCH, use Tramonte to enter or leave the community. The City report indicates that 
the project is consistent with community plan and zoning densities and, that after the 
stabilization of the site, policies that encourage reduced densities on steep slopes to 
assure the safety of development are not relevant. 

The issuance of coastal development permits pursuant to a pre-certification program 
requires the local government to consider the Commission's previous actions in other 
matters that raise issues similar to those raised by the project under consideration and 
which therefore may be instructive in determining whether to issue a coastal development 
permit in the present case. 

§ 13311. Issuance of a Coastal Development Permit. 

A coastal development permit shall be deemed issued (a) when final review has occurred, 
(b) when, if applicable, all local rights of appeal have been exhausted and (c) when findings 
have been made that the interpretive guidelines have been reviewed and that the proposed 
development conforms with the requirements of Public Resources Code. Section 30604{a) 
and with any applicable decision set by the commission pursuant to Public Resources. 
Section 30625{c). If the development is located between the nearest public road and the 
sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone, the local government 
shall also make the specific findings required by Public Resources Code. Section 30604(c). 

Section 30620.5(a), states, in part: 

A local government may exercise the option provided in subdivision (b) of Section 30600, if 
it does so for the entire area . . . and after it establishes procedures for the issuance of 
[COPs]. Such procedures shall incorporate, where applicable, the interpretive 
guidelines issued by the commission pursuant to Section 30620." (Emphasis added) 

Thus, although a lack of conformity to the Chapter 3 policies is the only basis for a 
determination that such an appeal raises a substantial issue, the analysis of conformity to 
the Chapter 3 policies should be informed by a review of the Commission's Interpretive 
Guidelines and prior actions. The Guidelines were developed to provide an indication of 
the Commission's interpretation of the Chapter 3 policies and its likely future requirements 
based on the Commission's prior actions in applying the Coastal Act. 

The Commission has examined many methods to control the density and intensity of 
development on steep slopes. In the Interpretive Guidelines, developers are referred to 
the slope intensity formula. The slope intensity formula was developed by City of Los 
Angeles planners to address the same issues and adopted to reduce overdevelopment of 
steep slopes. The appellants indicate the developer was wrongly found exempt from the 
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slope density formula. The slope on which this development is proposed appears steep, 
rising from elevation 124 to elevation 200. The Commission has on occasion analyzed 
subdivisions in the Pacific Palisades by using this formula to determine whether the 
number of units exceeds the capacity of the area. The opponents raise an issue 
concerning whether 82 units (a density approaching 24 units per acre) should be 
constructed on a site with an overall slope that seems to approach 2:1. Access to the site 
is via a steep and relatively narrow (36 feet) road, and it is necessary to widen a road 
located on an unstable hillside to provide this access to the site. The Commission finds 
that the project raises a substantial issue with Section 30250. 

F. Compliance with the Mello Act, 

The applicant has appealed the City's action imposing conditions for consistency with the 
Mello Act, Government Code 65590. The Mello Act requires that local governments require 
the replacement of moderate income units removed as a result of development in the 
coastal zone and also requires that development in the coastal zone approved by local 
govern should provide low and moderate income units within three miles of the coastal 
zone. The City found that the project would not remove low or moderate cost units but that 
the Mello Act required the developer to provide either six very low or 12 moderate-income 
units. When the City first issued the Notice of Final Action, the applicant appealed the 
decision based on his disagreement with the number and location of low and moderate
income units required, and asserted that the notice of final action did not reflect the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission decision. On March 15, the City issued a Corrected 
Notice of Final Action. In this Corrected Notice of Final Action, the City revised the Mello 
Act requirements. The applicant has not revised his appeal, but indicated that he was still 
asking the Coastal Commission to relieve him of this requirement. 

Section 30011 of the Coastal Act states: 

Nothing in this division shall authorize the commission to review a local government's 
application of the requirements of Section 65590 of the Government Code to any 
development. In addition, the commission shall not require any applicant for a coastal 
development permit or any local government to provide certification or other evidence of 
compliance with the requirements of Section 65590 of the Government Code. The 
commission may, however, solely in connection with coastal development permit applications 
described in subdivision (c) of Section 30600.1, require information about the status of a local 
government's action to apply the requirements of Section 65590 of the Government Code. 
This information shall be used for the purpose determining time limits for commission action 
on these applications as provided in that subdivision (c). 

In addition, the Commission's only role at this juncture is to determine whether the appeal 
raises a "substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3" of the Coastal Act, and 
none of the Mello Act provisions are contained within Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The 
local actions carrying out the Mello Act are therefore not appealable to the Coastal 
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Commission, and the Commission finds that the City's imposition of Mello Act requirements 
does not raise a substantial issue of consistency with the Coastal Act. 

G. Procedures. 

Appellants raise two procedural issues: one that the design and site investigation is not yet 
advanced enough to determine that the project can be safely built. The City, through its 
conditions requiring further plan review by its staff, is therefore delegating a substantive 
decision outside of the public review, and, in this case outside the coastal development 
permit process. The conditions the City imposed are indistinguishable from the 
Commission's normal requirement of the provision of final plans in cases where the 
preliminary plans and studies presented to it are generally consistent with the applicable 
standards and standards for any further refinements can be specified in the Commission's 
conditions. More to the point, this does not raise a substantial issue of consistency with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

The Executive Director notes that the coastal permit is for development described as a 
condominium, but that the coastal development permit (and the EIR) is considered 
separately from a related tract map (which is the actual authorization of the subdivision), 
and that a coastal permit has not been granted for a subdivision. City correspondence 
distinguishes between the "COP" and the "Tract Map" and gives no indication that the City 
presently plans to grant a COP for the tract map/subdivision. Instead, City documents 
indicate that the "COP" is not appealable to City Council but that the related tract map is 
appealable to Council. City correspondence does not indicate any plans to provide a 
separate COP and a separate notice of final action on the tract map so that the tract map 
could be appealed to the Commission. If there is no COP for the tract map, the subdivision 
cannot be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Presently it appears that the City does not 
plan to issue a separate COP for the tract map. If a tract map is given a COP, then the City 
action could be appealed to the Commission. As a result, a second coastal development 
permit will be needed before a map can be recorded4

. 

Although this issue does not raise a substantial issue with the present approval, the 
Commission notes that without a COP for the subdivision itself, the condominium project is 
not authorized under the Coastal Act, and any attempt to record a tract map would 
constitute a violation of the Coastal Act. 

4 
Because Section 30620.5(a) requires a local government assuming permit authority to issue coastal permits 

for the entire area of its jurisdiction, only the City can approve a COP for the tract map. Under the dual permit 
rules, the Commission would issue the second coastal development permit for the tract map in the dual 
permit area, or approve the tract map in any area if it were appealed. 
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H. Inconsistency with the Pacific Palisades Community Plan/Prejudicing the 
Development of an LCP 

The Brentwood Pacific Palisades Community Plan has been identified as the draft 
document, along with the slope density ordinance, to control development in the Pacific 
Palisades in the future. It has been identified as the draft that will be presented as the Land 
Use Plan. Appellants indicate that the development exceeds the densities allowed in the 
Community Plan, therefore prejudicing the City s ability to develop an LCP that is consistent 
with the Coastal Act. The City, in its staff report, indicates that the project is consistent with 
the Brentwood Pacific Palisades Community Plan. Like all community plans, the Brentwood 
Pacific Palisades Community Plan contains both land use designations and general 
policies. Some of the policies may address steep slopes. 

This development raises other issues that should be addressed in the Local Coastal 
Program. These include the treatment of density on steep slopes, policies addressing 
landslides, impacts on views from public areas, development standards for hilltops and 
ridgelines that are visible from the beach and other public places. In the City decision, the 
City addressed the issue of conformance with the Brentwood Palisades Community Plan 
solely by considering density designations. The City report does not address future 
planning options. The Commission finds that the City approval does appear to raise an 
issue concerning prejudicing the City's ability to prepare an LCP that is consistent with the 
Coastal Act. However, this is not a basis for appeal, as it is essentially a meta-issue, rather 
than a direct matter of consistency with the policies of Chapter 3. 

I. Summary 

The Commission finds that the proposed project raises substantial issues of compatibility 
with the habitat of the continued use of the Los Liones Park, raising issues of consistency 
with Sections 30213, 30240(b), 30250(a); it raises issues of density, intensity, and potential 
impacts on public access, raising and issue of consistency with Sections 30210 and 
30250(a). The project raises a substantial issue with impacts on public views, and with the 
compatibility with·the character of the community, raising an issue of consistency with 
Section 30251. The project raises substantial issues concerning the safety of existing and 
future development, raising an issue of consistency with Section 30253. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that there is a substantial issue with the approval and the matter should 
be scheduled for a de novo hearing. 
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
• SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

200 OCEANGATE. 10'H FLOOR 

LONG BEACH. CA 90802-4416 

VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) 591-5084 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, eoo-... 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name: Palisades Landmark, LLC 

Mailing Address I 0600 Santa Monica Boulevard 

City- Los Angeles, CA Z1p Code 90025 Phone: (3 I 0) 234-8880 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: 

City of Los Angeles 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: 

"Construction, use, and maintenance of an 82-unit condominium project" 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.): 

17331-17333 Tramonto Drive 
APN 4416023BRK 
Northwest of Sunset Boulevard, Southwest of Los Liones Drive 

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.): 

0 Approval; no special conditions 

~ Approval with special conditions: 

0 Denial 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
Clfl" I It. ~.1...,4 
EXHIBIT# ~~ ------
PAGE I OF 1.( 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be 
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial 
decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: 

DATE FILED: c;:;( ·/t. 0 ~ 

L DISTRICT: c---;"att.· (;~~ \f-,._ 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section. 

• State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, 
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the 
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

• This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient 
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by Jaw. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

At its meeting of November 4, 2004. the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (the "CPC") 
approved a Coastal Development Permit "for the construction. use and maintenance of an 82-unit 
condominium project" at 17331-17333 Tramonto Drive in Pacific Palisades (the "Site"), in the dual 
permit area of the California Coastal Zone. This approval is reflected in the CPC's written 
determination. dated January 18, 2005 (the "Determination Letter") a complete copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit A. 

In four important respects, the Determination Letter misstates the decision actually announced by the 
CPC on November 4. First, on page 4 at paragraph 18, the Determination Letter states that the applicant 
shall provide exactly eight (8) units for Very Low Income ("VLI") households, or sixteen (16) units for 
Very Low Income or Low Income ("LI") households. However, the CPC did not specify that the 
Applicant's Affordable Housing Provision Plan must provide exactly eight (8) VLI or sixteen (16) LI 
units. Rather. the Applicant understands and agrees that it must provide a number of off-site VLI units 
greater than or equal to 10% -- or a number of off-site LI units greater than or equal to 20% -- of the total 
number of market-rate units ultimately constructed on the Site (which may be less than 82). For 
example. if the Applicant ultimately constructs only 60 market-rate units at the Site. it will be required to 
provide only six (6) off-Sit~' VLI units or twelve (12) off-sit'~ LI units. 

Second. on page 22. the Determination Letter indicates that the CPC "supported the provision of net. 
new affordable off-site units within the Coastal Zone or within 3 miles of the Coastal Zone." However. 
the CPC did not actually specify that the affordable units must be "net, new." While the CPC did engage 
in a short discussion with Planning Staff regarding this issue. the CPC did not actually announce any 
decision or finding that the units must (or should) be "net. new" units. It thus appears that the CPC 
intended to allow the Applicant to provide the requisite affordable-accessible units in an existing ofT-site 
building. 

Third. on page :15 at paragraph 5. the Determination Letter indicates that the CPC "tinds it necessar;. 
in this instance to require that the affordable units be maintained as rental units." However. the CPC did 
not specify that the otT-site aflordable units must be maintained as rental units. Rather. the CPC 
indicated a desire to "hav[ e] our decision be to allow sale or rental. whatever the Housing Department 
decides. and let them decide." Commissioner David Burg. November 4. :2005. See highlighted excerpts 
from the hearing transcript. attached hereto as Exhibit B. page 3. 

Fourth. the CPC did specit) "that the applicant [would] be permitted to construct the specified 
number of affordable units otT-site \\ithin the coastal zone. or three miles thereof and within Council 
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District ll." Commissioner David Burg. November 4. 2005 (emphasis added). See highlighted 
excerpts from the hearing transcript attached hereto as Exhibit B. pages 4 and 5. As noted above. the 
Determination Letter indicates that the CPC "supported" the provision of affordable units otT-site. there 
is presently no language which expressly states that the Applicant may locate te affordable units within 3 

miles of the Coastal Zone. Such unambiguous language should be added. 

By this Appeal the Applicant requests that the Coastal Commission modify the subject Coastal 
Development Permit to accurately reflect the City Planning Commission's November 4 decision. in 

accordance with the foregoing information and attached transcript. 

A ~·T'J. ~ ~ 
~t/.1 f rJ 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4) 

SECTION V. Certification 

The infonnation and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge. 

Date: 

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

l/We hereby authorize Benjamin M. Reznik, Esq., Jeffer, Mangels, Butler & Marmara 

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date: 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate. 1Oth Floor 
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Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Compler1ng 
This Form. 

SECTION I. Appe 11 ant( s) 

Zip ~ Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: _________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions: ________ _ 

c. Denia 1 :-----------~--------

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 
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SECTION IV 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

1. GEOLOGY The Coastal Commission goals include protection against loss of life and 
property from coastal hazards, but this Local Coastal Permit secured by the California 
Landmark Company threatens surrounding adjacent residents with loss of property from 
another landslide of the bluffs. The plan is to demolish the existing 20 apartment units, 
remove 130,000 cubic yards of earth, and return 80,000 cubic yards to compact for site 
preparation to build 82 condos on the already slide damaged property. Most of the homes 
around the site were built before 1963, and few have engineered foundations. There is no 
landslide insurance that a homeowner can buy. The $1,000,000 liability insurance required 
of the developer is insufficient to repair, at current prices, the area put at risk by lbis work. 
Two engineering geotogists have testified that the geological plans are not adequate, and I 
have enclosed the conclusions· of Russell Harter's report in Section 4. The recent disaster at 
La Conchita. and the current mud slides in our neighborhood are a reminder of how fragile 
the coastal bluffs are. Both additional liability insurance, perhaps $50,000,000 to protect the 
homes, utilities, and city roads, and more sufficient soil engineering plans are necessary 
before the project begins. 

2. DUST The high, unmitigated levels of dust mentioned in the EIR pose a threat to the 
the health, and maybe even to the life, of the young children and several frail seniors living 
nearby. The developer's offers to hose some balconies, and to give car washing coupons 
indicates his awareness of the volume of dust that can be expected during the many 
mo'1ths, maybe even years, of demolition, soil moving, and construction. CURRENT 
HEALTH in March 1998 had an article that said that increased hospitalizations and deaths 
from heart attacks, strokes, and lung problems occur during periods of heavy air pollution. 
Umiting the work that creates dust to 4 days a week and 6 hours a day, as the work moving 
beach sand was several years ago because of traffic and noise, would reduce the daily 
average amounts of dust human lungs need to handle as the project proceeds. While the 
dust has been determined to be a short term problem, its health consequences may have 
years' long health effects. 

3. VIEWS The loss of views from nearby homes and from Revello Drive, part of a popular 
neighborhood jogging and dog walking loop, is mentioned as unavoidable. I. and several 
neighbors, will no longer be able to see the surf and surfers from our living rooms. I have 
enclosed a diagram in Section 4 to show this. This loss of an ocean view, a substantial loss 
in the value of residential property, can be reduced by lowering the project's private 
driveway to 150 feet above sea level. just 10 feet lower than at present, and keeping the 
height of the buildings below 35 feet, the height limit on Sunset Boulevard. Wrth careful 
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planning there is enough view for the Palmer condominiums planned for Castellemmare 
Drive, the California Landmark townhouse and apartment style condos, and the homes 
higher on the slope. Tucking lower buildings into the slopes, as is common in Greece, 
would also help reduce the overwhelming mass of the buildings from the scenic highways, 
Sunset Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway, and the Santa Monica Bay .. 

4. A UNIQUE COMMUNITY Castellemmare was an earfy planned community The roads, 
walkways, stairways and a pedestnan bridge to the beach were all installed before it was 
advertised in 1925. Splendid early mansions, then simple, comfortable houses and now 
stylish homes have been individually designed and buitt, some by well known architects. 
Together they reflect the changing tastes in California homes over 80 years. Risking an 
additional loss of roads and homes in this historic community for a dense development 
needs to be reconsidered. 

5. NOISE The environmental Impact report on this project for the City of Los Angeles 
estimates that noises in adjacent yards will be up to 85 dB, a level that cannot be mitigated. 
THE BEST OF HEALTH (Consumer ReJ,X>rts 1998) says that, "Chronic exposure to any 
sound that makes ronversation difficult, such as the 85 dB of a food processor, may 
eventuaUy cause permanent hearing loss." The HEALTH CARE ADVISOR (Time, INC. 
2001) says that tinnitus "has many causes, including nerve damage from loud noises." 
When noise is expected to be 95 dB, one is legally required to J,X>st signs warning that the 
sound level will affect hearing. LA City Ordinances 144.331 and 161.574 permit noise of 
only 5 dB above the ambient level. assumed to be 45 dB, in adjacent occupied dwellings. 
The expected level of noise may not be legal. It certainly will hinder listening to music and 
visiting on he phone. Umiting the work on the project 1o four days a week and to six hours a 
day would reduce the impact of this high level of noise J.X>IIution on nearby residents. 

6. VIEWS FROM THE OCEAN The density, and particularly the height, of Landmark's 
proJ.X>sed 82 units will change the appearance of this comer of Los Angeles from suburban 
to urban. Sailing west after one passes Santa Monica Canyon, the natural beauty 
dominates with homes high on the bluffs and a few beach oriented buildings on the sand. 
On the west side of Sunset is a commercial complex with 3 story buildings on Sunset, and 
a 4 story building on the Pacific Coast Highway, Above them are the 20 2 story 
apartment units that remain from the 1965 slide, and the empty area of the slide with many 
volunteer trees. Then the residential areas of historic Castellemmare begin again on the 
slopes and ridge. Building so many units on this site will urbanize the view from the ocean 
as the picture in Section 4 shows. · 

7. WORKMEN'S PARKING The designated parking for workmen on this project is on Los 
Leones Drive. most of which is inside T emescal Canyon State Park. 



8. DENSITY The Los Angels City Transportation report. in Section 5, says that 61 units are 
as many as can be aGCQmmodated by roads on our slopes. 1Jt e. c·;rr.•"' ftJ ~ 
Ptietfr~- fc:. hJc.d & s ["tJm mvr:'!Tlj j/k41 1n7 e~ tr&n5 the n~r('t. ~ 
r f5trJ(? t- de tl~ 1~ f/llt"*" f (.~7l ~~ l/:.7tl'"l r'J {."·ff/ trJ j<'v 1° ~ ;t'~ I I tf 
j?t1£!tftlt.- c.?{~d:J -1A17 5JI-eAt5 b;/1, ~rdcrJ.5f7C5 

Section V. Certification 

The information and facts stated aoove are correct to the best of my knowledge. 

tlu.<!-U/17. L. A/~ 
------------------------~~~--------
Signature of Appellant 

yJz £A a-4 C. .2o o .;
Date 
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17446 Revello Drive 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

CONCLUSION 

The Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan is a fundamental policy 
document of the City of Los Angeles. It is a large document in loose-leaf folder 
format. Some of the items mentioned that should have been considered when 
evaluating the Landmark project include the need 

to preserve the natural topography 
to restrict building on- geologically sensitive areas 
to restrict residential development on hillsides having more than a 15% slope 
to protect residents from natural and man caused hazards 
for attention to traffic levels when changes in residential density is proposed 
for useable outdoor space 
to screen roof top equipment and 
to preserve views. 

How can these very sensible guidelines be ignored? I hope that the State Coastal 
Commission fmds that the City of Los Angeles Planning Department needs to 
reexamine the whole Landmark project using the guidelines set up not so many 
years ago in the Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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ChcJ< on a docume'1t type to go directly to a !tst of results of that ty:;e 0 

How pollution affects our health. (includes 
related information on safe drinking water 
and air poll uti on levels) 

Nancy Dreher. Cu"ent HN/th 2, • WHkly R••d•r public•Uon. March 1888 v24 
n7 p13(3). 

Full Texl: COPYRIGHT 1998 Weekly Reader Corp 

Smog •s synonymous w:th Los Angeles But pollutio:-~ news f~om Los Angeles la~t fall surprised eve., smog-savvy 
Sout~ITI Californo8:1S. 

So oesides 5mog from ve.,•cles, it see:Tis. Argelenos shou:d be concerned ab.:>ut Oirt 10eds ard bu.!d1ng srles too 

Pollution's Toll on Human Health 

Pol!u:Bd a1r and water affect h~.oman t-.eat!h m ways !11c:tt vary froM I'T'ir.or :rr.tat•ons to ma1or. even fatai. t:ealttl 
comp11catrons TheUS Envtron~ental Protect1or, Agenc;' (EPA) has idel'lllfif;d five common and wiOf:sprP.aC a1r 
pollutants that can bu ld up and becon'le a hazara to our tlealtt' (SE*ol c'1ar1 on pa~e 14 ) ;"re extent of th•s h:1zara 
e~en r.ow at the e..-•d of the 20t'1 century, IS enormo~.1s 

Poll;.~t1or· L.evets in Your Area C08fT~L ~MI~Iw ')iii-> 
Every da7 the EPA rep~1r.s a Pollutant Standards Index (PSI) that 1nd1catt:"the level~ of Ire five r"'"lajor ;31r 
pOllutants··C"..art>on monox1de, ozone. nitrogen, sulfur diOXIde, ana parti~B'letttfr--on a comoined scale of I :o 
500 A.ny PS: less tha, 50 detscrtbes healthy air A PSI of rrore tna., 3~3~$ R'&zardl'..ws to yo~r l"ltl<llth 
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SGH Consulting Services, Inc. 

6101 West Centinela Avenue, #340 

Culver City, California 90230 

April4, 2004 

Law Offices of Thomas Stewart 

12304 Santa Monica Boulevard, #314 

Los Angeles, California 90025 

Subject: Review of Temporary StabilitY 

Proposed Pa6sades Landmar1< Devetcspment 
Castellammare (City of Los Angeles), California 

Dear Mr. Stewart: 

' -- ~ , ' 

My review of ael~ed reports and plans regarding the proposed dev~opmerit Indicates 

that the crtical iss~ of slope stabDity during construction has not yet been adequately 

addressed. The following expands upon the more important points that I stated briefly on 

March 17, 2004 at the meeting of.YftY of Los Angeles Planning Deputy Advisory Agency . 
. -. 

BACKGROUND 
• The Revelo Drive Landside, located in the Castellammare area of the Pacific Palisades 

district of Los Angeles, destroyed an apartment buldlng and three houses in 1965. 

• The PaDsades Landmal1< project is located in the mlddle of 1he active Revello Drive 

Landslide. Stabilization of the landside Is required for safe development of the project. 

• City of L08 Angeles Department-of Bulldil~ and Safety has approved geotechnical 
reports for the project; approval of December 5, 2001. The approval Is In concept. and Is 

not an approval of any actual prepared plans. 

CONCEPT OF PROPOSED LANDSLIDE REPAIR 

• The proposed concept for development within the landslide area includes removaJ and 

reoompaction of the portion ot the landslide that Is YJithin the Palisades Landmarl< property. 

This Is a oonventionaJ way of dealing wi1h landslides and the concept has been proven by 

SGH Consulting Services, Inc. 1 April 4, 2004 
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expe~nce to work. When completed, according to the concept, this treatment of the 

landslide would also benefit other adjoining properties. But, if the construction does not 

carefully follow proper design in detail, it will not accomplish the anticipated gOOd and can in 

fact cause severe damage to other properties. 

• Neighboring houses and Revello Drive are located so close to the proposed landslide 

repair area that conventronal sloping temporary cuts are not feasible to Lndertake. Shoring, 

slmlar to that used for deep basements of high-rise buldngs, will be required. Becau5e 

the shoring must hold baCk active landslde debris rather than undis1urbed ground, the loads 

on the shoring are much more than wolid otherwise be the case. The particular design of 

the shoring system is crucial, to provide safe conditions duri~ eanstruction. 

• Drilled soldier piles wll be needed around the property boundaries, so that excavation of 

25 feet to more than 50 feet can be done. Proper desfgn of the shoring pRes Is aitical to 

prevent a ca1astrophlc taJiure that could involve adjacent single family houses. 

SHORING FOR LANDSLIDE EXCAVATION 

• The shoring concept that has been approved by the city is to use cantilevered dr1Ued 

piles. For these piles to work. they must flex a little bit. The minor flexure of 1he piles 

means that some movement of the gro'-'ld that is held il place by the piles must occur; tt is 

part of the de&lgn. Cracks wUJ form, in pavement and in nearby housee. The Final 

Environmental Impact Report of December 2003 doeS not address this problem, and it 

has not been dlscu&sed by 1he geotechnical consultant for Pali8a.des Landmark. 
• The depth of the landslide is a crftical bit of Input to the design of the shoring pUes. 

Exploratory borings in the landslide have been done at varior 18 times during 35 years, from 

1965 to 2000. Active lanjslldes tend to get deeper with tlr:1a, as well as bigger in map 

View. The landslide may have changed since particular borings were made. 

• More information about the current depth and movement of the landslide is needed so 

that 1he &hori'lg design W11 aotualy wori<. 

• Inclinometers could tell U$ the current depth o1 active landsfide movement, but the 

developers' consultant has not Installed any. It would be prudent for the developer to 

have current data about the landslide before the detailed shoring design is done. 

• The Builclng and Safety approval of December 5, 2001 mquires that the level of ground 

water be below the bottom of the landslide before beginning the excavation. Creating this 

condition may require dewatering; consisting of pumped dewatering wells, a well point 

SGH Consulting SefViceS, Inc. 2 Apri/4, 2004 
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system, or hydrauger drains. Dewatering could delay coostruction by an unknown amount 

of time. 

• Ground water at the site has been found at depths that will be encountered by the 

soldier pdes. The soldier pile borings cannot be downhole logged below standing water. 

When ground water is encountered In soldier pUe borings, the ground water must be 

lowered so that downhole logging can be accomplished. 

• Oownhple logging by the engineering geologist of soldier pile borings is useful, but can 

only be done when and where It ls safe. Caving ground, ground water, and bad air can 

prevent downhole logging from being done at all. Good Information can bG obtained by 

dOYmhole logging. but the technique is problematic tor the stuatton. The quaJity ot 

lnfonnation from downhole loggng may be poor If unsafe or marginally safe conditions 

restrict the number ot pile borings that are logged, or if the depth of logging Is timited {for 

Instance, by standing watef1. Logging of soldier pile holes is not a substitute for good 
design before construction. 

• No structural design drawings have been prepared as yet, to show details ot the shoring 

system. Input from the structural engineer would help to clarify important points about the 

shoring design, including the diameter and spacing of soldier piles, dep1h of the soldier 

ptles, number of rows of piles, and other details. 

" The most recent repons ~the developer's cons!Jtant anticipate the use ~cantilevered 

aakiler pies, with no tiebaCk anchors. The use of tieback anchors typically allows more 
economical design of shoring, but in this sltuatJon would also nvotve dri~ng low angte holes 

undemeath off site properties. The specific wntten permission of adjoining property owners 

would be required it tieback anchors are to be used. 

APPROVAL OF CITY OF LOS ANGELES BUILDING AND SAFETY 

• Ctty of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety approved the Palisades 

l.andmarl< project more than two years ago; December 5, 200 1. Just last December, 

2003, the FNI Environmental Impact Report came out. The Final EIR contains lengthy 

design information for tieback anchors to be used wi1h the soldier piles. But, the Building 

and Safety approval from two years before says that tiebacks are not proposed or 

approved. 

• City Planning Is relying on Building and Safety for review of geologic and engineering 

Issues, but Planning is more than two years behind with respect to the city Building & 

SGH Consulting Services, Inc. 3 April 4, 2004 
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Safety requirements. 

• Ad1itlonallnformatlon could show that the landslide is deeper than currently known, but 

the landslide will not become shaUower. The completion bond required by the city must be 

keyed to the actual scale of the project that Is discemed following any necessary redesign of 
the shoring, before the excavation begins. 

• Extensive documentation should be done of existing cracks on adjacent properties 

before conatruction starts, and the developer should have Insurance to cover the expected 

damages to a~oining properties. 

• The December 5, 2001 approval by City of Loa Angeles Department of Bullcing and 

Safecy is an approval in concept, not an approval of a specific detaJied plan. 

CO~Q! I '§lQbJ4i 
• Knowledge of the landslide geometry Is currently too limited to design tie temporary 
ahomg system so that it will be sure to perform property, 

• Relytng on ilspection dumg oon&1rUC1Ion Is not a substitute for a thorough, relevant, 
~ of the landslide conditions and a complete design of the shomg. 

• Due to the inportance ot temporary shoring to nel~ring properties, this project needs 

Independent review of the revised shoring plans. The AIVIew should be done after more 

geotedlnlcal hformeticn Ia obtailed from drtiRng and betOf& excavation for 1he Jandside 
removal is started. 

• A specific requirement on the part of the city is needed, that all of the soldier piles for 

shor1ng during construction must be in place and approved by the city Building and Safety 

I 
department before any excavation Is staned. ThJ& requ1r~mt'·~t is not listed in the city 
approval of December 5, 2001. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. 
Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Russell G. Harter 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Date 

To: 

From: 

·--- . --~ ...... 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

17331 7333 Tramoruo 0 
DOT Cue o. -025 

May ll, 2002 fij)fE©lJ!OW[K 
=::r~;·;;:;•• Zonlns Adninlotrotoc 1M HAY t 8 ZOOZ w 
::J ~ ,(,. . - . CITY PLANNING 
Either Tam, Tr&DipOrtaUOn Enaineer OIVJSION OF lNC) 
DepvtJMnt of TI"'Nportation 

Subject: INlTIAL TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED ll·UNJT 
CONDOMINJUMITOWNBOVSEPAlJSADJ:SLANDMARK RESIDENTIAL 
PROJECT AT 17331-11333 TRAMONTO DRIVE 

EAPCUeNo. 

The [)epartlnn ofTnnaportation (DOT) has completed the traffic assessment Cor the proposed 82-
Uftit condominiumltownhouse development located at 17331-17333 Tramonto Drive. Thla traftk 
USCIIIMI\t ia buecl on a traffic study prepared by Crain .t Alaociatea received on ApriJ 4, 2002. 
Exoepc: u aoted, DOT hu decermlned that the traffic stUdy adequately deKtibel the projcct-raated 
impact• o(tht propoNd development. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

The propoiOd 82-unit condominium/townhouse development wiD be constructed 011 land currently 
occupied by two apartment building• with a total of%0 dwellin& uniu. The project wiD generate 348 
net new daily tripa, with 26 net new a.m. peak hour tripa and 32 net new p.m. peak hour trips. The 
trip pneration udmate1 are bued on fonnulas publilhed by the Institute ofTransportation Enaineen 
(lTB) Trip Gtototion. ,. Edition, 1997. 

Land Use Size Net New Net New AM Peak Net New PM Peak 
(dwellins Daily Hour Trips Hour Trips 

unitl) TripJ 

Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Condominium' 82 348 4 22 26 21 11 J2 
Townhouse 

DOT hu determined that the proposed project will n.Ql have aignificant traffic impacts at any of the 
intenections studied. However, the project ID!1 have signjficant impacts on the following two local 
streetJ. 

I. 
2 
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Suoul&)' of Volume to CapiiCity Ratios (VIt:) aad Levas of Stnice (LOS) 

Ne. mten«tioa 

I. Pacific Coast Hwy. cl: Sunset Bt. 

2. CastcllammaJe Dr .t Sooset Bl. 

J Los Liones Dr. cl: Sunset 81. • 

"'· Los liones Dr. & Tramonto Dr.• 

• UnliiRJDiir,cd iaterseaion. 

ji! ~ (") 
G) I 0 

.....__ mro > "' h-i~~ ~~r-'n 
~0 

~~a-~ 
ll~ 0~ 

~~ 

Peak Year2102~ ...... 
VIC LOS 

AM 1.178 F 
PM 0149 D 

AM 0.22~ A 
PM 0.293 A 

AM 0.299 A 
PM 0.215 A 

AM 0.113 A 
PM 0.107 A 

" w 
IWfai.W. ~NY'~ -~TM' ACIIONI!IIII'I.Dnllt 

Year 2005 w/e Pnject 

VIC ws 
1.234 F 
0.904. E 

0.24S A 
0.320 A 

0.336 A 
0.329 A 

0.137 A 
0.128 A 

-----· 

Ye.r210Swl PnJ«t 
Pre jed r.,.a 

VIC LOS AVJC 

1.236 F -ffi.002 I 
0.906 E -ffi.002 

0.249 A +0.004 
0.322 A +0.002 

O.l4S A +().009 I 

0.343 A +().014 

O.IS5 A -+{).018 
0 .. 1~9 A +0.02( 
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No. Study SepttaC 

J. Tramonao Dr. south oflos 
Liones Dr. 

2. Los Liones Dr. between 
Trunonto Dr. and Sumet 81 

*Significant ~ 

A 1TACIIMI'NI' B 
Pa•aclat..-4eerk R.es&datiaJ Pnject 

Summuy of AVCR3C Daily Traffic (ADT) VoJumc 

YNrlOOl YearliOl 
Emtu.c wlo Project 

ADT 

1,930 

2.150 

("') 

-u~ 0 
}" :r: ~ ~ 
Q - .u ~ rn UJ 

ADT 

2,050 

2,710 

lr-.. :4 ..r.~ 

Y'\*· ~~ 
0 -~~ 
-n ~ tJ) 

~ h\ ~~ 
t' 11:\ .,. ,rz. 

C' w 

Yarl005w/ 
Project 

ADT 

2,398 

3,051 

Net Preject 
TnfrJC 

Daily 

}48 

341 

AN I!O..W. !M'LO~ Of'P'Clf'TUNITY -~~ ACTIOH ~ ------· 

Sipillca.e Pnljea n,_.... lapad 

AADT 

+10.0% +14.5%* 

I 

+S.o-~ +11.4~.· 
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Emily Oabcl-Luddy 2 May 13, ~002 

While the project mil have lianificant impacts on the two ltreettatudied baaed on the analysis that 
the DGl project ct.iJy trips exceed the ligniflunce threlhold of local residential meet impact, the 

• wouJd AOtJiave a aipfktot impad should ~c.griproj~,,~ mfiii~!".Qf~be l~ted 
~ w,ould trullato to • 61-unit 4~CI~ment. t'abbtltd •110~tba\l!t1lllil ~lJoWevata ani!TramontoDrhe•~ pml.uy developed with a fire atation at the 

nortbweat comet and a plant nursery 11 the 10uthwett corner of Loa Uonea Drive and Sunset 
Boulevard, while Loa Lionel Drive wat oCTrunonto Drive Jeadt Into Topup State Park. Further, 
the diataace between the project driveway and the lftterleOdon of Loa Uonet Drive ud Tramonto 
Drive is appr'O"imllely 310 feet and d1e entire frontqe i1 UDCieveloped I& the praent time. 
AUICbment A aummariaH the volwne-to-capecit)(V/C) rmoaadlevel• of service (LOS) at the 
ISUdy iJitenectlona. Attadlment Baummarizcl the aver• daily trlftic (ADT) volwnes of the atreeea 
I&Udied. .h . A. f- ' k ' _.; / . 

IY~~~~vi4/-~/~(.~ ..:-v.,./ e~~J~ 
In addition, our ticlcl in"ariJation revealed the foUowins exJatina condition: 

J . VlllbUity tor cbe Inbound left-cum motorisU from Tnmomo Drive onto the project driveway 
appeara to be inadequate due to the hlirpin curve protruding from 1«011 the street. 

~ ~ Cd-rc~J P/1 ~/U,_;[ ~; ~~. 
It b noted that the project appiCIIIt has not proposed uy meuures to mitiaate the lmpac:ta. Unless 
the dovclopment i• nduced to 61 units or overridina considerations are Jivea. theM two te1ideatial 
.,... i.mplctl ...... unmid...,ct. 

ltyou haw any qU4tltiofts, pleue feel free to ca1J Vince Giron of my staff or me at (213) 48S-1062. 

c: Kristen Montet, Eleventh Council District 
Roy Nabftln. Crain & Allociatea 
Jay JClm. DOT 
Vance Giron. DOT 
Mo Blorftolhan. DOT 
Robert Takuald. DOT 

COASTAl COMMISSION 

t:J ~ ff L. t:J ' '-< 
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STArt OF CAUFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

,. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

200 OCEANGATE 10'" FLOOR 

LONG BEACH. CA 90802-4416 

RECEIVED 
-:: a 1 !! b ( g. Tif p 0 g !C 0 ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. eoo--

MAR I 7 2005 ~ 
VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) 591-508~ ( ~~l(C: ".'",;')... 

CC)ASTAL (()f/,/,IISSION 
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name Pacific Palisades Community Council 

Mailing Addms. P.O. Box 1131 

Cit)' Pacific Palisades Ztp Code 90272 Phone 310-573-1735 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of locaVport government: 

City of Los Angeles 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: 

82 condo development - hillside site - location of 1965 landslide 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.): 

17331-17333 Tramonto Drive 
Pacific Palisades- Sunset Blvd./Pacific Coast Highway 

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.): 

0 Approval; no special conditions 

C8J Approval with special conditions: 

0 Denial 

lit;,. r'L· ~ ·" -z 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #_11.:..--
PAGE__,.J __ OF--

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be 
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial 
decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals of local government coastal pennit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section. 

• State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, 
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the 
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

• This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient 
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request. 

CP Case No. ZA 2000-2697 COP 1 A 
17331-17333 Tramonto Drive 
Pacific Palisades 
Council District 11 

The Pacific Palisades Community Cowtcil (PPCC), the ears, eyes and voice of the Pacific Palisades 
Community, was founded in March of 1973 with several purposes in min~ including: 
0 to act as a forum to define our common priorities, 
0 to be a bridge between people of the Palisades and the governmental and private agencies with 
power to affect the future of the Palisades, and 
0 to promote unity among the groups it represents and help them accomplish specific projects of 
community-wide interest if the Cowtcil so desires. 
The current board consists of eight elected Area Representatives, nine organizational representatives and 
four officers elected by the board. Nonvoting members include a legal cowtsel and the immediate past 
Chair. The nine organizational representatives and alternates are chosen from among 32 civic, cultural, 
Y•)Uth, business, nonprofit and philanthropic groups in the u ·mn~ unity, some on a rotating basis. We 
meet en the 2nd and 4th Thursdays of most months at 7 .1.}~ i'M in the Palisades Public Library 
Community Room at 861 Alma Real. 

At its regularly scheduled meeting of March 10, 2005, at which representatives of pennit applicant and 
interested/affected members of community were present, the Board of Directors of PPCC considered 
geological issues presented by geologist Jon Irvine, geologist of pennit applicant. Mr. Irvine conceded 
the subject development site was an active landslide and presented significant geological and 
development challenges. Mr. Irvine indicated that a unique process had been approved by the City 
which did not require shoring plans or grading plans prior to issuance of the permit subject to 
independent review by interested third parties. The approval condition substituted a process step by step 
borings then review with participation provided only for pennit applicant and City Dept. of Building and 
Safety. The lack of inclusion of a temporary shoring plan prior to project approval is a maner of great 
importance to our community. Due to the importance of temporary shoring to the community and 
neighboring properties, independent review of a revised shoring plan should be allowed after further 
geotechnical infonnation is obtained from drilling and before excavation for the landslide removal is 
commenced. On motion passed by a vote of 12 ayes 0 nays and 3 abstentions, the Board authorized 
filing this appeal on the basis that significant issues, including dangerous unresolved geological 
conditions and an inadequate shoring/grading plan review process, so that the approved project does not 
conform to standards set forth in California Public Resources Code Section 30253 (I) (2). 

fJ·,; · pp L · ~s ~ ' 1 
e~ . .t,.t , 1 f • 
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COASTAl COMMJS.S;C)N 

SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

200 OCEANGATE. 10'"FLOOR 

LONG BEACH. CA 90602-4416 

VOICE (562) 590-5071 FAX (562) 591-5084 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Aooealed 

I. Name of local/port government: 

~~ '\ ~ ~~i.\t> 
2. Brief description of development being appealed: 

3. 

4. 

0 

~ 
0 

<B?-. ~~ ~~-v~~w-.~-\ - ~\\\~,~~ ?\\~-
\<:>~ \ \'\b~ \~~~-&\\\~ 

Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.): 

\, ~ ~ \ - \ '\ ::,3 3 ~ ~ Y'r\ ov..~ ~~' ~t. 

~ w~ ~c • .''\:.~~·s ~"-""'""-"~ ~'" 1.(¥c..~'\ ... ~ 
Description ofdecisivn being appealed (check one.): ~\\~ 

Approval; no special conditions 

Approval with special conditions: 

Denial 

Note For Jurisdictions with a total LCP, demal decisions by a local government cannot be 
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial 
decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: && L!/'?4.9- t:J(;, 3 
3 , ;t:,, t'£ . DATE FILED: 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page J) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section 

• State briefly your reasons ror this appeal Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Pian, 
or Pon Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the 
decision warrants a new hearing (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

• This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient 
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to suppon the appeal request. 

CP Case No. ZA 2000-2697 COP 1A 
17331-17333 Tramonte Drive 
Pacific Palisades 
Council District 11 

PPRA, a community-wide voluntary environmental and planning group, supports 
the appeals of Castellammare Mesa Homeowners Association, Pacific Palisades 
Community Council, and nearby residents of this project. PPRA urges that the 
density be dec;reased, and that geological, traffic safety and environmental 
issues be addressed. 

Geological concerns raised by E.D. Michaels in his report of 2003 have not been 
addressed. Adjacent properties will be at jeopardy during the construction 
period. Public Resources Code Section 30253.1 and 30253.2 of the California 
Coastal Act. Furthermore, no bond has been required to guarantee completion 
and compensation in case of damage to adjacent residents. 

Density of this project is too great for the site. Views from the beach and Pacific 
Coast Highway will be negatively impacted. Public Resources Code Section 
30251 of the California Coastal Act. 

Additionally, the proposal presents traffic hazards during years of construction 
and afterwards due to the nature of the narrow, sharply curved and heavily used 
streets. The city's Department of Transportation, in its traffic assessment for 
this project, identified numerous impacts and concluded, "it is noted that the 
project applicant has not proposed any measure to mitigate the impacts. Unless 
the development is reduced to 61 units or over riding considerations are given, 
these two residential streets impacts remain unmitigated". 

PPRA urges that this Commission address the above substantial issues. 

P,~ PPt. D ~- '~ 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# /2 ------· 
PAGE ~ orz~--



Attachment 1 
GEOTECHNICAL CRITIQUE 

PALISADES LANDMARK CONDOMINIUM PROJECTDRAFT fiR 
ENV-2000-2696-EIR; SCH 2002051 086; January 2003 

(re Vesting Tentative Tract #52928) 
E.D. Michael 

March 31, 2003 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This subject of this .:ritique is the Christopher H. Joseph & Associates, Inc. January, 
2003 Draft Environmental Impact Report, hereinafter "DEIR," of the Palisades Landmark 
Condominium Project, hereinafter the "PLC Project," City of Los Angeles Tentative Tract 
#52928. It is _specifically limited to a consideration of the geotechnical aspects of that 
project as it refers to modifications in the area of the Revello Drive landslide. That 
landslide, which was initiated in 1965, is one of a number that in aggregate cover about 
half of the slopes below Castellammare Mesa which is located in the western area of 
the Pacific Palisades, City of Los Angeles. 

The DEIR has been prepared for the City of Los Angeles Planning Department which 
apparently is acting as the lead agency consistent with the basic requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As is well established, CEQA invites 
public comments and generally provides for as much public participation as possible. 
Nevertheless, communications between the public and the lead agencies commonly are 

• less efficient than they could be. 

A case in point concerns receipt of the DEIR for this critique was on March 25, 2003 for 
delivery on April 2. Consequently, its scope is limited to a brief examination of the site, 
research on certain immediately available references, and the DEIR volumes them
selves. No time is available for review of various references updn which, in part, the 
geotechnical reports for the projects are based. In general, the principal geotechnical 
investigator for the PLC Project, the J. Byer Group, Inc. {JBG) refers to numerous ear
lier geotechnical reports of the local area and presents some data from those reports. 
This critique accepts those data at face value. Nevertheless, they necessarily are taken 
cu Jf context. The cur:clusions contained herein therefore are qualified to that extent. 

1.1 REVIEWED DOCUMENTS 
Geotechnical references in the DEIR relevant to this critique are contained the DEIR 
Appendix I and include the following: 

[1] Irvine, Jon A., John W. Byer, and Robert I. Zweigler, 2000, Geologic and soils engi
neering exploration, proposed landslide repair, and multi unit condominium and town 
home buildings, Tentative Tract 52928, 17331-17333 Tramonte Drive, Pacific Pali
sades, California: The J. Byer Group, Inc consultant rpt., Project Number 18457-1, Au
gust 16. 

[2] Irvine, Jon A., and Robert I. Zweigler, 2000, Addendum geologic and soils engi
neering exploration report, proposed landslide repair, and multi-unit condominiu~and 
town home buildings, Tentative Tract 52928, 17331-17333 Tramonte Drive, Pacific 
Palisades, California: The J. Byer Group, Inc. consultant rpt., JB 18457-1 to Palisades 
Landmark LLC, November 29. 

[3] Irvine, Jon A., and Robert I. Zweigler, 2001, Addendum geologic and soils engineer
ing explorat1on report #2, proposed landslide repair, and multi-unit condominium and 

E;t "·~.1 ~~ ~ t; PPt- •f)t; ' I 
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town home buildings, Tentative Tract 52928, 17331-17333 Tramonte Drive, Pacific 
Palisades, California: The J. Byer Group, Inc. consultant rpt., JB 18457-1, to Palisades 
Landmark LLC, June 29. 

[4] Irvine, Jon A, and Robert I. Zweigler, 2001, Addendum geologic an,d soils engineer
ing exploration report #3, proposed landslide repair, and multi-unit condominium and 
town home buildings, Tentative Tract 52928, Lot 1 (condominiums), 17331-17333 Tra
monte Drive, Pacific Palisades, California: The J. Byer Group, Inc. consultant rpt., JB 
18457 -I, to Palisades Landmark LLC, August 28. 

[5] Irvine, Jon A., and Robert I. Zweigler, 2001, Addendum geologic and soils engineer
ing exploration report #4, proposed landslide repair, and multi-unit condominium and 
town home buildings, Tentative Tract 52928, Lot 1 (condominiums), 17331-17333 Tra.., 
manto Drive, Pacific Palisades, California: The J. Byer Group, Inc. consultant rpt., JB 
18457-1, to Palisades Landmark LLC, October 2. 

(6] Irvine, Jon A, and Robert I. Zweigler, 2001, Addendum geologic and soils engineer
ing exploration report #4 (sic), proposed landslide repair, and multi-unit condominium 
and town home buildings, Tentative Tract 52928, Lot 1 (condominiums), 17331-17333 
Tramonte Drive, Pacific Palisades, California: The J. Byer Group, Inc. consultant rpt., 
JB 18457-1, to Palisades Landmark LLC, December 12. 

1.2 PUBLISHED REFERENCES 
References that are relevant in terms of the limited scope of this critique include the fol
lowing. 

Bruington, A E., 1971, Hydrology Manual: Hydraulic Div., L..A. County Flood Control 
District, December. 

Campbell, Russel H., 1975, Soil slips, debris flow~. ,.,,0 "ainstorms in the Santa Monica 
rv.ountains and vicinity, southern California: U.S. Geol. '->..Jrvey Prof. Paper 851. 

Dibblee, Thomas W., Jr., 1992, Geologic map of the Topanga and Canoga Park (South 
%) quadrangles, Los Angeles County, California: Oibblee Geological Foundation Map 
#DF-35. 

Hoots, H. W., 1934, Geology of the eastern part of the Santa Monica Mountains, Los 
Angeles County, California: U.S. Geol. Survey Prof. Paper 165C 

Hunt, Roy E., 1986, Geotechnical engineering analysis and evaluation: McGraw-Hill 
Book Co., NY, etc., 729 pp. 

Lambe, T. William, and Robert v. Whitman, 1979, Soil Mechanics, Sl Version: John 
Wiley & Sons, Inc., NY, 553 pp. 

McGill, John T., 1989, Geologic maps of the Pacific Palisades area, City of Los Ange
les, California: U.S. Geol. Survey Misc.-investigation Series Map 1-1828. 

,. s r .. ~ ""1- '~ 
E.D MICHAEL, Consulting Geologist, 6225 Bonsall Dr., Malibu, CA 90265 (31 0) 457-9319 
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Michael, E.D., 2002, Reducing the mudflow risk AEG NEWS, Program with Abstract, 2002 
Annual Meeting, v. 45, p 77, July 

Rutledge, Philip, and James P Gould, 1959, Final report, Pacific Palisades landslide 
study: Moran, Proctor, Mueser & Rutledge consult. rpt. for State of Calif. Dept. Pub. 
Works, July. 

2.0 PLC PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The PLC Project involves the removal of two condominium structures of the original 
Ocean Woods Estate development and the construction of four new ones according to 
three of development alternatives of 50, 61, and 102 units. Each of these al.ternatives 
includes development in the western part of the property where two of the structures 
would be located in an area that presently is affected by the active Revello Drive land
slide. The primary focus of this critique is the issue of the feasibility of the repair of that 
landslide. 

2.1 PLC PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND THE CEQA PROCESS 
The fundamental purpose of the CEOA process is to predict the kind and extent of envi
ronmental impacts of a particular development other than single-family residences and 
certain other categorically exempt projects. Since such impacts can vary, alternatives 
to the development of a particular property commonly are considered. Intrinsic to such 
consideration is a sort of balancing between the levels of impact, the costs to achieve 
it, and the developed value of the property. In the case of the PLC Project, this is es
pecially a problem because it involves remediation of the Revello Drive landslide. 

2.1.1 Conceptual Character of the EIR Process 
It is important to understand that the EIR process considers developments only concep
tually. Although there may well be actual grading plans the developer is considering, 
such plans are not normally included in the DEIR, nor, generally, are detailed grading 
pl3ns necessary fer purposes of environmental review. This is because in the most 
cases, whatever grading is required has been considered by the developer at least in 
broad terms and found to be economically feasible. However, problems during actual 
construction arise that cannot be foreseen at the conceptual stage. The seriousness of 
such problems varies directly with the magnitude of the development and the extent to 
which some remedial work is required. 

The DEIR describes a development plan presumably devised by the PLC Project geo
technical consultant, JBG. This plan describes in general terms, the extensive remedial 
work necessary to eliminate the risk presented by the Revello Drive landslide. Funda
mentally, it postulates: [i] three lines of soldier piles along tract boundaries adjacent to 
the landslide mass; [ii] removal of landslide debris within those lines of soldier piles; [iii] 
grading the surface exposed below the debris to receive fill compacted so as to be suit
able, generally, to bear foundation loads of normal wall footings; [iv] importation of the 
fill and its compaction. 

Less clear 1s the relationship of this remedial work to the G.H. Palmer (GHP) Project 
immediately south of the westernmost 240 feet of the PLC Project. The GHP Project 
has received approval for a 21-unit condominium complex, at 17325 Castellammare 
Drive (DEIR, p 1 0) The area of the GHP Project is entirely underlain by debris of the 

E.D. MICHAEL, Consulting Geologist, 6225 Bonsall Dr., Malibu, CA 90265 (310) 457-9319 
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Revello Drive landslide at its toe. Consequently, massive excavation will be necessary 
not only to eliminate the slide debris but also to remove much underlying bedrock in or
der to provide automobile parking space Specific plans or other indications of how the 
PLC and GHP.projects are to interact during construction are not addressed in the DEIR 
or its appendices. 

2.1.2 50-Unit Alternative 
Consistent with CEQA requirements, the DEIR considers several alternatives for devel
opment. Among these, a • ... 50-Unit Planned Unit Development (PUD) Alternative, (Al
ternative C) .. : has been selected as " ... environmentally superior ... " (DEIR, p. 292). 

2.1.2.1 Hauling in Support of Proposed Grading 
Grading for Alternative C would require 30,000 cubic yards (cy) of cut, 5,000 cy of fill, 
the export of 100,000 cy, and the import of 75,000 cy of fill for landslide repair ... " (DEIR, 
p. 280). These data presumably mean first that 100,000 cy would be excavated includ
ing, 30,000 cy for structural cuts to make room for various buildings and 70,000 cy to 
remove landslide debris, and exported to some staging area. Second, 75,000 cy of this 
excavated material, probably having been reworked at some staging area, would be im
ported, 5,000 cy of which would be used for local structural fill(s) and 70,000 cy to re
place the volume of the excavated landslide debris. This would leave a balance of 
25,000 cy off site. 

It is asserted that the grading would require exportation of 3,500 cy per day and impor
tation of 2,500 cy per day. Furthermore, the hauling would occur during the 7 -hour pe
riod from 9AM to SPM on weekdays and would require transport probably along Pacific 
Coast Highway and the Santa Monica Freeway to one or more of several landfills. Fi
nally, the hauling is to be done with 10-wheel dump trucks (DEIR, p. 219) capable of 
carrying 14 cubic yards (DEIR, p. 219, footnote 15). 

2.1.2.2 General Plan of Stabilization - Revello Landslide An' 3 

Reference [1, pp. 18 - 19] indicates that stabilizaticr. of Revello Drive landslide debris 
within the area of the PLC Project requires the installation of at least the northern (up
slope) line of soldier piles and the western line as well prior to excavation of the land
slide debris. It appears that the southern line would be of less concern because of a 
deep depression there due to secondary landsliding within the main mass largely or en
tirely within the GHP property. Eventually, the lower line of piles would be required • ... 
to support the future compacted fill along the downslope property line." However, that 
lower line is the northern boundary of the GHP development that will have retaining 
walls" ... which will be the full height of the slide" [ibid.]. 

The fill that is to replace the landslide debris is to be installed within the upper and lower 
lines of soldier piles at some depth below the existing slide surface. Figure 1 indicates 
relationships of the PLC Project to the Revello Drive landslide. The area of the debris 
mass within the PLC boundaries is roughly 40,000 square feet (sf) based upon, the 
small-scale geologic map included in the DEIR documents (DEIR, Fig. IV.D-1; DEIR 
App I, [1 ]). The side contacts of the debris mass have been found by subsurface explo
ration to be nearly vertical [2, p. 2, Item 3) Since the postulated -volume of debris is 
70,000· cubic yards (cy), i.e., 1,890,000 cubic feet, the average depth of the slide debris 
must be about 4 7 feet. However, " .. removal depths could be up to 60 feet.. " {1, p 
20]. 

E. D. MICHAEL, Consulting Geologist, 6225 Bonsall Dr., Malibu, CA 90265 (31 0) 457-9319 
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Figure 1. Revello Drive Landslide in Relation to the PLC Project. 
-The dashed line is the contact of the Revello Drive landslide from DEIR Figure IV. D-1. It 

is superimposed over DEIR Figure 111-1 The slide movement IS to the southeast 
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subsurface drainage is to be controlled through the use of "dhimney" drains, and at least 
three continuous drains located beneath replacement fill transverse to the slope. The 
lateral rains are to be constructed of o/.-inch crushed gavel along the pilings where they 
penetrate bedrock at the base. of the landslide. The chimney drains are to be masses of 
%-inch crushed gravel in the spaces between the piles [3, attached untitled diagram]. 

2.1.2.3 Surface Drainage 
Drainage from Alternative C will be directed partly to Tramonto Dive and partly to Cas
tellammare Drive. Peak flows generated from runoff are estimated through use of a 
computer program (DEIR, App. F). Based upon this program, it is asserted that runoffs 
from the completed project will be only slightly different from those that existed prior to 
development of the Revello Drive landslide. In particular, peak flows to Castellammare 
Drive would be 13.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the completed Alternative C devel
opment compared to 13.4 cfs prior to landsliding (DEIR, p. 161, Figs. JV.E-1; IV-E.2). 
As part of the plan for controlling peak flow, a catch basin is to be located on Cas
tellammare Drive. 

3.0 GEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 
The geologic characteristics of the Pacific Palisades generally, and in particular that of 
the area of the PLC Project, while not directly related to the manner in which it will mod
ify the local area, nevertheless, has some relevance when considering overall environ
mental impact. In a word, parts of Pacific Palisades, including that of the PLC Project, 
are especially prone to landsliding. 

Hoots ( 1934) was the first to map the geology of the Pacific Palisades area in significant 
detail as part of his study of the eastern Santa Monica Mountains. He recognized the 
major geological formations of the area, much of its geomorphic character, and many of 
the faults. However, the primary purpose of his work was an evaluation of economic 
potential with special emphasis on the occurrence of structures that might be petroleum 
reservoirs. He was either unaware of landslides, ·x di(: not consider them relevant. He 
mapped as bedrock many areas in Pacific Palisades now known to be underlain by 
landslide debris. 

The surge in property development beginning in the latter half of the 1940s had two im
portant geological aspects in terms of landsliding. First, building was undertaken in hill
side areas without proper consideration for potential or existing problems of slope insta
bility, and this began to result in major property losses. Second, increased residential 
development produced a net increase in ground water that has initiated landslides in 
some instances and reactivated masses of pre-historic landslide debris in others. 

Such conditions soon became especially apparent in the seaward-facing slopes and ad
jacent canyons of the Pacific Palisades. Partly as a result of this and also a question of 
improvements along the Roosevelt Highway, now Pacific Coast Highway, public con
cern led to the first comprehensive study of landsliding in the Palisades as well as ~lse
where along the shores of Santa Monica Bay by Rutledge and Gould (1959). They rec
ognized many landslides previously unknown, but they did not consider the slope now 
underlain by the Revello Drive landslide as one, even though the topography then sug
gested· it (op. cit .. Pl. L-10). 

E.D. MICHAEL, Consulting Geologist, 6225 Bonsall Dr., Malibu, CA 90265 (310) 457-9319 
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John T McGill of the US. Geolog1cal Survey began his work on landslides in the Pacific 
Palisades about the same time as Rutledge and Gould began theirs. He produced a 
number of maps beginning with his 1959 preliminary map of landslides. That was sup
plemented with two others of· Increasing detail and culminated in a final map (McGill, 
1989) which is unquestionably the best source of _data for the Pacific Palisades to da~e 
not only for landslides, but geologic interpretation in general. 

McGill's work, which carefully distinguishes pre-historic and historic landslides, leaves 
no doubt that current landsliding in the Pacific Palisades is generally a result of ground 
water recharge due to the direct infiltration of: [i] rain, [ii] residential irrigation, and (iii] 
local artificially concentrated surface runoff. Knowledge not only of how ground water 
occurs, i.e., where it is located and how it gets there, is necessary for slope stability 
analysis, because its presence can have a significant effect on the static forces operat
ing in a slope. Through the principle of effective stress, ground water reduces the 
weight of earth materials at particular elevations in the slope and consequently the 
forces they otherwise would exert at such locations. Furthermore, as a result of ground
water movement, a seepage force is created that also can affect stability. There are no 
studies of ground water in the Pacific Palisades that could be used as one basis for 
predicting slope stability. 

4.0 SUMMARY GEOTECHNICAL ANALYSIS - PROPOSED PLC PROJECT 
The following analysis of the of the reviewed DEIR documents summarizes the more 
important geotechnical aspects of the PLC Project. Generally, in such an analysis of 
DEIR documents, it is very important to distinguish project geotechnical fea.sibility from 
related environmental impacts. In all instances, the issue is whether the technical prob~ 
lems are of such a character that actual development would result in impacts signifi
cantly different from those the documents describe. Feasibility, or lack thereof, are 
technical matters either of which may have an important impact. Ho~ever, the signifi
cance of the impact is an administrative matter. 

4.1 SLOPE STABILIT"1 
Slope stability analysis as routinely presented in geotechnical engineering reports is es
sentially a study in statics, i.e, the branch of mechanics that deals with bodies at rest 
and hence in equilibrium, meaning that the sum of the forces is zero. Generally, such 
an analysis does not go beyond two dimensions. Rather, it is directed to one or more 
"critical" surfaces of failure shown in cross-section as a sort of worst-case scenario. 
The goal is the calculation of the ratio of forces tending to resist gravitational movement 
to forces tending to cause gravitational movement. That ratio is called the "safety fac
tor." Even in the case of the seismic force, which is dynamic, the time-honored pseudo
static model for analyzing slope stability substitutes a static force for the seismic effect. 

A technique for considering the dynamic effects of seismic activity on slopes called 
"Newmark displacement analysis" now is being considered by public agencies as a 
building code requirement If Newmark analysis is adopted before building permits are 
issued for the PLC Project, an entirely different approach to the analysis of pile
supported slopes may be necessary 

Estimates of safety factors by JBG are based the REAME program [1, Calc. Sheets 1 -
37] Forces exerted on pil1ngs that consequently affect safety factors have been calcu-
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lated using something called the Mononobe-Okabe method [1, Calc. Sheets 38, 39, 41, 
42]. Since these sheets are not accompanied by at least free-body force diagrams 
upon which such programs must be based, the validity of their use cannot be deter
mined. Although it is reasonable to assume that t_he programs produce correct results, 
there is no basis for an assumption that JBG has applied variables that correctly reflect 
field conditions. In computer parlance, this is referred to as the GIGO principle: garbage 
in - garbage out. 

4.1.1 Surficial Stability 
A similar concern to be evaluated in geotechnical documents submitted in support of the 
application for the building permit in the City of Los Angeles is that of ·surficial stability, • 
i.e., the stability of surficial materials in slopes. It is standard practice to analyze this 
problem in terms of "infinite slope analysis" an example of which is given in Appendix I 
of the DEIR [1. Calc. Sheet 40}. The primary objection to such an analysis is the com
mon use of a cohesion that is too high. In the case at hand, a value of 400 pounds per 
square (psf) for surficial materials at a depth of 3 feet is utilized, although no evidence is 
presented justifying such a high value. Possibly, JBG has assumed that the results of 
shear tests of "slide plane" material or "future compaCted fill" [1, Calc. Sheets 4 and 5) 
are representative of the cohesive strength of the natural local surficial materials. Nev
ertheless, no basis for this is presented. In fact, the standard "shear-box" test com
monly used· in soils engineering laboratories is incapable of producing accurate results 
at normal loads less than about 1 000 psf. Therefore, the linearity of the shear stress -
n'?rmal stress envelope below that level of stress is merely assumed. 

Authorities recognize that cohesion should be much lower than the intercept value de
rived from the standard shear-box test. As a matter of fact, Campbell (1975, p.19, foot
note) indicates that cohesion in such analyses should be zero. Geotechnical engineers 
commonly understand that unless a high cohesion is L't!lized in infinite slope anaiysis, a 
safety factor significantly less than 1.5 almost invari'-lL,~ ·s the result. This is about as 
politically incorrect as the geotechnical engineer can get when dealing with public agen
cies. Beyond this, as recently discussed by Michael (2002), the standard laboratory 
shear test in which friction angle and cohesion are determined by the addition· of load 
does not reflect field conditions where failure results from the reduction of load through 
the principle of effective stress. This implies different and lower real values for friction 
angle and cohesion. 

4.1.2 Soldier Pile Mechanism 
The steps to be taken in developing the part of the PLC Project. affected by the Revello 
Drive landslide include: [i] drilling the borings andinstalling cast-in-place piles; [ii} exca
vating debris in the PLC property temporarily leaving the piles free-standing; [iii] instal
lation of chimney drains between piles as compacted replacement fill is added. 

4.1.2.1 Bridging 
Soldier piles work by the bridging effect that occurs, hopefully, when the retained mate
rial begins to be forced between them. Fundamentally, bridging causes the material to 
become denser, thus increasing its frictional strength. Whether bridging will occur be
tween the proposed pilings that are to support landslide debris depends upon the me
chanical charactenstics of the materials as well as the pile spac1ng which in this case is 

~ f) fl'~ "t' l 
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10 feet on centers [1, p. 18], and initially" ... assumed (to be) fixed at 10 feet into bed
rock below the slide debris ... " [op cit., p 30]. 

4.1.2.2 Stress on Free-standing Pjle 

The design loads that the landslide debris will exert on pilings 1 - 30 p~ior to installation 
of the replacement fill will range from 145 to 175 kips (1 kip= 1,000 pounds) [1, p. 20; 
2, p. 7]. An embed.nent depth of • ... 20 feet into bedrock below the 1%: 1 setback 
plane ... • [3, Item 1, Item 11, p. 2] apparently is meant to apply to pilings 31-40 which will 
support bedrock [2, Item 11, p. 7]. However, based upon Cross-sections A-A, 8-8, and 
C-C [2], all of which pass through the landslide debris, it appears that pilings 1 - 30 will 
be about 60 feet deep and extend a revised 20 feet into bedrock as well. A fair model of 
the geometry these data appear to represent is shown in Figure 2 . 

F 

. s f.,....-

14-5 R,if 
-7 

Figure 2. Pile-supported Slope Cross-section after Excavation of Slide Debris •. 
Dimension F is in the range of 40 - 60 feet. Dimension E is 20 feet. S-S represents the 
slide surface and X the point of fixity. The load, L, 145 kips, is due to the debris when 
there is saturation. It is exerted through the centroid of the pile column above S-S rather 
than at an elevation 1/3 of the column height above the slide surface, because the force 
is evenly distributed along the pile length and is not a function of increased pressure with 
depth as in the case for active or passive pressure calculations 

4.2.3 Hydrogeologic Aspect 
It has been the practice for many years in the field of geotechnical engineering to rou
tinely record the occurrence of ground water tn exploratory borings and to assume from 
such observations the manner in which ground water will occur in the future. In certain 
cases, such an assumption may be valid, but in most it is not. It is a matter of com_mon 
knowledge that the occurrence of ground water is in part a function of rainfall and iri hill
side areas of southern California at least, especially important. Nevertheless, the exi
gencies of property development are generally such that a protracted-study of ground
water occurrence is seldom undertaken, and that is true in the case of the PLC Project. 
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A proper analysis of the slope in which the PLC Project is to be located would be based 
upon a record of ground-water levels over a period of years sufficient to determine, 
through the construction of ground-water contour maps how ground water actually oc
curs with respect to time'. It was the lack of such knowledge that resutted in the exten
sjve damage from the Revello Drive landslide. Scattered observations of seepage in 
borings in the local area over many years is certainly not adequate for use in slope sta
bility analysis there. 

City officials, in recognizing this problem, first requested clarification regarding " ... high
est acceptable ground water levels ... " and how such levels were to be verified. In re-
sponse, JBG stated that grading should not commence until the summer when· ... it can 
be demonstrated that ground water is not present above the lower slide plane ... II and 
that the " ... water level can be demonstrated by logging the shoring pile excavations ... II 
[2, Item 5, p. 4; 6, Item 1, p. 2]. Thereafter, in recognizing that it" ... "may not be possi
ble to de-water the off-site properties ... " JBG indicated that calculation of the safety fac
tor would produce a value greater than the required standard of 1.5 even if ground wa
ter rose to the top of the pilings [3, Item 6, p. 4]. Apparently, this assumes a resisting 
force due to the presence of the replacement fill. 

4.3 HYDROLOGY 
The hydrologic analysis presented in the DEIR is based upon a computer program 
which apparently solves some form of the rational method for calculating peak flows. 
Presumably, this is the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) capital 
storm hydrology method set out by Bruington ( 1971 ). It appears that the LACFCD's "K" 
rainfall zone and its related rainfall intensities for various storm frequencies have been 
accepted as controlling (DEIR, App. F). If that is the case, the LACFCD runoff coeffi
cient curves probably have been used. As in the case of slope stability analysis, a 
computer program has been utilized, but the underlyin] rationale is not presented. 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
The geotechnical environmental impacts of the PLC Project during its development are 
to a great extent temporary, but very significant. The impact of hauling has been greatly 
under estimated, and in terms of safety it is inadvisable to attempt slope stabilization as 
currently planned until additional data are developed .. 

5.1 HAULING IMPACT 
The estimated hauling period of 120 days (DEIR, p. 219) is far too low. The assumption 
that there is available a 10-wheel truck with a 14-cy capacity (ibid, footnote 15) is incor
rect according to earth-moving contractors with whom I have consulted. They un
equivocally assert that there is no such thing as 1 0-wheel truck with a 14 cy capacity. 
Furthermore, it appears that in estimating the hauling period for the PLC Project no 
consideration is given to "break-out" which is the increase in volume that occurs when 
relatively dense earth materials are excavated. · 

Hauling contractors commonly employ a break-out factor of 1 .2 - 1.3 for bedrock mate-
- rials. For landslide debris, a fairer break-out factor would be perhaps 1.15. Assuming 

a factor of 1.25 for the 30,000 cy of cut material, that export volume would be would be 
37,500 cy Similarly, allow1ng for a factor of 1.15 for the 70,000 cy of landslide debris, 
that export volume would be 80,500 cy. Consequently, the total export volume would 
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be 118,000 cy. Import of 5,000 cy for structural fills, and 70,000 cy for debris
replacement fill would not require a break-out factor because those materials would be 
reworked loose material. Therefore, the total volume of export and import would be 
193,500 cy. Furthermore, the project is such that the export and import operations 
could not be done si:-nultaneously. 

It is inconceivable that the massive self-loading scraper could be used to move earth 
materials for the PLC Project because of the residential character of the local area. All 
hauling will require the use of 1 0-wheel trucks that have a capacity of about 7.5 cy. 
This means that 25,800 trips would be required, a utrip," being the travel required to 
move from the staging area to the site and return. The different rates at which materials 
would be imported and exported are difficult to estimate because of the number of 
trucks the contractor could employ, the haul distance, and the loading and unloading 
operations which require different times for exp~rt loading and import dumping. How
ever, assuming a favorable staging area for storage and blending on Los Liones Drive 
in the vacant area behind Fire Station 23, an average trip probably would be in the 
range of 10 to 15 minutes, for an efficient operator. If hauling had to be along thorough
fares such as Pacific Coast Highway or a freeway, additional time would be required to 
cover the load to prevent dust Joss during transit. 

Assuming then an average trip time of 12.5 minutes, the total haul time required would 
be 322,500 minutes, or 5,375 hours. Finally, assuming a 35-hour work-week for haul
ing, and a 50-week work-year, hauling for the PLC Project would require 3.07 years. 
Considering unforeseen conditions due to such conditions as breakdown or adverse 
weather, it is reasonable to expect considerably more than 3 years to accomplish the 
hauling. Even an overly optimistic 5-minute trip time would require 1.23 years. 

5.2 SLOPE REMEDIATION IMPACT 
Slope stability analyses presented in support of the DEIR are unsatisfactory for two rea
sons. First, it is virtually certain that the line of soldier piles, and particularly the north
ern line, will fail when the existing adjacent landslide debris is removed. This is be
cause the depth of embedment in bedrock below the slide mass of 20 feet is too shal
low. Second, the use of a design fill cohesive strength of 400 psf does not appear to be 
justified. Third, the effective stress that may act on the retained landslide debris has not 
be properly evaluated. 

5.2.1 Questionable Pile Resisting Force 
A serious question to be examined is whether the free-standing plies along the northern 
PLC Project boundary will stand during the period when the landslide debris has been 
removed and replacement fill not yet installed. The over-turning moment represented 
by Figure 1 needs to be considered. The initial question in this regard seems to be 
whether resistance offered to the buried 20-foot pile section due to the strength of the 
bedrock is greater than over-turning moment due to the 145- kip per foot of landslide 
debris force acting at the centroid of the exposed pile section. 

The period dunng which JBG assumes the free-standing condition would exist is unrea
sonably short. It 1s proposed that excavation should •.. not commence until the sum
mer and it can be demonstrated that ground water is not present ... " [2, p. 4). However, 
it 1s well established that highest ground water levels lag as much as several months 
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after recharging rains and may be as late as August. More to the point, however, if the 
grading is to take as much as three years, it is virtually certain that temporary slopes 
within the grading area, and particularly the temporary free-standing pile-supported 
slopes. will have to exist during through at least two and perhaps three storm seasons. 
Moreover, the JBG stability analyses fail to take into account seepage. force which may 
add significantly to the 145-kip static load that is utilized, and no data on the bridging 
capability of the landslide debris. 

5.2.2 Questionable Value for Cohesion 
It appears that a certain amount of guesswork has been employed to arrive at a design 
cohesion of 400 pounds per square foot (psf) for the proposed compacted fill that will 
replace the landslide debris as shown along sections A, B, and C [1, Cal. Sheets 18 -
25). Such a value is necessarily a matter of judgment for which the geotechnical engi
neer rather than the engineering geologist, but some evidence to support such judg
ment should be presented. Generally, the strength of the compacted fill will be depend
ent upon the manner in which it its blended and the resulting equivalent soil group. The 
question is: can the excavated landslide debris be blended to a texture which, when 
properly compacted will have a cohesive strength of 400 psf? None of the reviewed 
documents addresses this issue. 

Presumably, the 400-psf value is based upon Shear Test Diagram #5 [1, App. 1). How
ever, the assumption that a single test from a bulk sample of slide debris can be repre
sentative of that 70,000 cy strains the imagination. On the other hand, the few data 
presented in the logs of borings [ibid.] indicate that the granular materials locally derived 
as landslide debris or reworked colluvium or fill are of the Unified Soil Classification soil 
group Ml, i.e., • inorganic silts and very fine ands, rock flour, silty or clayey fine sands 
with slight plasticity" (Lambe and Whitman, 1979, p. 35). According to Hunt (1986, p. 
212, Table 5.3) typical cohesion for compacted materials of this ty~ range between 
190 and 460 psf when saturated. As previously noted, the linearity of the typical shear 
test envelope as routinely conducted in soils enginet: rin!J laboratories [1, App. 1, Shear 
T tst Diagram #5] is highly questionable at lower no; mal ;uads. 

Based upon the geological data available, it seems fair to say that insufficient work has 
been done to support engineering judgment that the debris of the Revello Drive land
slide is suitable in terms of compacted strength to estimate slope stability as calculated 
[1, Calculation Sheets 18 - 25]. 

5.2.3 Questionable Effective Stress Analysis 
The principle of effective stress is fundamental in the practice of geotechnical engineer
ing. Briefly, effective stress is the reduced stress subsurface earth materials exert in the 
presence of water. This reduction is due to the fact the water causes the materials to 
"weigh" less. Essentially two mechanisms are involved. In one, which is considered in 
the stability analysis performed for the PLC Project thus far, the loss in weight is due to 
buoyancy. In the other, the weight is effectively reduced when hydrostatic pressure 
works against an impermeable surface such as the base of a mass of landslide debris. 
In this case, the mechanism is much like that of a hydraulic jack so that a force is ap
plied which reduces the weight of the debris and hence the coefficient of friction . 
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The JBG analyses fail to take into account the possibility that, as a result of periodically 
especially high recharge in Castellammare Mesa, a high piezometric head acting at the 
base of the retained mass of Revello Drive debris could cause a pressure much greater 
than that due to pore pressure from simple saturation of the debris mass above the slide 
surface. In fact, it is well established that with sufficiently high head developed in this 
manner, fnctional resistance can be entirely eliminated. 

5.3 FLOODING 
Regardless of the validity of the manner in which the software program used to model 
runoff in the PLC Project [DEIR, App. F), the data are based strictly upon the assump
tion of vertical rainfall. However, it is well established that local rains commonly are 
wind-driven and fall at some angle less than vertical. In such cases, the presence of 
building walls and other impermeable vertical surfaces has the effect of increasing the 
effective catchment area. The PLC Project has a number of such vertical surfaces, and 
the peak flows to be expected along Castellammare Drive under especially intense 
wind-drive rains will be greater than those currently calculated. 

There are no data from which the direction or angle of rain approach can be estimated. 
In cases where it appears vertical surfaces may be a factor in rain catchment, it is ap
propriate to apply some factor to increase the calculated peak flows . 
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CASE NO: ZA-2000-2697 CDP-1A 

Attachment to subject California Coastal Commission Appeal- REASONS 
SUPPORTING THIS APPEAL. 

The Castellammare Mesa Home Owners (CMHO) Board of Directors is 
appealing the Findings of the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
and its approval of a Coastal Commission Pennit dated January 18,2005 
relating to the proposed Landmark Project at 17331-17333 Tramonto Drive, 
Pacific Palisades, on behalf of 200+ Tract 8923 homeowners. 

The CMHO Board 's appeal relates to TWO issues which affect the great 
majority of the Tract 8923 homeowners ie PROJECT DENSITY and 
TRAFFIC. 

Individual homeowners or groups of homeowners on Revello Drive more 
directly affected by the Planning Commission's decision will submit an 
appeal addressing unmitigated impacts such as noise, visual effects and 
geology. 

The Board ,however, is concerned about recent incidences of earth 
movement on the Mesa in very close proximity to the proposed Landmark 
Project to be built on a known slide area. These occurrences suggest the 
need to impose a moratorium on the development of the site until the 
geology of that and other locations on the Mesa( which may or may not be 

. related) are fully re-evaluated . 

DENSITY 

Under paragraph 6.8,STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS on 
P-20 are listed FOUR Project Benefits. It is acknowledged in the FACTS IN 
SUPPORT OF FINDING outlined on P-19 that the "unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects" are the SAME AS OR LESS in the case of Alternative 
B ( 61 units) and Alternative C (50 units) as they relate to PROJECT 
BENEFITS 2, 3 and 4.However, the "Facts in Support of Finding" do NOT 
explain "the full benefits of the Proposed Project" alluded to in the 
justification for discounting consideration of Alternatives B and C. 

By process of elimination the" FULL BENEFITS "of the Proposed Project 
can only refer to Project Benefit 1 ie " the proposed project will bring 82 
new for-sale housing units to a PART OF THE CITY in need of new housing 
supply" WITHOUT IDENTIFYING the part of the City or QUANTIFYING how 
much the supply would be enhanced. Are we really expected to accept or 
believe the justification that an 82 unit Project is MATERIALLY superior to a 
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Project Alternative of either 61 units or even 50 units without this 
infonnation? In other words, how material is an incremental 21 or 32 units 
to the supply of housing in the unidentified "part of the City"? 

NOWHERE in the Findings is there any economic justification for a Project 
as large as 82 units and the APPLICANT has NOT produced any evidence 
or indeed argued that the Project would not be economically viable for a 
lesser number of units. In point of fact current lower borrowing costs 
(because of lower interest rates) and SIGNIFICANTLY increased property 
values in the area since the economic feasibility study for the Landmark 
Project was initially prepared by the Applicant at the Project's inception 
have very significantly increased the profitability of the Project. 

It is our contention that the positive impact of these two factors would 
more than offset a reduction in the Applicant's profit from a lesser number 
of units. 

Indeed, the negative impacts of the project ( building density and related 
aesthetics, traffic increase and the time to complete the Project ) would all 
be REDUCED if the Project was reduced to 61 units, or to 50 units as we on 
record as supporting and continue to RECOMMEND. 

TRAFFIC 

The MAJOR post- Project completion negative imPact on homeowners 
using Tramonto Drive is the additional traffic accessing Sunset Boulevard 
via Los Liones Drive. This SIGNIFICANT IMPACT is acknowledged on P-17 
under "C . Traffic Impacts -Residential Streets ". ThEJ reference in the 
second last paragraph on the page ,however ,to the stretch of Tramonto 
Drive between the Project driveway and Los Liones Drive as being "used 
entirely by Project traffic" is totally erroneous . Project traffic will be 
INCREMENTAL to CONTINUED use of this stretch of Tramonto by the 
majority of the 200+ homeowners on the Mesa accessing Sunset Boulevard 
via Los Liones Drive. 

We also take issue with the dismissal of the proposed development project 
at 321 Los Liones (P-17) as irrelevant. While the property is currently zoned 
as commercial , recent discussions with the owner and developer indicate 
his intention to develop a 58 UNIT multi-family residential project, which ,if 
approved ,would approximately DOUBLE the Landmark- created increase 
in traffic flow along Los Liones to Sunset Boulevard. 

Furthennore, while as yet unexercised, there is an outstanding option 
granted to the New West Charter Middle School (NWCMS) to lease the 
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present site of the former Santa Inez Inn on the east side of Sunset 
Boulevard opposite Los Liones Drive. The NWCMS project a student 
population of 300 involving 120 car pool vehicles arriving at the location 
on Sunset from BOTH the north AND the south between approximately 
7.30am and 8.00am in the morning and departing from 3.30 pm onwards in 
the afternoon five days a week . 

These two potential developments would significantly exacerbate the 
acknowledged negative traffic impact of an 82 unit Project on the level of 
traffic activity at the junction of Los Liones Drive and Sunset Boulevard. 
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This problem is correctable and must be corrected before approval of this project. 
Engineering Geologist Russell Harter has presented h1s review, analysis and opinions in this regard 
both in his correspondence of April 4, 2004 (copy attached) and in person at the public hearing in 
March 2004. He stated unequivocally that "More infonnatton about the current depth and movement 
of the landslide is needed so that the shoring des1gn will actually work." It is error to ignore this. 

It should further be noted that Dr. A wtar Singh, a licensed structural engineer and geotechnical 
engineer stated at the public hearing on Kovember 41

h that it is "very dangerous" to embark on a 
program of shoring design based upon information gathered and analyzed during construction rather 
than before, and that because of certain assumptions made by the developer's consultants in their 
computations to date it is likely that far in excess of the 1 inch of movement often considered 
acceptable on neighboring supported properties will occur. Additionally, geotechnical consultant 
E.D. Michaels, speaking for the Pacific Palisades Residents Association, has expressed opinions 
consistent with those of Mr. Harter and Dr. Singh. All ao without response or related protective 
conditions in the COP approval. 

The sboljna desiJn 11 proposed for use durtna tbe temporary excayatton phase of the 
· £OPst[ucUoa will not reduce the dsk to neiKhbortna properties to ap lnslantOcant level. 

Mr. Harter, Dr. Singh and Mr. Michaels all have clearly opined that the shoring concept 
proposed here will involve as part of its very design some flexure of the piles and thus some 
movement of the ground which they are supposed to hold in place, and in amounts likely to be 
dangerous. This means that movement of land on adjacent pt'OJ)erties and associated damaif is 
anticipated. The developer and his consultant did not refute this at the hearings nor have they in any 
report or submittal. To approve a project that envisions causing damage to adjacent propenies is 
obvio\lSly an abuse of discretion and not an effort to require proper mitigation measures to reduce the 
risks to an insignificant level. 

The City's own Building Codes in Chapter 33, and the California Civil Code in Section 832, 
both codify the entitlement of each coterminous landowner to the later~l and subjacent support which 
his land receives from the adjoining land and specify that latt: ral st J .pon shall not be removed by 
excavation on adjacent property. City Building Code Section 330 1.2.3.1 specifically states that 
excavations shall not remove lateral support and defines such removal of support as occumng 
whenever the excavation exposes any adverse geologic formation which would affect the lateral 
support. That is exactly what is going to happen here and yet, a shoring approach which predicts 
that very occurrence is approved, when the means of refining it to provide increased protection to 
neighbors is at hand. Ignoring that opportunity by failure to require further information gathering and 
detailed design is an abuse of discretion. 

The only shoring plan proposed relies entirely on the use of cantilevered piles. However,..lhi§ 
COP Agprova! decision by adoptin& the miti&ation measures and conditions imposed by the Final EIR 
and the Vesting Tentative Tract Map Approval ("VTIM"), both acknowledges that "cantilevered 
piles may not be feasible", that "tie-back anchors ... may be used" (VTI~ Conditions 33 and 35 for 
example) and that "Tie backs are currently not proposed or approved" (VTTM Condition 78). It is 
an abuse of discretion to approve such inconsistent and ambiguous conditions and it is simply unfair 
to the adjacent property owners to leave them at the mercy of this decision in this way. This problem 
is also solved by requiring sufficient current slide geometry information to be gathered and 
appropriately engineered shoring designs to be provided. Once again, consultants Haner and Singh 
have been quite certain in identifying the ambiguities and potentials created by this tie-back situation 

as being unreasonable, unfair and poor engineen~~ practice '" this ppt:u~ c;rr p r ' 
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REASO~S FOR APPEALING: 

This appeal IS taken from the approval of a Coastal Development Permi~ which f~ils to 

1mpose necessary and appropriate conditions on this developme.nt. Further, th~ C1ty has. fatle~ to 
follow its own procedures and widelines with reiard to rey1ewmi. ana}yzmg. and 1mpos1Ili 
adequate conditions related to the issues of geologic safety. proi.ellt densi~. t.raffic and buildini 
hei&ht issues. as well as to certain mandatoiY duties related to i@dini and bulldini envelope plaps. 
Appeal of the related Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 52928 and of the Environmental Impact 
Report associated as ENV ~2000~2696-EIR has also been taken to the Los Angeles City Council, thus 
creating a complete appeal of this development in the requisite forums. 

That group of appellant's upon whose behalf this appeal is presented are made up of owners 
of residential properties adjacent to and in whole or in part at a higher elevation than that of the 
proposed project. Thus, their properties are those most at risk by this proJect as it has been approved 
at this time. The failure by this decision to impose conditions upon this development which will 
avoid or lessen its foreseeable impacts to a less than significant or acceptable level has aggrieved 
them severely. The details regarding the specific deficiencies in this decision are in the following 
sections. 

TWS DECISION SHOULD BE REVERSED BECAUSE 

THE PRQJECT HAS SIGNIFICANT 

ADVERSE GEOLOGIC ASP SOILS IMPACTS 

The proposed project sbortna flUs to mitlaate the risks of deep excayations because the plans 
are conceptual In nature only and are based upop lnadeggate leoloalcal data. 

The proposed concept for development within this landsl.de area includes removal and 
recompaction of the part of the active Revello Drive Landslide that is within project boundaries. 
This, in turn, is based upon a design implementing placement of cantilevered drilled piles around the 
landslide boundaries within the project site. There are several foreseeable and correctable problems 
with this proposed scheme which were identified before, during and after the various pl.lblic hearings 
which have taken place for this project and which are not even mentioned, responded to or addressed 
by the decision, even though they were in no way refuted by the developer or his consultants at the 
public hearings or thereafter. 

The plans upon which this approval are based are conceptual in nature only, with little actual 
engineering analysis or detail. That is largely because of the lack of needed infonnation about 
subsurface conditions. Good analys1s and engineering detail are needed to mitigate the adverse 
impacts to surrounding properties and it is an abuse of discretion to approve a scheme without that 
mitigation. Borings near to the boundanes where the piles are proposed are needed ~ project 
approval in order to allow for the generation of more realistic engineering designs that will more 
reasonably protect and reduce the risks to offsite properties. These borings have been specifically and 
repeatedly requested both in writing and verbally, and yet are mentioned nowhere in the decision. 
It is error to grant this approval without requiring those borings and other prudent investigatory 
measures along with more realistic engineenng for review before approval rather than after it. 
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The Aporovalls ip error by concludlna that the potential aeolo&Y and soils impacts identified 
wUI be avoided or substantially lessened to a level of lnslanlfic:apce. 

The Zoning Administrator decision (Page 23, P~ragraph 6.4C) makes the finding that the 
changes or alteratlons required through implementation of the mitigation measures imposed by the 
conditions adopted will result in a proJect that will "avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects identified in the EIR." As shown above, and as pointed out repeatedly before, 
during and after the public hearings on the EIR, the VTTM and the CDP, the shoring concept 
proposed does not accomplish that goal and it is error to conclude that it does. 

The reference in some StaffRepons to homeowners and residents speaking in support of this 
project is misleading and should not be considered as supporting this approval. The number of 
homeowners and residents speaking at the various heanngs was overwhelmingly in opposition. 
Importantly, not a single homeowner or resident owning or living at property exposed to the risks 
associated with the geology and soils impacts of this mass excavation at the level of risk pressed 
upon this group of appellants spoke in support. In reality, public opinion does not support this project 
and the geology and soils impacts that are not adequately mitigated are of such importance that the 
decision of approval should be revened. 

Of great importance is that fact that while regulations and public policy related to CDP, 
VTIM and EIR approvals require the receipt of public comment on these matters, the very specific 
and well qualified critical comments from the public sector that have been provided have been 
ignored. The opinions and suggestions of Mr. Harter, Dr. Singh and Mr. Michaels have not resulted 
in a single additional or revised condition. While it would be simple and responsive to public health 
and safety concerns to fashion such a modified decision, no e./fort whatsoever has been made to do 
so. That is all we ask for here. 

JIDS DECISION SHOULD BE REVERSED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT HAS SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE DE:YSITY IMPACTS 

The massive density allowed for this proJect (ails to miti&ate the epylronmentallmpacts on the 
surroundlne propertin and the neighborhood In aeneral. 

The woblem is, of course, in the 82 unit density. In particular, the resulting significant 
adverse impacts on public views, traffic, road safety, air quality and noise are not acceptable and can 
be mitigated. Indeed, the City's own Department of Transportation in its Traffic Assessment for this 
project identified numerous impacts and concluded that "It is noted that the project applicant has not 
proposed any measures to mitigate the impacts. Unless the development is reduced to 61 units or 
overriding considerations are given, these two residential street impacts remain unmitigated." 

As noted in the underlying decision, the City Department ofTransportation analysis indicated 
the project would likely increase the average daily traffic on two local streets by 14.5% and 11.4%. 
These are levels that the DOT considers to be a significant residential street impact since they are both 
above 1 0% (a copy of that DOT assessment of May 13, 2002, is attached). The approval decision 
refers to conditions that are claimed to result in reduction but not complete mitigation of the adverse 
impacts. However, those conditions relate to construction traffic, whereas the Department of 
Transportation conclusion is based upon post-construction traffic volume considerations. Thus, the 
decision is in error for its failure to address the need for mitigation of the impacts addressed by its 

own City departmental input. .J. fj l; J'P I.- I!).!; 'l 

e"'~·~'~ Lr 
~~ 



Further, this decision admits that the Short-Term Koise Impacts cannot be reduced to a level 
of insignificance. Yet, it includes the condition that construction may begin as early as 7:00am 
Mondays through Saturdays after the "wrappmg " phase of the exterior of the buildings. This is not 
an imposition upon the developer, it is an advantage to him and a disadvantage to neighbors, and is 
entirely inconststent with an approval finding that mitigation measures are imposed that "substantially 
lessen ... the significant environmental effects on short tenn noise ... " Allowing this unacceptably high 
density only worsens these unmitigated impacts. 

The decision candidly admits that fewer long-tenn impacts relative to traffic, air quality and 
noise would result from Alternative C, as would fewer impacts to public services and utilities result. 
Road maintenance impacts are described as similar, but short-term construction noise impacts wouJd 
be less. View obstruction impacts would admittedly be less. The only justification for preferring the 
proposed project is in the increased number of units. A perfectly good project with a character much 
more in keeping with the neighborhood and with reduced impacts on important concerns exists in 
Alternative C and it is an abuse of discretion to conclude otherwise. 

THIS DECISION SHOULD BE REVERSED BECAUSE 

THE PROJECT ftAS SIGNIFICANT VIOLATIONS OF THE BUILDING CODE 

AND THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT 

The approval is In error because it adopts &radlne and buUdln& conflprations that violate 
State and City standards. 

The developer presented revised renderings about 1 week prior to and in some cases during 
the public hearing in March 2004 and has apparently not meaningfully added to them since. He 
claims that these show elevations with allowable building h~ights and the approval decision is 
apparently based upon blind acceptance of that statement. Since the s·~1tement is either blatantly false, 
or at best creates hopeless ambiguity, it is an abuse of discretion to grant this approval. 

From review of the renderings available and discussions with the developer and City Building 
and Safety staff personnel, it is clear that the developer intends to try to build in violation of the 
applicable height limitations. The rule is that a 45' maximum buildini heiibt as measured from 
existini wde js the standard for projects of5 acres or less (as this one is). We have requested many 
times in writing and verbally that a condition simply stating that rule as a condition of this project be 
included. That has been resisted by the developer and ignored by the decision maker. The result is 
that this project as now designed will create adverse impacts upon public views due to excessive 
building heights. 

The developer intends to go ahead with a scheme of measuring bui I ding height from the grade 
resulting from the grading for construction of building pads. This would, of course, set a measuring 
point to start from at a much higher elevation than the correct standard. This is precisely why the 
developer has resisted the imposition of a condition repeating the Code standard. 

Further, the proposed grading is intended to place huge amounts of material on the site and 
to result in building pad elevations so much above current conditions that they are inconsistent with 
the intent of the California Coastal Act as to preserving sites and protecting views. This, in tum, 
exacerbates the problem with measurement ofbuilding hetghts. There is a reason why the elevations 
look like a butlding oi 70' in height, and when that IS measured from a grossly elevated starting point, 
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Comparing the Code requirement to adequately detailed drawings could easily be done if a 
condi~ion requiring that were in place. However, the developer has resisted that too. The currently 
avallable conceptual renderings do not include sufficient topographic detail to allow the needed 
analysis and clarification. The usual and correct process is to supenmpose elevation drawings over 
topographic maps (with existing grade information) and there is no good reason why that can not be 
done before approval and an abuse of discretion to allow the developer to avoid doing it that way. 

The developer's agreement that height will be limited to the lower view lines created by the 
existing ridge lines simply suffers from the same inability to sufficiently identify just what it means, 
in tum due to the intentional lack of good information. We can not even tell who is supposedly 
advantaged by this condition. Further, it just is not needed and only adds ambiguity, when the correct 
solution is at hand. 

For these reasons, a condition placing the height limitation at 45' above the point measured 
from ~xisting grade and stating· that the creation of higher elevation building pads will not allow the 
construction of buildings with a higher overall height must be imposed. The developer must not be 
allowed to build in a manner that violates both the California Coastal Code and the City Zoning Code 
in this regard. Therefor, the approval is in error because it fails to require the mitigation of adverse 
environmental impacts on public views from proposed excessive building heights. 

THIS DECISION SHOULD BE REVEBSED BECAVSE 

THE CITY HAS FAILED TO MEET MANDATORY DUTIES 

TO OBTAIN A GRADING PLAN AND A PLAN OF BUILDING ENVELOPE 

L.A.M.C. 17.1 S specifically places the mandatory duty upon the Advisory Agency to obtain 
from the subdivider a proposed grading plan at the time the map is filed and obviously before it can 
be approved. This is, of course, so that both the City and the public c:an review, analyze and comment 
upl.a ~e proposed grading. There is no proposed grading plan in : t:t.;. •i/e. It would necessarily need 
to include cut, fill, import and export of soil information based upon the location of landslide plane, 
water table, and the like. This is all information not developed by this subdivider, not proposed and 
not available for public review and comment. Ifthere is a problem later due to allowing construction 
before requiring that information to be obtained and commented upon, it will thus be causally 
connected to this breach of mand&toty duty. This requires reversal of the decision of approval. 

The same Code section places the mandatory duty upon the Advisory Agency to obtain a plan 
of building envelope before approval and showing, among other things, the height of the buildings. 
Here, there is only scanty information about some of the building heights, and that information, as 
noted above, is ambiguous at best. Nothing that could reasonably qualify as a plan of building 
envelope with adequate building height information is in this file. If there is a violation of the City 
Zoning Code and the California Coastal Code that is allowed to occur and/or a loss of the protection 
of public views, it will thus be causally connected to this breach of mandatory duty. This requires 
reversal of the decision of approval. { 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

· · CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate. Suite 1000 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590·5071 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
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Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s): 

Executive Director: 
200 Ocean gate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 590-5071 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

NOTE: 

1. Name of local/port government: City of Los Angeles 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Demolition of two 
apartment buildings and construction of 82 unit condominium project on 
173,496 square foot lot in RD2-1 and RE9-1 Zoned site; designated Low 
Medium II Residential and Low Residential in the Community Plan. Project 
would require 130,000 cubic yards cut and 80.000 cubic yards fill to stabilize 
the Revello landslide, which is located on the site. 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, 
etc.): 17331-17333 Tramonto Drive, Pacific Palisades (County of Los 
Angeles) 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions: __________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions:_XX::..=,..:'----------

c. Denial: ____________________ _ 

For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government 
cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public 
works project. Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: COASTAL COMM\SSlQN l 
fr { ,~, 11 i 1 

A-tr ,//?t.--125:-~3 EXHIBIT# 7" APPEAL NO: 

DATE FILED: 6.;7- t!J:r= PAGE- I OF--

DISTRICT: South Coast /&~ 
7 



Appeal of ZA-2000-2697 -CDP-1 A (landmark LLC) 
Page: 3 

SECTION IV.Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government Coastal Permit decisions are limited by a variety of 
factors and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet 
for assistance in completing this section, which continues on the next page. Please state 
briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal 
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you 
believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) This is a permit issued by local government before 
certification of a local coastal program .. The standard of review is the Coastal Act. 

Consistency with Section 30240. Section 30240 requires development in areas 
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks shall be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. Los 
Liones Park, a unit of Topanga State Park is located along Los Liones Drive, to the 
north of the proposed project. Tramonto Drive, a two-lane hillside road used to 
access the project gets access off Los Liones Drive, a four-lane road that is the 
principal access to Los Liones Park. To ensure safety at that intersection, 
especially during construction, when there will be frequent truck traffic from the 
trucks removing earth and delivering fill, the City has required the applicant to 
remove all trees a~d vegetation from the area near the intersection of Tramonto and 
Los Liones. Currently there is a heavily vegetated canyon wall on the left 
(southerly) side of Los Liones Drive approaching the main trailhead of the park. 
Removal of vegetation and trees on the site could disrupt perches and nesting 
areas used by birds and other animals that feed and nest in habitat that now 
extends from the slope, into the park and on up Los L ion•: s Canyon, inconsistent 
with Section 30240. While the City has required the applicant to survey for nesting 
birds prior to removing trees and other vegetation, the local COP does not discuss 
or analyze the long-term compatibility of the development with the continuance of 
the habitat in the park, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30240. After 
development, a significant part of the vegetation will be removed and replaced with 
vegetation that increases the view distance for turning vehicles, but may not support 
nesting birds and is otherwise incompatible with the habitat of the adjacent park. In 
addition, the local coastal development permit does not analyze potential impacts 
on public access to the park by the traffic from the project, by truck traffic during 
construction, or by possible reduction of on-street parking to improve access from 
Los Liones to Tramonto Drive. 

Consistency with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 
Visual impacts and community character. The project is located on a ridge 
between Los Liones Drive and Sunset Boulevard. Therefore, it abuts and is visible 
from the Los Liones unit of Topanga State Park and is visible from the park. It will 
also be visible from PCH and Sunset Boulevard, major coastal access routes. 
Finally, the City staff report indicates that the proposed project will require the 
construction of a soldier pile wall adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway. The City staff 
report addressed impacts on private views but did not analyze the impacts the 
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Appeal of ZA-2000-2697 -CDP-1 A (landmark LLC) 
Page: 4 

project might have on views from Sunset Boulevard, Los Liones Drive, Los Liones 
Park, Pacific Coast Highway or from the beach. 

Landform alteration. In order to construct on the site the applicant proposes to 
stabilize the Revello Drive landslide, an active landslide that is on the site. This will 
require the applicant to excavate the entire slide and reconstruct it. The 
reconstruction of the slide will require removal of 130,000 cubic yards of earth and 
its replacement of 80,000 cubic yards of fill, a significant portion of which may need 
to be imported. To support the building, and the fill placed to support it, the 
applicant will need to install soldier piles along the perimeter of the excavation, and 
15-foot high retaining walls, which will be visible from off-site and from PCH. 

Consistency with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. The project is on an active 
landslide, which slid in 1965, destroying several apartments. The slide is 
downslope of other structures. Reconstruction of the slide will require excavation of 
materials lower on the slope than these structures, which may pose risks to the 
stability of the hill on which these structures are located, contributing to the 
instability of the surrounding area. The City has imposed conditions requiring the 
applicant to follow the recommendations of the City Department of Building and 
Safety to install soldier piles on the perimeter of the excavation to stabilize the 
hillside during construction and to post a completion bond for the grading. The City 
findings assert that if these conditions are followed the adjacent properties should 
be safe. While the City has analyzed the project carefully, excavating and active 
landslide is highly risky, and raises issues with Section 30253 

Finality of local action. The coastal development permit issued by the City does not 
enc..or."'pass all development necessary to complete project. •·herefore, the Coastal 
Development Permit is not consistent with the requirements of 30600(b) and Section 
13300 of the California Code of Regulations. The coastal development permit granted 
approval for "construction and maintenance of an 82-unit condominium". The EIR certified 
along with this action described a subdivision and related grading. However, the tract map 
associated with the creation of this condominium was not analyzed or described in the 
coastal development permit, and in fact as of March 8, 2005, was still undergoing the 
appeal process in City government outside of its coastal development permit process. 
Section 30600(b) establishes the right of a local government to issue coastal development 
permits in its jurisdiction: 

Section 30600 Coastal development permit; procedures prior to certification of local 
coastal program 
(a) Except as provided in subdivision (e), and in addition to obtaining any other permit 
required by law from any local government or from any state, regional, or local agency, any 
person, as defined in Section 21066, wishing to perform or undertake any development in 
the coastal zone, other than a facility subject to Section 25500, shall obtain a coastal 
development permit. 

(b) (1) Prior to certification of its local coastal program, a local government may, with 
respect to any development within its area of jurisdiction in the coastal zone and consistent 
with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620, and 30620.5, establish procedures for the 

ft ~ ('JfL ()[ l1 
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filing, processing, review. modification, approval, or denial of a coastal development permit. 
Those procedures may be incorporated and made a part of the procedures relating to any 
other appropriate land use development permit issued by the local government. 

Sections 13300-13327 of the California Code of Regulations establish procedures 
governing this process. 

§ 13300. Applicability of Chapter to Developments Within the Coastal Zone. 

This chapter shall govern the issuance by local governments of coastal development permits 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Sect1on 30600(b) and shall be applicable to any person wishing 
to perform or undertake any development in the coastal zone except for the following: 

(a) Any development on tidelands, submerged lands, or on public trust lands, whether 
filled or unfilled. 
(b) Any development by a public agency for which a local government permit is not 
otherwise required. 
(c) Any development subject to the provision of Section 30608. 30610. 30610.5, 30611 
and 30624 of the Public Resources Code. 

§ 13301. Coastal Development. 

(a) Following the implementation of a coastal development permit program by a local government as 
provided in Section 13307, any person wishing to perform a development within the affected 
jurisdiction except as specified in Section 13300 shall obtain a coastal development permit from the 
local government. If the development is one specified in Public Resources Code 30601, a permit 
must also be obtained from the commission in addition to the permit otherwise required from the 
local government; in such instances, an application shall not be made to the commission until a 
coastal development permit has been obtained from the appropriate local government. 

(b) Where any proposed activity involves more than one action constituting a development under 
Public Resources Code. Section 30106, the sum of such actions may be incorporated into one 
coastal development permit application and into one coas!al development permit for purposes of 
notification requiremen1s of Section 13315; provided, however, that no individual development 
activity may be commenced or initiated in any way until the overall development has been reviewed 
pursuant to the provisions of Sections 13315-13325. 

§ 13311. Issuance of a Coastal Development Permit. 

A coastal development permit shall be deemed issued (a) when final review has occurred, (b) when, 
if applicable, all local rights of appeal have been exhausted and (c) when findings have been made 
that the interpretive guidelines have been reviewed and that the proposed development conforms 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code, Section 30604(a) and with any applicable decision 
set by the commission pursuant to Public Resources. Section 30625(c) If the development is located 
between the nearest public road and the sea or shoreline of any body of water located within the 
coastal zone, the local government shall also make the specific findings required by Public 
Resources Code. Section 30604(c) 

In this case, the coastal development permit described in the City's notice did not contain 
the tract map that is necessary for the sale of the "condominium units" separately. Such a 
subdivision is development as described in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act. : 

Section 30106 Development 

"Development" means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid material or 
structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous, liquid. solid, or thermal ' 
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waste; gradtng, removmg, dredgmg, m1ning, or extraction of any matenals; change 1n the density or 
intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map 
Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land, 
including lot splits, except where the land division is brought about in connection with the purchase 
of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, or 
of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, 
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvesting of major 
vegetation other than for agricultural purposes. kelp harvesting, and timber operations which are in 
accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to the provisions of the Z'berg-Ne1edly 
Forest Pract1ce Act of 1973 (commencing with Sect1on 4511). (Emphasis added) 

As used in this section, "structure" includes, but is not limited to, any building, road, pipe, flume, 
conduit. siphon. aqueduct, telephone line. and electrical power transmission and distribution line. 

The City did not include the description of the subdivision in the coastal development 
permit because under the City Charter, adopted in 2000; there can be only one appeal of 
an action. The first hearing on a coastal development permit is before a zoning 
administrator. This action is appealable to either the Planning Commission or an Area 
Planning Commission. The first action on any subdivision is at the Planning (or Area 
Planning) Commission level. Subdivisions are appealable to the City Council. This dual 
tracking system has resulted in the Coastal Commission receiving appeals, including this 
one, before the City Council has had a chance to review the project. It results in the 
issuance of a permit with a project description that is ambiguous with respect to a 
subdivision, which means that it does not include the subdivision but may refer to a related 
subdivision approval. In this case, the COP does not include the tract map, but the 
development is described as a "condominium". On at least one occasion, this procedure 
has resulted in a final action on a COP that was inconsistent, in terms of the number of 
units, with the tract map as approved by the City Council. It has also resulted in delays 
while zoning administrators attempted to explain that the coastal permit encompassed a 
subdivision even though the subdivision is under appeal sepa ·at ely. 

The problem with this bifurcated action on the project is that the tract map is a subdivision, 
which is development, and which needs a coastal development permit, but the City has 
excluded the tract map from its action on the City issued coastal permit resulting in 
excluding it from the coastal permit process. In addition, if the Commission accepts the 
description "construction and maintenance of a 82 unit condominium " as allowing a 
subdivision, and accepts the appeal, it is doing this while the City's action on the tract map 
is not yet final. While the Code of Regulations allows appeals of pre-certification permit 
before they are final, an appeal before the final City action occurs could result in 
inconsistent decisions from two public bodies. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The infonnation and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge. 

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent 

11 r ,, L o " t. 1 
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Date: 3/ I 7/05 ------------------------------
Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

Section VI. 

1/We hereby 
authorize 

Agent Authorization 

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeaL 

Date: 



Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

MAR 1 5 zoos CORRECTED COPY 
Mailing Date: 

Case No.: ZA-2000-2697-CDP-1A 
CEQA: ENV-2000-2696-EIR 

Applicant: Palisades Landmark, LLC 

Location: 17331-17333 Tramonto Drive 
Council District: 11 
Plan Area: Pacific Palisades 
Zone: RE9-1 and RD2-1 
District Map: 126B 117 

Appellant: 1) Castellammare Mesa Homeowners Association; 2) Alice Beagles, William and Sylvia Grieb 
and Janet Commeau; 3) Thomas Stewart; 4) Pacific Palisades Residents Association; 5) Ken Kahan 
(Palisades Landmark, LLC). 

At its meeting of November 4, 2004, the City Planning Commission took the following action: 

Denied the appeals filed bv 1) Castellammare Mesa Homeowners Association; 2) Alice Beagles, 
William and Sylvia Grieb and Janet Commeau; 3) Thomas Stewart; 4) Pacific Palisades Residents 
Association. 

Granted the appeal in part filed by I( en Kahan (Palisades Landmark. LLC) and sustained the decision 
of the Zoning Administrator In approving a Coastal Development Permit for the construction, use and 
maintenance of a 82-unit condominium project. 

Approved the attached modified Conditions of Approval. 

Certified the Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2000-2686-EIR. (SCH No. 2002051086), 

Adopted the attached Findings of the Zoning Administrator, as corrected by the City Planning Commission 
as follows: 

a. Adopted the CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (Findings 6 thro..Jgh 6.9). 

b. Adopted the California Coastal Act Findings (Findings 1 through 5). 

c. Adopted the Mello Act Findings (Finding 7). 

Advised the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination filing. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Vote: 8-0 

Burg 
Schiff 
Atkin so hang, Cardenas, George, Mahdesian, Mindlin 

e Wi11ams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Planning Commission 
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The Coastal Development Permit is effective at the City level on the mailing date of this 
determination. The Coastal Development Permit is not further appealable at the City level 
, but appealable only to the California Coastal Commission - South Coast District Office. 
The California Coastal Commission, upon receipt and acceptance of this determination, will 
establish the start of the 20-day appeal period. 

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may 
seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section 
is filed no later than the 9oth day following the date on which the City's decision becomes 
final. 

Attachment(s): Modified Conditions/Findings and Exhibits A1 through A9 and 81 and 82 

c: Notification List 

II-~ Prz. o~ &s 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# I? 
PAGE_ 2:::_:--0-F_--



CASE NO.: ZA 2000-2697-CDP-1A 
(17331 & 17333 Tramonto Drive) 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
(Modifications = Strikeout and Underline) 

P-1 

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other applicable 
govemmenUregulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the development and use of 
the property, except as such regulations are herein specifically varied or required. 

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with the plot 
plan, view diagrams, sections and elevations submitted with the application and marked 
Exhibit "A-1" through~ "A-9" and Exhibits "B-1 and B-2" attached to this report (site plan; 
view analysis diagram, Sections 'A' to 'G', and elevations). 

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of the 
surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to impose additional 
corrective conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such · 
conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood or 
occupants of adjacent property. 

4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the surface to 
which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 

5. A copy of the first page of this grant and all conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this 
grant and its resultant conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building 
plans sut,mitted to the Zoning Administrator and ~he Department of Building and Safety for 
purposes of having a building permit issued. 

6. Grading and site preparation shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety, Grading Division, consistent with all applicable provisions of the Municipal Code, 
including all necessary geologic and soils reports. 

a. A bond shall be posted in an amount and in a manner satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety to assure the timely completion of grading and site preparations. 

b. All mitigation measures numbered 1 through 100 set forth by Section I.F of the Final 
EIR (ENV-2000-2696-EIR) under the heading "GEOLOGY AND SOILS" shall be 
complied with as well as any other requirements satisfactory to the Department of 
Building and Safety Grading Division, including all conditions contained in the 
Department of Building and Safety's memo dated December5, 2001, Log No. 31587-05 
(inclusive of previous reports from DBS-Grading Division dated August 16, 2000, 
November 29, 2000, June 29, 2001, August 28, 2001 and October 2, 2001) . 

7. Prior to the issuance of any permit, plans shall be submitted. for review and approval by the Fire 
Department and shall conform to mitigation measures 3 through 16 of the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program contained in Section IV of the Final EIR under the heading "Public Services - Fire 
Protection". 

8. The project applicant shall, at his own expense and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Transportation and the Department of Public Works: 

a. remove any existing vegetation within the right-of-way between the roadway edge and 
the property line along the convex curve of Tramonto Drive, approximately eighty feet 

,. a; rP 1- tP > "" Ex"· l..r 17 p ~ 
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arc length, in the vicinity of the project driveway; and 
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b. install a permanent aesthetic surface or material along this portion of the roadway that 
prevents the growth. of vegetation within this right-of-way. 

9. A parking and driveway plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the appropriate District 
Offices of the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation prior to the issuance 
of any building permit or certificate of occupancy. 

10. Provide a minimum of 2 covered off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit, plus ~ guest 
parking spaces per dwelling unit. All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently 
located and specifically reserved for guest parking. 

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at the gate. 
Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not 
be used for guest parking. 

11. The maximum height of the building shall not exceed 45 feet or the maximum permitted by the 
L.A.M.C, except that the height of the building shall not exceed the height restriction required 
by Condition No. 12 below. t ... o variance for the height provisions ·of the los Angeles Municipal 
Code is authorized by this action. 

12. As volunteered by the applicant. no structure or landscaping shall be higher than the lower view 
lines created by the existing ridge lines as shown on Exhibits A-3, through A-9, except chimneys, 
vents and in the case of flat buildings colored in red on Exhibit A-1, limited rooftop projections 
as allowed by the los Angele5 Municipal Code. 

13. As volunteered by the applicant, at the request of the adjoining Ocean Woods Terrace 
Condominium (OWTC), the Developer shall allow access to the project site by a licensed 
surveyor hired by OWTC (at OWTC's expense) to perform an as-built survey to confirm the 
height of the Project, or to request that Developer, at De ;eloper's expense, to perform an 
as-built survey to confirm the height of the Project. Such request may be made by OWTC prior 
to or upon completion of the framing of the Project and prior to or upon completion of the Project 
but prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy. 

14. landscaping. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas recreational 
facilities or walks shall be attractively landscape, including an automatic irrigation system, in 
accordance with a landscape plan prepared buy a licensed landscape architect, licensed 
architect, or landscape contractor, to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator. Special 
attention shall be given to the landscaping of retaining walls. after consultation with the 
Department of Building and Safety, Grading Division. 

15. As volunteered by the applicant. prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, new off
site landscaping shall be installed on the adjacent OWTC's property. The new landscaping shall 
not interfere with the views of the coastline or of the ocean from OWTC. The design of the 
landscape plan shall be created with the participation of OWTC. 

16. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall prepare and execute a 
separate Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a manner 
satisfactory to the Zoning Administrator, b.inding the applicant and all successors to the 
following: 

a. Three (3) of the guest park1ng spaces required by Condition No. 10 --tfraddition to the 
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required guest parking, shall be set aside for 1tisitor parking exclusively reserved for the 
adjoining Ocean Woods Terrace Condominiums. 

17. As volunteered by the applicant. prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the 
applicant shall prepare and execute a separate Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department 
General Fonn CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Zoning Administrator, binding the 
applicant and all successors to the following off-site improvements: 

a. A vehicle warning device and required physical improvements shall be installed to warn 
motorists exiting the adjoining Ocean Woods Terrace of any vehicles entering or exiting 
the development. Required approvals and permits shall be obtained by the applicant 
from the appropriate city agencies for all improvements in the right of way. 

b. Tramonto Drive shall be repaved from Los Liones Drive to a point past the ingress 
driveway of the adjoining Ocean Woods Terrace Condominiums. Required approvals 
and pennits shall be obtained by the applicant from the appropriate city agencies for all 
improvements in the right of way. 

c. The entire exit driveway of the adjoining Ocean Woods Terrace Condominiums, which 
joins the egress/ingress driveway of the subject site, shall be repaved. Any city 
required pennits to :epave the driveway shall be applied for by the Ocean v:oods 
Terrace Condominium or with the expressed written consent of the OWTC. 

18. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE UNITS. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the 
applicant/developer shall submit an Affordable Housing Provision Plan approved by the Los 
Angeles Housing Department for the reguired lnclusionary Residential Units t.:.. be provided 'Jff
site as rental units. execute and record a covenant and agreement (Planning Department Form 
CP 6770) satisfactory to the Department of City Planning and the I lousing Departn rent, binding 
the applicant or any subsequent property owner, heirs, or assigns to: 

a. Designate and maintain (including rent schedule) 16 condominium units (20% of the 82 
identified new vvhole dwelling units) as Very•low Income (Vll) or Low Income (LI) 
affordable accessible rental dwelling units as defined in LAM€ Section 12.22 A 25(b); 

OR 

designate and maint<!!in 8 condominium units ( 10% of the 82 identified new whole 
dwelling units) for Very Lovv Income (Vll) affordable accessible rental dwelling units as 
defined in LAM€ Section 12.22 A 25(b). 

The Plan shall provide either: eight (8) Very Low Income affordable units; OR 
sixteen ( 16) Low Income or Very Low Income affordable units. 

b. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall execute and record a 
separate covenant and agreement, in a manner approved by the I lousing Department, 
guaranteeing that the designated affordable accessible dwelling units shall be reserved 
for occupancy by eligible households for at least 30 years fron, the issuance of a 
Certificate(s) of Occupancy for the affordable accessible dwelling units. A copy of the 
recorded Covenant and Agreement approved--by the I lousing Department shall be 
placed in the file, and 

The subdivider shall record a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department 
General Form CP-6770) binding the subdivider to place the required off-site units in 
serviQL{Le either rented or issuance of a Certificate of Occup<illlli prior to the 
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issuance of a Temporary or Final Certificate of Occupancy for the 55th on-site market 
rate unit. 

To be cleared by City Planner or above. 

c. The Housing Department, or its successor or assignee, shall be responsible for the 
ongoing monitoring and enforcement of these (accessible affordable unit requirements. 

d. Prior to issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall submit a eopy of the 
Co'9enants, Conditions and Restrictions (CO a R's) for approval by the Zoning 
Administrator that will identify. 1 ) the designated 16 or B units reseNed for ll or Vll 
accessible household incomes, 2) acknowledgment that the designated Ll or VU 
accessible units will be reseNed as rentals for Ll or VLI accessible households for a 
period of 30 years. The CO a R's shall contain langu21ge that an amendment to ZA-
200Q-2697·CDP shall be 21pproved prior to any ch21nges by the llomeowners 
Association affecting the requirements for the designated Ll or VLI accessible units. 

NOTE: 

These lnclusionary ll or Vll units shall be located on•site. Applicants claiming it is 
infeasible for them to comply with this requirement may request permission to pro~de 
the required units elsewhere within the Coastal Zone, or within three miles of the 
Coastal Zone, by submitting an appeal pursuant to Part 6.0 of the Interim Administrative 
Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act in the Coastal Zone Portions of the City 
of Los Angeles, signed in May of 2000. 

The provision of lnclusionary Residential Units fnr senior or disabled persons who do 
not have a Low or Very Low Income does not fu'fill the inclusionary requirements for 
New Housing Development for the Mello Act. 

19. Prior to the issuance of any permits, approval shall be obtained for the project from the 
California Coastal Commission pursuant to the permit requirements for projects located within 
the dual jurisdiction area. 

20. Environmental Conditions: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant will prepare 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to 
the following: 

a. Air Pollution (Stationary) 

The Applicant shall provide an air filtration system( s) to reduce the diminished air quality 
effects on occupants of the project. 

b. Trees 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree 
expert as defined by Ordinance 153, 478, indicating the location, size, type and 
condition of all existing tees on the site shall be submitted for approval by the 
Department of City Planning and the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. The plan shall contain measures recommend by the tree expert for the 
preservation of as many trees as possible. Mitigation measures such as replacement 
by a minimum of 24-inch box trees in the parkway and on the site, on a 1:1 basis, shall 
be required for the unavoidable loss of desirable trees on the site, to the satisfaction 

of the street Tree Divis~ ;r the Bureau ~ ~ee( t::tenPi-•t ie A{;.o~ .4 t I/ 
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c. Fire 
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Recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be incorporated 
in the building plans, which includes a plot plan approval prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. The plot plan approval shall consider but not be limited to access 
concerns and interior heat sensitive sprinkler systems. 

d. The proposed project shall comply with the City's llillside Development Landform 
Grading Guidelines. 

e. Landscape buffers shall be planted between the project site and adjacent residential 
uses. 

f. Outdoor lighting and indoor parking garage lighting shall be limited to that necessary 
for safety and security, and shall be directed on-site and designed and installed with 
shielding so that the light source can not be seen from adjacent land uses or from 
off-site locations. 

g. The exterior of the proposed buildings shall be constructed of non-reflective building 
materials. 

h. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
troken asphalt :md concrete; wood and vegetation. No11-recyclable materials/wastes 
must be taken to an appropriate landfill, such 
as the Calabasas Sanitary Landfill, the Azusa Landfill, or the Bradley Landfill Toxic 
wastes must be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

i. Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent contamination soil on paved 
surfaces (including Tramonte Drive and Los Liones Drive) that can be washed away into 
the storm drains. 

j. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup methods whenever 
possible. 

k. Cover and maintain dumpsters. Place uncovered dumpsters under a roof or cover with 
tarps or plastic sheeting. 

I. Use gravel approaches wr1ere truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil compaction and 
limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

m. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing away from storm 
drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off-site. Use drip pans or drop cloths to 
catch drips and spills. 

n. The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 172,176 to provide for Stormwater and 
Urban Runoff Pollution Control which requires the application of BMPs, including the 
following mitigation measures: 

Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from the Bureau 

of Sanitation. Jf ~ pp £- p~ J, f 
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Reduce impervious surface area by using permeable pavement materials 
where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt; unit pavers, i.e. turf 
block; and granular materials, i.e. crushed aggregates, cobbles. 

o. The applicant shall pay the required school fees to the LAUSD. 

p. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144,331 and 
161,57 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses. 

q. The project applicant shall consult with the LAPD's Crime Prevention Unit (CPU) on the 
design and implementation of a security plan for the proposed project and, which shall 
consider the following elements: 

r. 

s. 

t. 

u. 

V. 

w. 

X. 

y. 

Design entryways, the lobby, and parking areas with lighting that eliminates 
areas of concealment; 
Landscaping should be designed so as to not conceal potential criminal 
activities near windows or doors. 
Outdoor night lighting should be provided to aid crime prevention and 
enforcement eff.)rts; 
All garages should be enclosed; 
Provide solid core doors with deadbolt locks to all units; 
The use of louvered windows should be prohibited 

Upon the completion of the project, it is recommended that site plans for the property 
be provided to the West Los Angeles area commanding officer to help facilitate any 
police response. 

The applicant shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Housing Department's 
relocation assistance requirements. 

Automatic sprinkler systems should be set to irrigate landscaping during early morning 
hours or during the evening to reduce water losses from evaporation. Care must be 
taken to reset sprinklers to water less often in cooler months and during the rainfall 
season to avoid wasting water by excessive landscape irrigation. 

Selection of native, drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant varieties should be 
used to reduce irrigation water consumption. 

Adherence to the provisions within the Water Conservation Ordinance of April 1988. 

The project applicant should demonstrate that construction and demolition debris, to the 
maximum extent feasible, would be salvaged and recycled in a practical, avC!ilable, and 

. accessible manner during the construction phase. 

The applicant shall institute a recycling program to the satisfaction of the Zoning 
Administrator to reduce the volume of solid waste going to landfills in compliance with 
the City's goal of a 70 percent reduction in the amount of solid waste going to landfills 
by the year 2020. 

Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper,L 
metal, glass, and other recyclable material. " .; r , L IJ I: D 3 
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z. The applicant should consult with LADWP during the design process of the proposed 
project regarding potential energy conservation measures for the project. Examples of 
such energy conservation measures include: 

Design windows (i.e., tinting, double pane glass, etc.) to reduce thermal gain 
and loss and thus cooling loads during warm weather, and heating loads 
during cool weather. 

Install thermal insulation in walls and ceilings that meets or exceeds the 
requirements of the State Administrative Code Title 24. 

Install high-efficiency lamps for outdoor security lighting. 

Time control exterior lighting. These systems should be programmed to 
account for variations in seasonal daylight times. 

Limit outdoor lighting while still maintaining minimum security and safety 
standards. 

Built-in appliances, refrigerators, and space-conditioning equipment should 
exceed the minimum efficiency levels mandated in the California Code of 
Regulations. 

Use natural ventilation wherever possible. 

aa. As a condition of each grading permit required of the project applicant by the City, ihe 
applicant shall be responsible for the repair of any damage to roads resulting from the 
delivery of heavy machinery, equipment, and building materials to or from the project 
site, as well as the import and export of soil to and from the project site. Such roadway 
repair shall be to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Street Services. 

bb. If construction or haul trucks driving to and/or from the project site cause any 
substantial damage to private driveways in the immediate vicinity of the project site, 
such damage shall be repaired by, or paid for by, the project applicant. 

cc. The applicant shall pay or guarantee the payment of a park and recreation fee based 
on the latest fee rate schedule applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by 
the Advisory Agency in accordance with Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code and to be paid and deposited in the trust accounts of the Park and Recreation 
Fund. 

21. Construction Mitigation Conditions- Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit. or the 
recordation of the final map, the applicant shall prepare and execute a Covenant and 
Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6T70) in a manner satisfactory to the 
Planning Department, binding the applicant and all successors to the following: 

a. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint telephone number 
that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording or voice mail, during all hours of 
construction, the construction site address, and the Tentative Tract number. YOU ARE 
REQUIRED TO POST THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN. 

Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or structure (if 
developed) so that it can be easily read by the public. The sign must be 

fit; ft'£. P~ ~,., &-. '' rf 



CASI! NO.: ZA 2000-26S7.CDP-1A 
(17331 & 17333 Tramonto Drive) 

sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be free-standing. 

P-8 

• Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of the applicant 
to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible, and remains in that 
condition throughout the entire construction period. 

If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on each street 
frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in size, a separate notice of 
posting will be required for each five (5) acres, or portion thereof. Each sign 
must be posted in a prominent location. 

b. Hours of construction shall be limited to 8:00am to 5:00pm during excavation, 
recompaction and prior to the covering of the exterior of the buildings ("wrapping"), 
Monday through Friday and 9am to Spm on Saturdays. No construction on Sundays. 
Workers may arrive at the site after 7:00am and engage in pre-construction work that 
does not involve the use of any equipment or work that generates noise that can be 
heard inside the dwelling units of adjacent properties. 

c. As volunteered by the applicant, after the "wrapping" phase of the exterior o f t h e 
buildings, construction may commence at 7:00am, Mondays through Saturdays, 
providing that such construction does not generate noise that can be heard inside the 
dwelling units of adjacent properties. 

d. As volunteered by the applicant, OWTC shall be given written schedules of construction 
activities upon request but not more than once a month whicl:l set forth the scope of 
scheduled construction activities. Written notice of any chances to the construction 
schedule shall be provided. 

e. As volunteered by the applicant OWTC shall be given 72 hours prior notice 
of all vibration generating construction operations. 

f. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

g. Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

h. No construction equipment shall be started in or in operation on-site outside the 
allowable construction hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (M-F) and 9:00 am to 5:00 pm 
(Saturdays). 

i. Trucks and construction equipment shall not be staged in adjacent residential areas 
during the overall period of construction. 

j. Temporary "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed approximately 300 feet in 
advance of the construction driveway in each direction on Tramonto Drive. 

k. Up to two flag persons shall be used at the project site to assist the truck operators in 
and out of the project area, as well as minimize conflicts with motorists. 

I. Construction workers shall not be allowed to park on Sunset Boulevard or any 
residential or local street in the vicinity, except Los Liones Drive6 ~ 3 ex 17 
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m. A construction worker ridesharing plan shall be implemented in order to reduce 
construction-related trips and parking demand. 

n. As volunteered by the applicant, construction vehicles shall not interfere with egress 
from the driveway used by OWTC. 

o. As volunteered by the applicant, there shall be no construction-related parking or 
staging of trucks/vehicles on Tramonto Drive at any time. 

p. All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice daily, or 
more frequently as necessary, during excavation and construction, and temporary dust 
covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. 
Wetting could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 50 percent. 

q. All materials transported off site shall be securely covered or sufficiently watered to 
prevent excessive amounts of dust and protect against spillage. 

r. All clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation activities shall be discontinued during 
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive amounts 
of dust. 

s. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as to 
minimize exhaust emissions. 

t. Cover any on-site stockpiles of debris, dirt or other dusty material. 

u. Actively stabilize any cleared area that is planned to remain inactive fN more than 30 
days after clearing is completed. 

v. Establish an on-site construction equipment staging area and construction worker 
parking lot, located on either paved surfaces or unpaved surfaces subjected to soil 
stabilization tre<:Jments, as close as possible to a public highway. 

w. Encourage car-pooling for construction workers. 

x. Sweep access points daily. 

y. Conduct pre-construction assessments for ACMs. Prior to the issuance of the 
demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the Department of Building and 
Safety from a qualified asbestos abatement consultant that no 
ACMs are present in the building. If ACMs are found to be present, they will need to 
be abated in compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District's Rule 
1403 as well as all other state and federal rules and regulations. 

22. BIOLOGICAL SURVEY: Prior to commencing site preparation or construction activities: 

(a) The applicant shall have a field survey conducted by a qualified biologist to determine 
if active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the 
California Fish and Game Code are present in the construction zone or within 100 feet 
( 200 feet for raptors) of the construction zone. The field survey shall occur no earlier 
than 3 days prior to construction or Site preparation activities that would occur during 
the nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on the site 
(typically March 1 through August 31 ). {J C f(IL ~ ~· 17 
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Additionally, raptor (nesting) surveys shall be conducted on the site prior to the 
commencement of construction related activities. Should an active raptor nest be 
discovered on the Project Site, a 500-foot buffer shall be maintained between 
Project-related activities and the nest until such time fledglings leave the nest and the 
site and it has been determined by the Sites' biological monitor that the nest is not being 
used for repeated, same-season nesting attempts. If active nests are found (other than 
rap tors), a minimum 50-foot fence barrier shall be erect~d around the nest, and clearing 
within the fenced area shall be postponed or halted, at the discretion of a biologist, until 
the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second 
attempt at nesting, as determined by a qualified biologist. 

Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The project 
proponent shall record the results of the recommended protective measures described 
above to document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to the 
protection of native birds. 

The subdivider shall provide a clearance letter or other evidence/documentation from 
the Department of Fish and Game, to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency, that 
Conditions a, b, and c above have been satisfied. 

In the event site preparation or construction activities are not commenced prior to the 
recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall record and execute a covenant and 
agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency guaranteeing that the field survey will 
be completed by a qualified biologist prior to site preparation and construction activities. 

23. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this mattt::r, a covenant acknowledging and 
agreeing to comply with all the terms, conditions establis:1ed herein, shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any 
subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement must be submitted to the Zoning 
Administrator for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the 
Recorder's number and date shall ve provided to the Zoning , ~dministrator for attachment to the 
subject case file. 

OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS ·TIME LIMIT- LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES ·TIME EXTENSION 

All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be established. The 
instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being utilized within two years after the 
effective date of approval and, if such privileges are not utilized or substantial physical construction 
work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently to completion, the authorization shall 
terminate and become void. A Zoning Administrator may extend the termination date for one 
additional period not to exceed one year, if a written 
request on appropriate forms, accompanied by the applicable fee is filed therefore with a public 
Office of the Department of City Planning setting forth the reasons for said request and a Zoning 
Administrator determines that good and reasonable cause exists therefore. 

TRANSFERABILITY 

This authorization runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent upon you to advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. (t , ~ . p('L,. () ~ J, ~ 
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VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS. A MISDEMEANOR 

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides: 
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"A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-judicial approval, or any 
conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the authority of this chapter shall 
become effective upon utilization of any portion of the privilege, and the owner and applicant 
shall immediately comply with its conditions. The violation of any valid condition imposed by the 
Director, Zoning Administrator, Area Planning Commission, City Planning Commission or City 
Council in connection with the granting of any action taken pursuant to the authority of this 
chapter, shall constitute a violation of this chapter and shall be subject to the same penalties as 
any other violation of this Code." 

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be punishable by a 
fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a period of not more than six 
months, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

APPEAL PERIOD • EFFECTIVE DATE 

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any 
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. Furthermore, 
if any condition of this grant is violated or if the same be not complied with, then the applicant or his 
successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any violation 
of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code. The Zoning Administrator's determination in 
this matter will become effective after October 8. 2004, unless an appeal therefrom is filed with the 
City Planning D9partment. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal period 
and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period 
expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required fee, a copy 
of the Zoning Administrator's action, and received and receipted at a public office of the Department 
of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. Forms are 
available on-line at www.lacity.org/pln. Public offices are located at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 North Figueroa Street, 

4th Floor 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050 

Furthermore, this coastal development permit shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 
12.20.2-J of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, as authorized by Section 30333 of the California Public 
Resources Code and Section 13105 of the California Administrative Code. 

Provided no appeal has been filed by the above-noted date, a copy of the permit wall be sent to the 
California Coastal Commission. Unless an appeal is filed with the California Coastal Commission 
before 20 working days have expired from the date the City's determination is deemed received by 
such Commission, the City's action shall be deemed final. 

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial review 
of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the 

petition for writ of mandate pursuant ;hat;cllon is filed no Ia~ ~n~;~Oih ;~oi:'J lh~J f 
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Future development of the adjacent areas- specifically more 
Intensive development of the Santa Monica Mountains, is presently 
a contested Issue. The local residents have a long history of 
zealously preserving the residential nature of the community. The 
Pacific Palisades Property Owners Association was established in the 
early 1930's to oppose a proposed industrial development In Santa 
Ynez Canyon. Recently, the Property Owners Association has been 
active In joining actions to limit the population density of the area. 
They have pr'omoted the establishment of grading ordinances, and have 
been instrumental In the development of the Santa Monica Mountains 
Master Plan. 

A proposed re~lonal highway network Indicates additional access 
routes to the study area, most of which are through the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the north. There is community concern over the influence 
this road network might have on the immediate community and the Santa 
Monica Mountains. The freeway Issue In the study area Itself has been 
hl~hly publicized and debated. The community has stopped development 
of a coast freeway, and Is presently contesting the proposed Reseda 
Freeway. 

As development pressure$ mount, greater design and development 
controls appear to be needed to assure the best utilization of undevel
oped lands In the future. This can hopefully be realized In part thro~h 
an updated and workable land use plan that reflects the goals and aspira
tions of the citizens who reside In the area and city-wide needs •nd 
goals for the area. The Advanced Planning Section of the City of l.:os 
Angeles, In conjunction with the Citizens Advisory Committee of Pacfflc 
Palisades, is presently studying the Pacific Palisades with the Intent 
of developing a ·density plan. 

THE LANDSLIDE PROBLEM 

The sea c1Jffs and ~teep canyon slopes of the Pacific Palisades area 
were subject to Jandslldlng slnce long before settlement by men. The 
earlfest landslide of record apparently occurred In 187~, ~nd the earliest 
known topogr•phlc map that provldes.useful information on the study aree 
was prepared by the U. s. Coast Survey ln. 1876. Pertinent historic 
records generally date back to the 1920's, when residential subdivision 
began In the area. The annexation of the Pacific Palisades area to'the 
City of los An~eles In 1916 made possible the construction of a water 
delivery system which stimulated residential development. In mfd-1922, 
9radln~ began. Thereafter, there was rapid qrowth of residential areas 
on the mesa lands and progressive construction and expansion of roads and 
highways. When the mesas were fully utilized, growth continued Into the 
hills, either by terracing the hillsides or levelling the tops to fiJI 
adjoining canyons. landslides were reported more frequently, not only 
because more of the re9lon came under continuous observation, but because 
of the contributions of land use to instability and the effect of Insta
bility on property values. Extensive Investigations by both government 
agencies and private parties on the location, threat and causes of land-
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slides have been carried out. One of the more sensational landslides 
in the area occurred on March 31, 1958 when a great mass of rock and 
soi 1. with an estimated volume of 780,000 cubic yards, suddenly slid 
from the hlqh bluff adjoining Via de las Olas. The slide (Fig. 7, 
Y3 in landslide area No. 26) burled the Pacific Coast Highway to a maxi
mum depth of 100 feet, and the toe reached into the ocean. A highway 
maintenance supervisor was killed and several trucks and other heavy 
equipment were damaged while they were in the process of removing debris 
from a previous landslide of March 27,.1958. A comprehensive description 
of landslide activity through early 1959, including the Via de las Olas 
landslide, is included in the Moran report. 

New landslides since 1958 have taken place chiefly along the canyon 
walls rather than along the palisades facing the sea. The most destruc
tive and, therefore, best known examples are the Enchanted Way, Ocean 
Woods Terrace, and Revello Drl~e or Ocean Woods Estates landslides, and 
the landslide at the south en~ of Grenola Street Inside the mouth of 
Pulga Canyon. A moderate-sized landslide on the west wall of middle 
Potrero Canyon first moved in the winter of 1968, causing part of the 
backyards of three houses to sink several feet. 

The extremely heavy rains of the winter of January and February 1969 
caused some completely new landslides, but most of them were relatively 
small. The main effect of these rains on slope stability was to renew 
or accelerate movement of many historic landslides, Including some of 
the larger active landslides in the study area. Damage to streets, public 
utilities, and residences was greatest at Castellammare Palisades, where 
several younger landslides were reactivated and somewhat enlarged (Figs. 
8-10), and where a new landslide destroyed a residence and part of Porto
marina Way near the location of the former Castle Rock. Two moderate
sized landslides occurred on the hillside Immediately above the Pacific 
Coast Highway, about 200 feet, and about 650 feet west of the mouth of 
Pulga Canyon. One Is partly within a~d the other is entirely within the 
boundaries of previous landslides. The biggest landslide mass to undergo 
large movement was the long-active Friends Street landslide on the west 
side of Potrero Canyon. On January 20, 1969, the head of this slide 
dropped suddenly about 20 to 45 feet. In the weeks and months following 
the heavy rains, several other landslides showed slow but troublesome 
movement. The cumulative effects were particularly noticeable at the 
Enchanted Way landslide and at the large landslide several hundred feet 
east of the mouth of Santa Ynez Canyon, which for years has disrupted the 
Pacific Coast Highway. 

As seen from the map in the appendix, the landslides are very numerous 
and many are extremely complex. The extent of the problem is obvious. 
Over five and a half million dollars of damaqes have occurred to public 
and private property in the study area between the years 1958 and 1971. 
As a result of landsliding in the study area, streets have subsided, slid, 
or been buried, and utility connections have been broken. Houses have 
cracked, crumbled, and slid- to the point of total or partial destruc
tion. Many houses perch precariously at the top of landslide scarps 
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FIG. 2: Map Illustrating the mesas and canyons of the study area. 
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FIGURE 3: Air photo of the east part of Castellamare Palisades and Mesa, the lower Santa Ynez Canyon and the 
Paseo Miramar landslide area. Intersection of Sunset Blvd. and the Pacific Coast Highway in right foreground. 
View looking north. Photo taken May 1970. 
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