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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200
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(805) 585-1800

ADDENDUM

DATE: June 7, 2010

TO:

Commissioners and Interested Parties

FROM: South Central Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: Agenda Item 10a, Thursday, June 10, 2010

Malibu LCP Amendment No. 2-09-B

1)

Staff recommends that the following changes be made to Suggested Modification #3
on Pages 8-9 of the staff report. Revisions are shown in deuble-strike-eut and double
underline.

3.3 Zoning Districts

B.Single Family (SF) Zone
1. Purpose
The SF District will serve the majority of the City's single-family residential parcels. The
intent of this District is to enhance the rural characteristics of the community by maintaining
low density residential development in a manner which respects surrounding property
owners and the natural environment.
2. Permitted and Conditionally Permitted Uses
Refer to Table B (Permitted Uses)
3. Lot Development Criteria
All new lots created within the SF District shall comply with the following criteria:
a. Minimum Lot Area. All new parcels created within the SF District shall comply with
the minimum corresponding SF designation indicated on the Zoning Map as

follows:

i. SF-L: 0.5 unit per acre
ii. SF-M: 1 unit per 0.25 acre

b. Minimum Lot Width: 80 feet



2)

¢. Minimum Lot Depth: 120 feet

d. The smgle family unit allowed on a SF parcel may be transferred to an adjacent

multi-family development MFBF parcel if & the MFBF Qarcel and an adjacent SF
parcel are_combined through a lot merger g ]

. All uses and development on the mer ed arcel shall be sub ect to all
aggllcable standards of the Malibu LIP.

4. Site Development

In addition to the regulations contained in this Chapter, all uses in the SF District shall be
subject to the applicable standards located in the Malibu LIP.

Staff recommends that the following changes be made to Suggested Modification #4
on Pages 9-10 of the staff report. Revisions are shown in deuble=strke—out and
double underline.

3.3 Zoning Districts

D.Multi-Family Beach Front (MFBF) Zone

1. Purpose

The MFBF District provides standards for development on beachfront lots in the City and is
intended to provide for a variety of residential opportunities ranging from single-family to
multiple-family.

2. Permitted and Conditionally Permitted Uses

Refer to Table B (Permitted Uses)

3. Lot Development Criteria

All new lots created within the MFBF District shall comply with the following criteria:

a. Minimum Lot Area: 5,000 sq. ft. per lot unless otherwise provided in Chapter
15 (Subdivisions) of the Malibu LIP

b. Minimum Lot Width: 50 feet
c. Minimum Lot Depth: 100 feet
d. Units per Lot: 1 unit per 1,885 sq. ft. of lot area, not to exceed 4 units.

e. The units per lot may be increased by one unit if a MFBF parcel and an adjacent SF
parcel are combined through a lot merger g

All uses and development on the merged Qarcel shaII be sub|ect to all agglicable
standards of the Malibu LIP.




4. Site Development Standards

In addition to the regulations contained in this Chapter, all uses in the MFBF District shall be
subject to the applicable standards located in located in the Malibu LIP.

3) Written disclosures of ex-parte communications received to date are attached as
Exhibit 1 (Commissioner Kruer).

4) Correspondence to the Commission received from the City of Malibu Planning
Manager, Joyce Parker-Bozylinski, is attached as Exhibit 2.



ITEM Th10a

DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project:

City of Malibu LCP Amendment No. MAJ-2-09-B. Publi¢ hearing and action on request
by City of Malibu to amend its certified LCP to change the land use and zoning
designation of property known as 21200 Pacific Coast Highway (APN 4451-001-042)
from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF), and to
add water wells to the list of development that may be processed as administrative coastal
develapment permit, City of Malibu, Los Angeles County.

Date and time of receipt of commuunication:
June 1, 2010 @ 3:00 pm _
@300p CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Location of communication: ¢{3ji1o

Phone

Type of communication;
Teleconference

Person(s) in attendance at time of communication:
Susan McCabe, Anne Blemker

Person(s) receiving communication:’
Pat Kruer

Detailed substantive description of the content of communication:

(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

I received a briefing from the project representatives in which they described the
proposed amendment to change the land use and 2oning designation of property at 21200
Pacific Coast Highway (Herzig) from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to Multi-
Family Beachfront (MFBF). They described the history of the subject site and the
immediately adjacent site, which was similarly re-zoned in 2006. The proposed
amendment would allow the subject site to conform to the adjacent multi-family zoning
and enable potential merging of the lots. They informed me that the property owner and
the City of Malibu are still warking with staff to develop suggested modification
language that would allow the proposed re-zone, while ensuring appropriate future site
development. The representatives noted that no development proposal for either or both
of the lots is before the Conumission at this time,

Date: / /3 / Y7/
Signature of Commissioner: W

exhibit |
MalibuPA 2-09-8
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City of Malibu

23815 Stuart Ranch Road - Malibu, California - 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 - Fax (310) 456-7650 - www.ci.malibu.ca.us

June 7, 2010

California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District Office
John Ainsworth, Deputy Director
89 South Califorma Street, Ste. 200
Ventura, Ca 93001-2801

Re:  City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAL-MAJ-2-09-B
21200 Pacific Coast Highway (APN 4451-001-042)

Dear Mr. Ainsworth:

Thank you for continuing to work with us on the proposed rezone of the subject parcel. We have
reviewed the suggested language outlined in the staff report as well as the suggested changes that will be
distributed in a supplemental report. It is our belief that the Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF) zone is the
appropriate land use designation, and the best way of arriving at the same result sought by Coastal staff’s
suggested language.

At this time, what is up for consideration is a use designation for the subject property, not a specific
development proposal. Therefore, when considering the proposed amendment, it is critical to keep in
mind that there is no risk of development occurring on this site at an intensity Coastal staff or the
Commission opposes. Any development proposed would be pursuant to an appealable coastal
development permit (CDP). This means that not only would there be the opportunity to comment on or
appeal the CDP at the local level, but the CDP would be appealable to the Commission, giving the
Commission the final say on any specific development proposal.

The City is opposed to an unnecessarily complicated approach to designating land uses. Coastal staff’s
approach would designate for single-family use a highly constrained single parcel surrounded by multi-
family and commercial zoning, and then re-write the language governing single-family and multi-family
districts citywide to address concerns about future development by this individual property owner. If the
goal 1s the ensure appropriate development, the best way to do so is to designate the land use on the
subject parcel properly and then strictly implement existing development standards, rather than
manipulate the land use map process and citywide regulations.

The City shares Coastal staff’s goal of ensuring development on the property that is consistent with the
goals and policies of the Coastal Act and the LCP, especially in light of the specific property constraints.

E%\’\ﬂot‘\’ 2z
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As you are aware, in 2006 the City had requested a rezone of the subject parcel, as well as the adjacent
parcel (21202 Pacific Coast Highway) owned by the same property owner, to MEBF. While the Coastal
Commission agreed to rezone the adjacent parcel MFBF, the subject parcel, whose Assessor Parcel
Number had not been included in the City’s staff report, was not rezoned by the Commission due to this
oversight.

As outlined in our previous letter (Attachment 8 of the staff report), it is important to note that the zoning
and land use designation establishes the maximum number of units allowed on a parcel, but it does not
guarantee a property owner the right to build the maximum number of units. Each parcel is unique and
any proposed project would need to meet all of the LCP’s development standards and policies to protect
coastal resources and public access, such as setbacks, height, parking, etc. The actual number of units
that can be built on a parcel starts with the number allowed by the land use and is then reduced with the
application of development standards based on the constraints and actual holding capacity of the

property.

The subject lot is physically constrained by the flood channel of Las Flores Creek, the ocean, Pacific
Coast Highway, an existing vertical access easement, a vertical access deed restriction, a lateral access
easement, and a lateral access deed restriction. In addition, a significant portion of the subject 12,750 sq.
ft. parcel encompasses Las Flores Creek, which leaves less than 2,500 sq. ft. of net developable area.
Given all these constraints, it is highly likely that the parcel could not support more than one unit,
regardless of whether it is zoned MFBF or SF-M. We agree with Coastal staff’s goal of merging the two
adjacent parcels as part of any development proposal, in order to provide a setback as far as possible from
the Las Flores Creek flood channel. However, given the constraints of the property; it is the City’s belief
that no change in the development potential of the merged parcels would result from a uniform MFBF
designation, as compared to a combination part MFBF, part SF-M designation. The unnecessarily, more
complicated approach does not achieve any greater benefit. The same development standards still apply,
regardless of land use designation.

The best avenue for determining the ultimate design parameters of any project proposed on the subject
parcel is through the processing of a Coastal Development Permit to ensure compliance with the City’s
LCP and General Plan. The City’s goal would be to make sure the parcel gets developed with the most
environmentally sensitive project possible.

Sincerely, o
%&M\%@Qﬁl '
Joyce Parker-Bozylinski

Planning Manager

cc: Victor Peterson, Community Development Director
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 93001

(805) 585-1800

DATE: May 19, 2010
TO: Commissioners and Interested Persons
FROM: Jack Ainsworth, Deputy Director

Steve Hudson, District Manager
Barbara Carey, Supervisor, Planning and Regulation
Deanna Christensen, Coastal Program Analyst

SUBJECT: City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAL-MAJ-2-09-B
for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the June 10, 2010
Commission Meeting in Marina Del Rey.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL

The City of Malibu submitted Local Coastal Program Amendment 2-09 on March 23,
2009. The amendment consists of three separate changes to the City's certified LCP:
(1) to modify the requirements of the Planned Development (PD) land use and zoning
designation to allow for a mix of residential and recreational use instead of commercial
visitor-serving use at the “Crummer Trust” property; (2) re-zone property located at
21200 Pacific Coast Highway (known as the “Herzig” property) from Commercial Visitor-
Serving to Multi-Family Beachfront; and (3) add water wells as a type of development
that may be processed as an administrative coastal development permit. In order to
facilitate processing of Component 1 (Crummer Trust) of the amendment request in an
expedited manner, the City of Malibu requested that the amendment request be split
into Part A and Part B, with Part A processed on its own first and the remaining
Components 2 and 3 (Herzig and water wells) of the amendment request be processed
together as Part B at a later date. Part A was acted on by the Commission at the
February 2010 Commission hearing. Therefore, this staff report and
recommendation deals only with the remaining portions of the amendment
request.

The City of Malibu is requesting an amendment to change the land use and zoning
designation of a property known as 21200 Pacific Coast Highway (APN 4451-001-042)
from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF) in the Land
Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation Plan (LIP) portions of its certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP). The City of Malibu is also requesting an amendment to the LIP
only to add water wells to the list of development that may be processed as an
administrative coastal development permit in Section 13.13.1 of the LIP.

The amendment submittal was deemed complete and filed on April 7, 2009. At its June
2009 Commission meeting, the Commission extended the 90-day time limit to act on
Local Coastal Program Amendment 2-09 for a period not to exceed one year.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Commission staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposed City of Malibu
LCP Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09 Part B as submitted and approve the amendment
subject to suggested modifications. The motions to accomplish this are found on Pages
5-7 of this staff report.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS

City of Malibu Local Coastal Program, adopted September 2002; Resolution No. 08-77
approving LCPA No. 08-004 (water wells), adopted by the City Council of the City of
Malibu November 18, 2008; Ordinance No. 335 approving LCPA No. 08-004 (water
wells), adopted by the City Council of the City of Malibu January 26, 2009; Resolution
No. 08-67 approving LCPA No. 08-002 (21200 PCH), adopted by the City Council of the
City of Malibu December 8, 2008; Ordinance No. 332 approving LCPA No. 08-002
(21200 PCH), adopted by the City Council of the City of Malibu January 12, 2009; CDP
No. 4-00-259 (Malibu Beachfront Properties/Ralph Herzig); City of Malibu LCP
Amendment No. MAJ-1-06.

Additional Information: For further information, please contact Deanna Christensen at the South
Central Coast District Office of the Coastal Commission at (805) 585-1800. The proposed amendment to
the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) is available for review at the Ventura Office of the
Coastal Commission or at the City of Malibu Planning Department.
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. PROCEDURAL ISSUES
A. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Coastal Act provides:

The commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, if it
finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity
with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200)... (Section
30512(c))

The Coastal Act further provides:

The local government shall submit to the Commission the zoning ordinances,
zoning district maps, and, where necessary, other implementing actions that
are required pursuant to this chapter...

The Commission may only reject ordinances, zoning district maps, or other
implementing action on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan. If the
Commission rejects the zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other
implementing actions, it shall give written notice of the rejection, specifying
the provisions of the land use plan with which the rejected zoning ordinances
do not conform, or which it finds will not be adequately carried out, together
with its reasons for the action taken. (Section 30513)

The amendment proposed affects the LUP and LIP components of the certified City of
Malibu LCP. The standard of review that the Commission uses in reviewing the
adequacy of the land use plan is whether the land use plan is consistent with the
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the proposed
amendment to the Implementation Plan of the certified Local Coastal Program, pursuant
to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, is whether the proposed amendment is in
conformance with, and adequate to carry out, the provisions of the Land Use Plan
(LUP) portion of the certified City of Malibu Local Coastal Program. In addition, all
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act have been incorporated in their entirety in the
certified LUP.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval,
certification and amendment of any LCP. The City held public hearings on November
18, 2008, December 8, 2008, and January 12, 2009. The hearings were noticed to the
public consistent with Sections 13551 and 13552 of the California Code of Regulations.
Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties.
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C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

Pursuant to Section 13551 (b) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the City
resolution for submittal may specify that a Local Coastal Program Amendment will either
require formal local government adoption after the Commission approval, or is an
amendment that will take effect automatically upon the Commission's approval pursuant
to Public Resources Code Sections 30512, 30513, and 30519. The City Council
Resolution for this amendment states that the amendment will take effect after
Commission certification. However, in this case, because this approval is subject to
suggested modifications by the Commission, if the Commission approves this
Amendment, the City must act to accept the certified suggested modifications within six
months from the date of Commission action in order for the Amendment to become
effective (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13544; Section 13537 by
reference). Pursuant to Section 13544, the Executive Director shall determine whether
the City's action is adequate to satisfy all requirements of the Commission’s certification
order and report on such adequacy to the Commission. Should the Commission deny
the LCP Amendment, as submitted, without suggested modifications, no further action
is required by either the Commission or the City.

. STAFF MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS, &
RECOMMENDATIONS

Following public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff
recommendation is provided just prior to each resolution.

A. DENIAL OF THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED
MOTION I: | move that the Commission CERTIEY Amendment MAL-MAJ-
2-09-B to the City of Malibu Land Use Plan, as submitted by
the City of Malibu.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION:

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the land use
plan as submitted and adoption of the following resolution. The motion to certify as
submitted passes only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed
Commissioners.

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT
AS SUBMITTED:

The Commission hereby denies certification of Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09-B to the City
of Malibu Land Use Plan and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the
land use plan as submitted does not meet the requirements of and is not in conformity




City of Malibu
Local Coastal Program Amendment 2-09-B
Page 6

with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the land use plan would
not meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, as there are
feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the
land use plan as submitted.

B. CERTIFICATION OF THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT WITH
SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

MOTION lI: | move that the Commission CERTIFY Amendment MAL-MAJ-
2-09-B to the City of Malibu Land Use Plan, if modified as
suggested in this staff report.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY IF MODIFIED:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the
land use plan with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an
affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners.

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE LAND USE PLAN WITH SUGGESTED
MODIFICATIONS:

The Commission hereby certifies Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09-B to the City of Malibu
Land Use Plan if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on
grounds that the land use plan with the suggested modifications will meet the
requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
Certification of the land use plan if modified as suggested complies with the California
Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse
effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives
and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts
on the environment that will result from certification of the land use plan if modified.

C. DENIAL OF THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT AS
SUBMITTED

MOTION 1I: | move that the Commission reject the City of Malibu Local
Implementation Plan Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09-B as
submitted.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION:
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Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of
Implementation Program Amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the
Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED:

The Commission hereby denies certification of the City of Malibu Local Implementation
Plan Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09-B and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds
that the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted does not conform with, and is
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan as amended.
Certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment would not meet the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on
the environment that will result from certification of the Implementation Program
Amendment as submitted.

D. CERTIFICATION OF THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
AMENDMENT WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

MOTION II: | move that the Commission certify City of Malibu Local
Implementation Plan Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09-B if it is
modified as suggested in this staff report.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the
Implementation Plan Amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of the
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT
WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:

The Commission hereby certifies the City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan
Amendment MAL-MAJ-2-09-B if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth
below on grounds that the Implementation Plan Amendment with the suggested
modifications conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified
Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment if
modified as suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, because
either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the Implementation Plan
Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and
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mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on
the environment.

. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE LAND USE PLAN
AMENDMENT

The staff recommends the Commission certify the following, with the modifications as
shown below. The existing language of the certified LCP is shown in straight type.
Language recommended by Commission staff to be deleted is shown in lne—out.
Language proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown underlined. Other
suggested modifications that do not directly change LCP text (e.g., revisions to maps,
figures, instructions) are shown in italics.

‘ SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 1

Land Use Plan Map No. 4 shall be revised to reflect that the parcel at 21200 Pacific
Coast Highway/APN 4451-001-042 is designated Single Family Residential-Medium
(SF-M).

V. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE LOCAL
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT

The staff recommends the Commission certify the following, with the modifications as
shown below. The existing language of the certified LCP is shown in straight type.
Language recommended by Commission staff to be deleted is shown in line—eut.
Language proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown underlined. Other
suggested modifications that do not directly change LCP text (e.g., revisions to maps,
figures, instructions) are shown in italics.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2

Zoning Map No. 4 shall be revised to reflect that the parcel at 21200 Pacific Coast
Highway/APN 4451-001-042 is designated Single Family Residential-Medium (SF-M)
Zone.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 3

3.3 Zoning Districts

B. Single Family (SF) Zone
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1. Purpose
The SF District will serve the majority of the City's single-family residential parcels. The
intent of this District is to enhance the rural characteristics of the community by
maintaining low density residential development in a manner which respects
surrounding property owners and the natural environment.
2. Permitted and Conditionally Permitted Uses
Refer to Table B (Permitted Uses)
3. Lot Development Criteria
All new lots created within the SF District shall comply with the following criteria:

a. Minimum Lot Area. All new parcels created within the SF District shall comply

with the minimum corresponding SF designation indicated on the Zoning Map

as follows:

i. SF-L: 0.5 unit per acre
ii. SF-M: 1 unit per 0.25 acre

b. Minimum Lot Width: 80 feet
c. Minimum Lot Depth: 120 feet
d. The single family unit allowed on a SF parcel may be transferred to a multi-

family development if a MFBF parcel and an adjacent SF parcel are combined
through a lot merger and all units are sited on the MFBF parcel.

4. Site Development

In addition to the regulations contained in this Chapter, all uses in the SF District shall
be subject to the applicable standards located in the Malibu LIP.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 4

3.3 Zoning Districts

D. Multi-Family Beach Front (MFBF) Zone

1. Purpose

The MFBF District provides standards for development on beachfront lots in the City
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and is intended to provide for a variety of residential opportunities ranging from single-
family to multiple-family.

2. Permitted and Conditionally Permitted Uses

Refer to Table B (Permitted Uses)

3. Lot Development Criteria

All new lots created within the MFBF District shall comply with the following criteria:

a. Minimum Lot Area: 5,000 sq. ft. per lot unless otherwise provided in
Chapter 15 (Subdivisions) of the Malibu LIP

b. Minimum Lot Width: 50 feet

c. Minimum Lot Depth: 100 feet

d. Units per Lot: 1 unit per 1,885 sq. ft. of lot area, not to exceed 4
units.

e. The units per lot may be increased by one unit if a MFBF parcel and an adjacent
SF parcel are combined through a lot merger and all units are sited on the MFBF

arcel.

4, Site Development Standards

In addition to the regulations contained in this Chapter, all uses in the MFBF District
shall be subject to the applicable standards located in located in the Malibu LIP.

V. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU LCP
AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED, AND FINDINGS FOR
APPROVAL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU LCP
AMENDMENT, IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED

The proposed amendment affects the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation
Plan (LIP) components of the certified Malibu LCP. The standard of review that the
Commission uses in reviewing the adequacy of the LUP amendment is whether the
LUP amendment meets the requirements of and is consistent with the policies of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the proposed amendment to
the IP of the certified LCP, pursuant to Sections 30513 and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is
whether the proposed amendment is in conformance with, and adequate to carry out,
the provisions of the LUP portion of the certified City of Malibu LCP.
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The following findings support the Commission’s approval of the LCP amendment if
modified as suggested. The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION

The City of Malibu is requesting an amendment to change the land use and zoning
designation of a property known as 21200 Pacific Coast Highway (APN 4451-001-042)
from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF) in the Land
Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation Plan (LIP) portions of its certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP). The City’s proposed amendment request also includes adding
water wells to the list of development that may be processed as an administrative
coastal development permit in Section 13.13.1 of the LIP portion of its certified LCP.

B. NEW DEVELOPMENT

1. Coastal Act Policies

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states:

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over
private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part:

(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
accommaodate 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...

2. Existing LUP Policies

2.33 Priority shall be given to the development of visitor-serving and commercial
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation.
On land designated for visitor-serving commercial and/or recreational facilities, priority
shall be given to such use over private residential or general commercial development.
New visitor-serving uses shall not displace existing low-cost visitor-serving uses unless
an equivalent replacement is provided.
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3. Discussion

Land Use and Zone Designation Change

In order to ensure that new development is located in areas able to accommodate it and
where it will not have significant cumulative impacts on coastal resources, as required
by Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, it is necessary for the LCP to designate the
appropriate location, density, and intensity for different kinds of development. Such
designations must also take into account the requirements of other applicable policies of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, including public access, recreation, land and marine
resources, and scenic and visual quality.

As part of the proposed LCP Amendment, the City proposes to change the land use and
zoning designation of a beachfront parcel known as 21200 Pacific Coast Highway (APN
4451-001-042) from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to Multi-Family Beachfront
(MFBF). The subject, approximately 12,750 sq. ft. (0.3 acre) lot is comprised almost
entirely of the flood channel of Las Flores Creek and based on historic aerial
photographs, has not been developed, with the exception of the partially channelized
creek. The City’s certified LCP ESHA map does not designate any areas of the site
beyond the creek channel itself as ESHA. The portion of Las Flores Creek within the
subject parcel is both channelized and highly disturbed and does not support significant
riparian habitat. The site is located on the easternmost end of La Costa Beach. Duke’s
Restaurant is located on the adjacent downcoast parcel. Upcoast is a beachfront
condominium complex and a gas station.

In October 2006, as part of Malibu LCP Amendment No. MAJ-1-06, the Commission
had approved re-zoning the adjacent parcel to the north of the subject parcel (21202
Pacific Coast Highway/APN 4451-001-041) from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to
Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF). In the subject LCP Amendment submittal, the City has
stated that the subject lot, held in common ownership with the adjacent lot that was re-
zoned in 2006, was inadvertently left out of that previous zone change request. The City
has stated that the proposed LUP/Zoning Map change is intended to correct that
oversight.

The subject lot, as well as the adjacent lot under common ownership, had been
designated for visitor serving use in the certified 1987 Los Angeles County Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains Land Use Plan. The adjacent lot, now vacant, had once supported a
restaurant facility. However, the restaurant was abandoned in 1978 and was destroyed
in a wildfire in 1993. The lot has been vacant since. The Commission designated both
lots as CV-1 in the adopted Malibu Local Coastal Program, based on the previous LUP
designation of the sites, and in recognition of the higher priority accorded to visitor-
serving commercial uses by the policies of the Coastal Act, particularly on beach-
fronting sites such as this. However, in approving LCP Amendment No. MAJ-1-06 in
2006, the Commission found that multi-family residential development was a more
appropriate land use designation for the adjacent 17,820 sq. ft. (0.4 acre) lot given
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unique site constraints that had not made commercial development viable. As such, the
Commission approved re-zoning that parcel from Commercial Visitor-Serving (CV-1) to
Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF). Although adjacent and under common ownership, the
subject lot was not considered by the Commission in that previous zone change request
and approval.

On August 12, 1998, the applicant applied for and received approval from the City of
Malibu for a Conditional Certificate of Compliance, which recognized the subject lot in
the flood channel as a separate legal lot. The City imposed a condition on the
Certificate of Compliance requiring the applicant to construct flood control
improvements within the stream channel that would alleviate flooding of upstream
parcels the City had acquired. At that time, the issuance of the Certificate of Compliance
enabled the applicant to demonstrate “lot legality” for that parcel as a separate parcel,
and then apply for the approval of a lot line adjustment between the two lots that would
increase the size of the creek parcel and decrease the area of the other lot. Based on
the way the approvable number of multi-family units is calculated in the MFBF zone,
such a lot line adjustment would have resulted in allowing the maximum of four units for
each parcel, or eight multi-family units. This would have resulted in an increase in the
density of residential units the applicant could potentially construct on the two lots,
because there is very little if any developable area on the creek parcel.

“Conditional” Certificates of Compliance typically indicate that the parcel was not
created in compliance with the applicable laws in effect at the time of creation. However,
Commission staff has researched the issue of lot legality further, and it appears that the
two lots have been separate parcels since at least 1955, even though they have been in
common ownership most, if not all, of that time. Staff has not had access to a full chain
of title for the properties, but based on limited information, it appears the subject parcel
was created in conformance with the laws at the time and therefore, the lot is legal.

In 2000, following the approval of the Conditional Certificate of Compliance, the City
gave approval-in-concept to the property owner of the subject lot and adjacent lot for
the redivision of the two lots and construction of eight residential condominium units
totaling 19,000 square feet. The applicant applied for a coastal development permit from
the Coastal Commission for this redivision and multi-family residential development
(CDP No. 4-00-259). On August 10, 2001 the Commission denied the redivision and
residential development, finding that the project was not consistent with the hazard,
shoreline protection, public access, ESHA, visual resource, water quality, and
cumulative impact policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The major issues raised by
that development proposal was that the development was not adequately set back from
the mean high tide line and the recorded lateral public access easement, that the
vertical public access easement would be adversely impacted without an alternative
provided, that proposed creek channel improvements adjacent to the sea would
adversely impact shoreline processes, and the proposed privacy wall would obstruct
coastal views.
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The two lots are physically constrained by the Las Flores Creek corridor, the ocean,
Pacific Coast Highway, an existing vertical access easement, a vertical access deed
restriction, lateral access easement, and lateral access deed restriction on the parcels
that limit the developable area of the lots. The Coastal Conservancy holds an
unimproved 10 ft. wide vertical access easement along Las Flores Creek on the subject
lot, and a 25 ft. wide lateral public access easement (plus a 5 ft. privacy buffer)
ambulatory with the movement of the Mean High Tide Line that traverses the beachfront
side of both lots. Both easements have been shown in publicly recorded documents
since 1982. With these constraints, the Commission found that the subject 12,750 sq. ft.
parcel appeared to contain less than 2,500 sq. ft. of net developable area.

Both Coastal Act Section 30222 and LUP Policy 2.33 require that the use of private
lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance
public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential use.
In consideration of the site constraints discussed above, in conjunction with the parcel’s
history of remaining vacant and being held in common ownership with the adjacent,
recently residentially-zoned parcel, it does not appear that a viable visitor serving use
could be developed on the creek parcel alone. As such, the existing land use/zoning
designation of visitor-serving commercial is no longer a suitable land use for this site. In
this case, given the pattern of development along the subject stretch of the coast (mix of
commercial and residential development) and the fact that at the time the applicant
purchased the parcel the County’s certified Land Use Plan did not designate the
vegetation on the site as an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), the property
owner had reason to believe that he had purchased a parcel on which it would be
possible to build a development of reasonable economic use. Additionally, the lot is a
legal parcel and the Commission had previously found that residential use of the site
could be appropriate in its action on CDP Application No. 4-00-259, even though the
applicant’s proposed residential project was not consistent with the policies of the
Coastal Act (this project was considered prior to certification of the Malibu LCP).

In this case, other potential land use designations that would provide priority public
opportunities for coastal recreation, such as a Public Open Space or Commercial
Recreation, are not feasible and would deprive the property of all reasonable economic
use. There is currently no offer to purchase the property from any public park agency.
The Commission thus concludes that in this particular case there is no suitable or viable
alternative use for the site other than residential development.

However, the density of development proposed by the City is not appropriate given the
factors affecting the site. The subject parcel is substantially smaller in size and more
constrained than the adjacent upcoast parcel that the Commission approved re-zoning
to a multi-family residential beachfront designation in 2006. The parcel is approximately
12,750 sg. ft. (0.3 acre) in size and is comprised almost entirely of the flood channel of
Las Flores Creek. Although the creek is partially channelized, highly disturbed, and
does not support significant riparian habitat, a multi-family residential use that is
currently proposed is not appropriate given the parcel's small size and physical
constraints. Additionally, there is a vertical public access easement and vertical public
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access deed restriction crossing the site from north to south, as well as a lateral public
access easement and deed restriction along the beach side of the parcel. As noted
above, the Commission has previously found that there is only approximately 2,500 sq.
ft. of the parcel that that applicant could even develop, given the stream channel and
access easements.

The Multi-Family Beachfront Zone of the certified LCP allows for a density of one unit
per 1,885 sq. ft. of lot area, not to exceed 4 units. The LCP definition of “lot area” is: “the
total area within the lot lines of a lot, excluding any street rights of way”. So, although
there are portions of the subject site that could not be developed, these areas would not
be excluded from the total area for the purposes of determining maximum allowable
density. Theoretically, the subject approximately 12,750 sq. ft. parcel would allow for up
to 4 residential units, without consideration of other LCP policies and provisions. The
maximum density cannot be allowed if to do so would result in significant adverse
impacts to coastal resources. The proposed high density residential use on this
beachfront parcel raises issue with regard to adverse impacts related to ESHA,
visual/scenic resources, traffic and parking/public access, flood and storm wave
hazards, sea level rise, and onsite wastewater treatment. So, it is likely in any case that
application of the applicable LCP policies would result in fewer than the maximum four
units being approved for the subject site. Nonetheless, applying a multi-family zone on
the subject creekbed parcel would provide an unreasonable expectation that four units
could be approved on the parcel. Clearly four units would not be consistent with the
applicable LCP policies and provisions.

As such, this proposed change from Commercial Visitor-Serving to Multi-family
Beachfront on the Land Use map for the subject parcel cannot be found consistent with
the policies of the Coastal Act, and the change to the LIP Zoning Map for the subject
parcel does not conform with the policies of the LUP.

The lowest density residential land use designation and zone that could be applied to
the parcel would be “Single Family-Medium”, which allows one residence per lot with a
minimum lot area of 0.25-acre. The subject site could only physically be developed with
one residence at most. As such, it is more appropriate to match the land use
designation and zone category to the physical constraints of the parcel. Additionally, a
residential use designation similar to, but of a lower density, that of the adjacent upcoast
parcel under common ownership will allow the opportunity for a collective future
development proposal across the two parcels in which the development can be
designed to minimize impacts to coastal resources and the two lots can be merged. Low
density residential development on the subject parcel would ensure impacts to visual
resources, public access, water quality, ESHA, and shoreline processes are minimized,
and would allow the clustering of development within or near an area able to
accommodate it, consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, which is also
incorporated as a policy into the Malibu LCP. For the reasons stated above, the
Commission finds that a residential use designation of the lowest possible allowable
density is most appropriate for the subject parcel. As such, the Commission finds it
necessary to require the City to revise both the Land Use map and LIP Zoning Map to
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reflect that the parcel at 21200 Pacific Coast Highway/APN 4451-001-042 is re-
designated Single Family Residential-Medium (SF-M). This is detailed in Suggested
Modification Nos. 1 and 2.

Commission staff has received correspondence from the City of Malibu Planning
Manager, Joyce Parker-Bozylinski, which states that the City is not supportive of the
staff recommendation to re-zone the subject parcel to a Single Family designation
rather than the City-proposed Multi-Family Beachfront designation (Exhibit 8). The City
asserts that having different zone designations for the subject parcel and the applicant’s
adjacent upcoast parcel would prohibit the City from allowing a multi-family
development to be constructed across the two parcels because multi-family structures
are not permitted in the Single Family zone. The City also asserts that the different zone
designations would prohibit merging of the two parcels because the two zones are
unique and not complimentary. Therefore, the City believes that the only way to ensure
that future development of the sites is clustered and set back from the creek is to re-
zone the subject parcel Multi-Family Beachfront. Commission staff does not agree with
the City’s conclusions. The Multi-Family Beachfront and Single-Family Medium zones
are compatible residential designations and there is no basis in the LCP that prohibits
the City from determining the maximum allowable residential density for a collective
development proposal across the parcels, based upon the two residential zone
designations, in conjunction with a lot merger.

However, in an effort to address the City’s stated concerns, Suggested Modifications
No. 3 and 4 are recommended to provide clarification in the LIP language of the Single
Family (SF) and Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF) zone districts to specifically allow
residential unit transfer in conjunction with a lot merger. Specifically, pursuant to
Suggested Modification No. 3, a provision is added to the SF zone that states that a
single family unit allowed on a SF parcel may be transferred to a multi-family
development if a MFBF parcel and an adjacent SF parcel are combined through a lot
merger and all units are sited on the MFBF parcel. Pursuant to Suggested Modification
No. 4, a similar provision is added to the MFBF zone that states that the units per lot
may be increased by one unit if a MFBF parcel and an adjacent SF parcel are combined
through a lot merger and all units are sited on the MFBF parcel. These provisions will
ensure that if the SF unit development potential is transferred to the adjacent MFBF
parcel, the parcels will be combined through a lot merger and the multi-family
development will not be sited on the SF parcel. Requiring such a multi-family residential
project to be sited on the MFBF parcel will ensure that no conflict will result between
new multi-family use and existing single family development. There are only two other
locations in the City where a SF parcel is adjacent to a MFBF parcel and these
provisions could potentially be applied in the future. One location is in the area of
Puerco Beach where a MFBF parcel developed with a quadruplex is adjacent to a
vacant SF parcel. The other location is in the Big Rock area where a developed MFBF
parcel is adjacent to a developed SF parcel. The potential transfer of one unit of
development potential from the SF parcel to the adjacent MFBF parcel in these limited
instances represents an insignificant increase in density for the MFBF parcel. In
addition, the subject provisions ensure consistency of land use by limiting multi-unit
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development to the MFBF parcel.

In conclusion, the Commission finds that only as modified will the LCP Amendment be
consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act, and in conformity with and adequate to
carry out the policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

Commission staff received correspondence from the following interested parties who
are in opposition to public beach access in the area of the proposed re-zone property
because the proximity of the creek, ocean, and rock revetments do not make for a safe,
accessible beach. These letters are also attached as Exhibit 8.

= Letter from Richard and Terri Wolf, owners of the condominium
complex upcoast of the Herzig site, received April 12, 2010.

= Letter from Barry Glaser and Kim Devore, dated April 12, 2010.

= Letter from Helena Borg-Greenspan, dated April 12, 2010.

Commission staff would note that the subject LCP Amendment only deals with changing
the land use and zoning designation of the Herzig property and does not affect public
access easements that currently exist on the property or that may be dedicated in the
future.

C. GENERAL LCP ADMINISTRATION AND CDP PERMITTING

The City’s proposed amendment request includes a change that relates specifically to
the processing of coastal development permits, as set forth in Chapter 13 of the LIP
(Coastal Development Permits), particularly administrative permits.

Administrative Permits

The amendment proposes to add a category of development, “water wells”, to the list of
coastal development permits that can be processed as an Administrative Permit (LIP
Section 13.13.1), as long as the development is located outside of the Coastal
Commission’s retained or appeals jurisdiction. Obviously, development located within
the Commission’s retained jurisdiction would require a coastal development from the
Commission. In the case of development in the appeals jurisdiction, coastal
development permits that are appealable must only be acted upon by the City after a
public hearing. Therefore, appealable development cannot receive an administrative
permit because there would be no public hearing. The existing categories are:

Improvements to any existing structure;

Any single-family dwelling;

Lot mergers;

Any development of four dwelling units or less that does not require demolition,
and any other developments not in excess of one hundred thousand dollars
($100,000) other than any division of land.

apow
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By adding water wells to this list, all of the policies and provisions of the LCP will still be
applied to water well development, only the permit process will be altered in locations
that are outside the Commission’s retained or appeals jurisdiction in order to allow for
an expedited permit process. As such, adding water wells to the categories found in
Section 13.13.1 is consistent with other provisions of the LIP and will be in conformance
with and adequate to carry out the policies of the LUP.

D. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.9 — within the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) — exempts local governments from the requirement
of preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with their activities and
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of a local coastal program.
Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission. However,
because the Natural Resources Agency found the Commission’s LCP review and
approval program to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process, see 14 C.C.R.
§ 15251(f), PRC Section 21080.5 relieves the Commission of the responsibility to
prepare an EIR for each LCP. Nevertheless, some elements of CEQA continue to apply
to this review process.

Specifically, pursuant to CEQA and the Commission’s regulations (see 14 C.C.R.
88 13540(f), 13542(a), and 13555(b)), the Commission's certification of this LCP
amendment must be based in part on a finding that it meets the CEQA requirements
listed in PRC section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). That section requires that the Commission not
approve or adopt an LCP:

...if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the
activity may have on the environment.

The Land Use Plan amendment has been found not to be in conformance with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Implementation Plan amendment has been
found not to be in conformance with, or adequate to carry out, the provisions of the
Land Use Plan portion of the certified LCP. To resolve the concerns identified,
suggested modifications have been made to the proposed amendment. Without
incorporation of the suggested modifications, the Land Use Plan amendment as
submitted, is not adequate to carry out and is not in conformity with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act. Without incorporation of the suggested modifications, the
Implementation Plan amendment as submitted, is not adequate to carry out and is not in
conformity with the Land Use Plan. The suggested modifications minimize or mitigate
any potentially significant environmental impacts of the LCP amendment. As modified,
the Commission finds that approval of the LCP amendment will not result in significant
adverse environmental impacts within the meaning of the California Environmental
Quiality Act.
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The Commission finds that for the reasons discussed in this report, if the LCP
amendment is modified as suggested, there are no additional feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available that could substantially reduce any adverse
environmental impacts. The Commission further finds that the proposed LCP
amendment, if modified as suggested, is consistent with Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the
Public Resources Code.



PROPOSED

MALIBU LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT
January 26, 2009

LCPA No. 08-004

The existing language in the certified LCP is shown in straight type. The
language proposed by the City of Malibu in this amendment to be inserted is
shown underlined.

1.  Local Implementation Plan

Chapter 13 (Coastal Development Permits) Section 13 (Administrative
Permits) No. 1 (Applicability) is hereby amended as follows:

Section 13.13.1 Applicability

A The Planning Manager may process consistent with the procedures in this
Chapter any coastal development permit application for the specific uses identified
below, except a proposed coastal development permit that is appealable or is within
the California Coastal Commission’s continuing jurisdiction as defined in Chapter 2 of
the Malibu LIP (Definitions).

Improvements to any existing structure;

Any single-family dwelling;

Lot mergers;

Any development of four dwelling units or less that does not require demolition,
and any other development not in excess of $100,000 other than any division of
land;

€. Water wells.

cooTp

Exhibit 1

Malibu LCPA 2-09-B

City of Malibu LCPA
Text Regarding Water

Wells, dated 1/26/09



PROPOSED
MALIBU LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT
January 12, 2009 ,

LCPA No. 08-002

follows:

Address Current Land Use/ | Proposed land Use / Zoning
Zoning
21200 Pacific Coast Highway | Commercial Visitor Muiti Family Beach Front
Serving-1
Exhibit 2

Malibu LCPA 2-09-B

City of Malibu LCPA
Page 1 of 1 Text Regarding Re-
zone, dated 1/26/09




AN AMENDMENT TO LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN SECTION 13.13.1(A) TO ADD WATER WELLS TO THE LIST OF
APPLICATIONS WHICH MAY BE PROCESSED AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals.

A. On October 27, 2008, the City Council initiated Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
No. 08-004 and directed staff to present the amendment to the Planning Commission.

B. On November 6, 2008, pursuant to Local Coastal Program (LCP) Local Implementation Plan
(LIP) Chapter 19, a Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing and Notice of Availability for
Local Coastal Program Documents was published in a newspaper of general circulation within the
City of Malibu and was mailed to all interested parties; regional, state and federal agencies affected
by the amendment; local libraries and media; and the California Coastal Commission.

C. On November 18, 2008, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing at
which time the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the staff report, reviewed and
considered written reports, public testimony, and other information in the record.

D. On December 18, 2008, pursuant to LIP Chapter 19, a Notice of City Council Public Hearing
was published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Malibu and was mailed to all
interested parties; regional, state and federal agencies affected by the amendment; local libraries and
media; and the California Coastal Commission.

F. On January 12, 2009, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
application, the evidence and information provided in support of and in opposition to the application,

public testimony of all interested persons and the recommendation of the Planning Commission.

Section 2. Environmental Review.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code
Section 21080.9, CEQA does not apply to activities and approvals by the City as necessary for the
preparation and adoption of a LCP amendment. This application is for the amendment of the LCP,
which must be certified by the California Coastal Commission before it takes effect.

Section 3. Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 08-004.

A. Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 08-004 includes amendments to the certified LCP.
Section 4 of this Ordinance sets forth the City Council’s conclusions with respect to the required
findings set forth in LIP Section 19.6 pertaining to amendments to the LCP. The amendment to the
LIP is as follows:

Exhibit 3

Amend LIP Section 13.13.1(A) to add Subsection e Malibu LCPA 2-09-B
e. water wells City of Malibu
Ordinance No. 335
and 332 Approving
LCP Amendment




Ordinance No. 335
Page 2 of 3

Section 4. Local Coastal Program Amendment Findings.

Pursuant to LIP Section 19.6, the City Council hereby finds as follows:

A. Based on the evidence in the whole record, the City Council hereby finds that the proposed
amendment meets the requirements of, and is in conformance with the policies and requirements of
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

B. The amendment to the Local Coastal Program meets the requirements of, and is in
conformance with the goals, objectives and purposes of the LCP as identified in said document.

Section 5. Approval of Amendment to the Certified Local Coastal Program Local Implementation
Plan. :

Subject to the contingency set forth in Section 7, the City Council hereby adopts that portion of
LCPA No. 08-004 amending LIP Section 13.13.1(A).

Section 6. Submittal to California Coastal Commission.

The City Council hereby directs staff to submit LCPA No. 08-004 to the California Coastal
Commission for certification, in conformance with the submittal requirements specified in California
Code of Regulation, Title 14, Division 5.5., Chapter 8, Subchapter 2, Article 7 and Chapter 6, Article
2 and Code of Regulations Section 13551, et. seq.

Section 7. Effectiveness.

The LCP amendment approved in this ordinance shall become effective only upon certification
by the California Coastal Commission.

Section 8. Certification.

The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this Ordinance.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 26™ day of January, 2009.

%1 %
ATTEST: ANDREW STERN, Mayor
& ey Popt
LISA POPE, City Clerk
(sealy -

OVED AS TO FORM:

CHRISTI HOGIN,
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I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING ORDINANCE NO. 335 was passed and adopted at the
regular City Council meeting of January 26, 2009, by the following vote:

AYES: 5
NOES: 0
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT: 0

Xisu Paa
LISA POPE, City Clerk 7
(seal)

Councilmembers: Conley Ulich, Sibert, Wagner, Barovsky, Stern




ORDINANCE NO. 332

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU ADOPTING
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO. 08-002 AMENDING THE
CERTIFIED MALIBU LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN ZONING MAP TO CORRECT A DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE CITY OF
MALIBU GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING MAPS AND THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM, CHANGING THE DESIGNATION FROM COMMERCIAL VISITOR
SERVING-1 TO MULTI-FAMILY BEACHFRONT FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED
AT 21200 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (MALIBU BEACHFRONT PROPERTIES,
LLC)

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MALIBU DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals.

A. The history of this Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) is set forth in the recitals of
Resolution No. 08-67, in which the City Council approved an amendment to the LCP Land Use Plan
Land Use Map, subject to certification by the California Coastal Commission (CCC).

B. On December 8, 2008, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
application, the evidence and information provided in support of and in opposition to the application,

public testimony of all interested persons and the recommendations of the Planning Commission.

Section 2. Environmental Review.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code
Section 21080.9, CEQA does not apply to activities and approvals by the City as necessary for the
preparation and adoption of a Local Coastal Program. This application is for the amendment of the LCP,
which must be certified by the CCC before it takes effect.

Section 3. Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 08-002.

LCPA No. 08-002 includes an amendment to the certified LCP. Section 4 of this ordinance sets forth
the City Council’s conclusions with respect to the required findings set forth in LIP Section 19.6
pertaining to amendments to the LCP. This amendment amends the LCP Local Implementation Plan
(LIP) Zoning Map to change the designation for the parcel known as APN 4451-001-041, addressed as
21200 Pacific Coast Highway, from CV-1 to MFBF. Changes to the LCP Land Use Plan Land Use Map
are identified in City Council Resolution No. 08-67.

Section 4. Local Coastal Program Amendment Findings.

Pursuant to LIP Section 19.6, the City Council hereby finds as follows:
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A. The proposed LCPA meets the requirements of, and is conformance with, the policies and
requirements of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act to the extent necessary to achieve the basic State
goals specified in Public Resources Code Section 30001. The City Council has considered the
requirements of other applicable policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, including public access,
recreation, land and marine resources, and scenic and visual quality. The City Council has analyzed the
amendment and found that it will not have significant cumulative impacts on coastal resources, as
required by Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, and that the use is appropriate in location, density and
intensity. The LCPA is consistent with the policies contained in the Coastal Act.

B. The proposed LCPA meets the requirements of, and is in conformance with, the goals,
objectives and purposes of the LCP as identified in LCP Land Use Plan Chapter 1.D and LIP Section 1.2.
The LCPA only affects the LCP Land Use and Zoning Maps; it does not modify LCP policies or
standards, and thus does not have an anticipated impact on other sections of the LCP.

Section 5. Approval of Amendment to the Certified Local Coastal Program Zoning Map.

Subject to the contingency set forth in Section 7, the City Council hereby adopts LCPA No. 08-002
amending the LCP LIP Zoning Map.

Section 6. Submittal to California Coastal Commission.

The City Council hereby directs staff to submit LCPA No. 08-002 to the CCC for certification, in
conformance with the submittal requirements specified in California Code of Regulation, Title 14,
Division 5.5., Chapter 8, Subchapter 2, Article 7 and Chapter 6, Article 2 and Code of Regulations
Section 13551, et. seq.

Section 7. Effectiveness.

The LCP amendment abproved in this ordinance shall become effective only upon certification by the
CCC of this amendment to the LCP.
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Section 8. Certification.

The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this ordinance.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 12" day of January, 2009.

.

PAMI?A CONLEY ULICH, Mayor

ATTEST: :

B s Fapte
LISA POPE, City Cletk
(seal)

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

4&1 | " 2V

CHRISTI HOGIN, City Aforney

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING ORDINANCE NO. 332 was passed and adopted at the
regular City Council meeting of January 12, 2009, by the following vote:

AYES: 5
NOES: 0
ABSTAIN: 0
ABSENT: 0

X s Pk

LISA POPE, City Clerk
- (seal)

Councilmembers: Sibert, Wagner, Barovsky, Stern, Conley Ulich
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City of Malibu

23815 Stuart Ranch Road - Malibu, California - 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489 - Fax (310) 456-3356 - www.ci.malibu.ca.us

April 13, 2010

California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District Office
John Ainsworth, Deputy Director
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001-2801

Re: City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAL-MAJ-2-09-B
21200 Pacific Coast Highway (APN 4451-001-042)

Dear Mr. Ainsworth:

The requested amendment is to change the zoning on the above-referenced property from
Commercial Visitor Serving (CV-1) to Multi-Family Beachfront (MFBF). The adjacent parcel,

21202 Pacific Coast Highway is owned by the same property owner and was similarly rezoned by

the Commission in 2006. The major difference as discussed in the Coastal Commission staff report

dated March:-30, 2010, is that the subject parcel has vastly different development potential. The

majority of the parcel is within the Las Flores Creek flood plain rendering it unusable for any type

of development. Coastal staff’s analysis of the development potential for the constrained parcel

examines a theoretical scenario and concludes that the solution is to merge it with the adjacent

parcel.

The City agrees that the solution for potential development of the constrained parcel is to merge it
with the adjacent parcel. This would allow future development to be clustered and shifted away
from the creek consistent with LCP Local Implementation Plan Chapter 4 - ESHA protection,
Chapter 6 -Scenic Resources, and Chapter 15 - Land Division.

The following is an excerpt from page 13 of the staff report:

“Additionally, a residential use designation similar to, but of a lower density, than that of
the adjacent upcoast parcel under common ownership will allow the opportunity for a
collective future development proposal across the two parcels in which the development
can be designed to minimize impacts to coastal resources and the two lots can be merged.”

The problem with the suggested rezone to single-family medium (SFM) is two fold. First, the SFM
+ zoning designation does not allow multi-family or condominiums so there could be no way to
permit collective development across the two parcels. Secondly, the City cannot, in good planning
practice, merge two parcels with different zoning designations. The parcels with different zoning
designations would not be permitted to merge since the development standards of the zoning

Exhibit 8

Malibu LCPA 2-09-B
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designations are unique and not complementary. To merge the parcels with different zoning
designations would require a rezone of the entire site.

The proposed rezoning of the ‘subject parcel to -SFM would not accomplish a lower density or
clustered development “for a collective future development proposal” but allow the development of
a single-family residence sited specifically on the subject constrained parcel abutting Las Flores
Creek.

The rezoning of the property to MFBF does not automatically increase the permitted density of the
site. It increases the allowable density on paper, which is not the same in this case given the
significant site constraints. The rezoning to MFBF is not an entitlement for a specific number of
units on the parcel. A coastal development permit for development is required and could not be
approved unless it met all applicable LCP policies and provisions. In addition, the subject parcel is
within the appealable Coastal jurisdiction so any development approved by the City would still be
appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Lastly, we agree with the Coastal Staff’s conclusion that the “the existing land use/zoning
designation of visitor-serving commercial is no longer a suitable land use for this site.” However,
the City believes that the MFBF designation allows more protection of coastal resources as it allows
the two sites to be merged and any potential development to be clustered and shifted away from the
creek. A rezone to MFBF will allow the subject parcel the potential to be merged and developed
consistent with the City’s certified LCP Local Implementation Plan.

Thank you for your time in considering this matter. If you have any questions, please call (310)
456-2489 x265, or e-mail at jparkerbozylinski@ci.malibu.ca.us.

Sincerely,

Joyce Parker-Bozylinski
Planning Division Manager

cc: Vic Peterson, Community Development Director

g
Recycled Paper
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Richard B, Wolf and Terri D. Wolf
21210 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu, California 90265 i J\\f] E
At )

April 12,2010
AP 122
YIA FACSIMILE L
(805) 641-1732 ,MORNIA
oy
California Coastal Commission SOUH @ENWALCOMTO"SFR CT
South Central Coast Area

89 So. California St., Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

RE: City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAL-JAJ-2-09-B
for Public Hearing and Commission Action at April 15, 2010 Commission
Meeting in Ventura .

Agenda Item No. Th21a
Gentlepersons:

As concerned owners of a condominium unit located right next door (toward Ventura) to
the above proposed condominium building site, we object only to the Commission activating
any public access easement to the almost invariably wet beach that lies seaward of that site,’
Duke’s Restaurant and our eleven (11) unit complex,” ten (10) units of which are housed in a
building erected on pilings.

We favor public beach aceess at suitable locations.

Qur concern is over safety of all concerned, and public liability exposure to users of any
public access created ot this particular, congested location.

The proposed new building site is wedged among (1) the mouth of an often swollen creek
carrying rain runoff from the canyon on the inland side of the highway through steep banks on
both sides, and emptying into the ocean at the construction site, (2) a gas station that fronts on
Pacific Coast Highway, and (3) our condominium complex. Any beach-side public access exit
would take unsuspecting users directly onto the wet beach on which our property fronts. That
beach is continuously flooded by wave action, and periodically even strong swimmers have been
trapped in the area. Because Duke’s Restaurant juts out into the ocean on the Santa Monica side
of the creek, preventing any access users from passing the restaurant toward the (wet) beach in
the Santa Monica direction, they would have only one way to turn to try gaining access to any dry

YThe complex is known as the La Costa Townhomes; I am 2lso on the board of directors
and secretary of the La Costa Townhomes Owners® Association.
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portions of La Costa Beach: Under our building with tides crashing onto the pilings.

Especially at high tide, such public access users will be subjected to the hazard of being
smashed into the pilings by the waves or tempted to trespass, through the locked gates to the
complex, traversing our property from one end of the complex to the other, reversing direction
and repeating the trespass on their retumn trip.

Our concern, 100, is that a public access would encourage people to “camp” under our
building — even starting “campfires”next to the combustible, wooden pilings — and this has
happened periodically since the building was erected in 1973. Such activity would obviously
create exireme danger to the users themselves as well as to people of all ages occupying or
visiting the complex.

Please do not activate any public access easement at this location — especialty on the side
of the creek bed nearest our complex. There are other, suitable sites for dry beach access — none
of which present the hazards or government liability exposure of this location.
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RECED

. o COASTALCOMMISSICN
To california costal commission SOUTHCENTRAL COAST ISTR.CT

Re protest prosed public access / safety hazard neaf 21222
pacific coast highway malibu 80265/ herzog project

like many of our neighbors, we wish go on the record
opposing the proposed beach access near the la costa
townhome development.

This is not a matter of wanting public access, it is a matter
of public safety.

There is no access to the beach without trespassing
underneath out building which is sits on silts. This could
endanger lives and we have already had accidents/

ambulance visits due to trespassing.

The public would have to wade thorough the surf to get to
sand on the other side. They will be exposed to large beams,
rusty, bolts, rocks etc.

Please save lives and stop this easement.

21222 pch
Malibu Ca 90265
310 317-0076
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Subj: Rezoning 21200 PCH Herzig(APN 4451-001-042 question on re-Zoning
Date: 4/12/2010 11:11:30 AM. Pacific Daylight Time
From: GoGoHelena@aol.com
To: dphelps@coastal.ca.gov

If you have other questions about the rezoning and public hearing, | would recommend that you
contact the Coastal Commission staff person handling the item: Deanna Christensen can be
reached by email at dphelps@coastal.ca.gov or 805-585-1800.

4-12-10
Dear Deanna Christensen:

it's been some time since | last inquired to you. You were helpful and 1 hope you can help me
again. | am very concerned that Mr. Ralph Herzig has been wanting to add a "Public Beach
Easement" for some time to benefit financially on his residential development regardiess of the

harm to the public!

I (Helena) have already seen Mr Herzig’s residential condo plan’s and he's
included an added “Public Beach Easement” to run from PCH near bus stop at
Gas Station down atong our La Costa Town Homes toward the beach. His
property (21200 PCH) already has 2 dedicated easements along the river
creek. He wants the easement along La Costa because his Home Owners then
may have a shot to get to the dry beach on La Costa by walking under our
homes and/or on slippery wet rocks under our homes. (I have tide chart
maybe 5% tide low) We already have enough problems with people sleeping
under our homes, started fire pit, drunk all nite etc... from Duke and guys that
walk thru Dukes to fish all day leaving trash and fish hooks. I also have many
pictures, video and an ambulance report of how dangerous walking on these
rocks!

Can Herzig at the Thursday, April 15th, 9am meeting change or add easements with changing
the zoning???????7?7? It seems the Calif. Coastal Commission already approved him because
the letter | got last Monday calls his residence a "Beachfront” when it's truly an "Oceanfront” I'd

be happy to bring the entire Commissioners over to Dukes for Junch so everyone can witness
the dangerous rocks and no dry sand.

Helena Borg-Greenspan

949-212-7777

Fo |~ < ECEIVE])
~ J\_ 21200 Y

CALEORNIA
COASTALCOMMISSION
SOUTICERAL COMSTORTRCT

Monday, April 12, 2010 AOL: GoGoHelena
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-ku (
Here's old plans that | had of Hdrzig's. Need to fax protest to Deanna
Christensen 805-641-1732. Not timing because the entire La Costa hillside

home owners nor La Costa Town Homes have been informed correctly!
Helena Borg-Greenspan

Mobile 949.212.7777
A y/ YWV \/%
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. WA

Monday, April 12,2010 AOL: GoGoHelena
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