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30253 of the Coastal Act which requires that new development (1) minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard and, (2) assure stability, and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, erosion, geologic instability, 
or destruction of the site or surrounding area . . .  The City’s staff report notes that an active 
landslide exists on a portion of the site, approximately 40 feet in depth, and that much of the 
site has a factor of safety of less than 1.5 stability.  The site has also been subject to slope 
failure in the past and the site contains uncertified fill.  Soldier piles, a retaining wall and slope 
remediation repairs are proposed to address the site’s current condition and past slope 
failures.   
 
In addition, the local government’s action raises a substantial issue relative to the project’s 
consistency with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act which requires that the scenic and visual 
qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance 
and that 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 landforms, and to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas.  The subject site is located above 
and is visible from Pacific Coast Highway.  The demolition of a 2,500 square foot residence 
and construction of an 11,330 square foot residence is allegedly much larger than and out-of-
character with other residential structures in the neighborhood.   
 
For the reasons described above, staff believes that additional analysis is necessary relative to 
determining consistency with the applicable polices of the Coastal Act.  The motion to carry 
out the staff recommendation is found on page 5 of this staff report. 
 
I. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS 
 
City of Los Angeles Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2008-2334, approved with 
conditions by the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission on June 16, 2010, has been 
appealed by Susan Kudo (Exhibit #1).  The appeal was received in the Commission’s South 
Coast District office on July 12, 2010.  The 20 working day appeal period will end at 5:00 p.m. 
on July 27, 2010.   
 
The stated grounds for the appeal are: 
 

• “The proposed development will increase, not minimize, risks to life and property in 
an area of high geologic, flood, and fire hazards” and is therefore inconsistent with 
the provisions of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

• “The proposed development is visually incompatible with the character of the 
surrounding coastal area” and is therefore inconsistent with Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act. 

 
To support the first grounds for appeal, the appellant has submitted a Review of 
Proposed Development prepared by E.D. Michael, Consulting Geologist.  In the report, 
Mr. Michael raises concerns about the stability of the slope at the project site and 
potential threats to the stability of neighboring properties.  The consulting geologist’s 
report is attached to the appeal (Exhibit #1). 
 
Regarding the second grounds for appeal, the appellant contends that the construction of 
a large 11,330 square-foot residence and 22-foot high retaining wall will result in 
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substantial landform alteration and create “a massive visual intrusion on the coastal bluff 
as it rises above the highway”.     
 
II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 
 
Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2008-2334, which approved the demolition of a 
2,500 square-foot single-family dwelling and the construction of a new three-story, 11,330 
square-foot single-family dwelling with a five-car garage, swimming pool, retaining walls, 
soldier piles and remedial slope repairs, was initially approved with conditions by the City of 
Los Angeles Zoning Administrator on December 30, 2009.  The ZA approval was subsequently 
appealed to the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission by Susan Kudo and Sheila 
Greger.  At its meeting on June 16, 2010, the Planning Commission failed to act on the appeal 
of the Zoning Administrator’s decision.  The Area Planning Commission is the last appeal body 
within the City of Los Angeles decision-making authority on this matter.  With no action taken 
by the Area Planning Commission on the appeal, the Zoning Administrator’s decision is the 
City’s final action on the Coastal Development Permit.  The Area Planning Commission 
subsequently transmitted a notice of the CDP approval to the district office of the Coastal 
Commission.     
 
On June 28, 2010, the Commission’s South Coast District office in Long Beach received a 
valid Notice of Final Action from the City for its approval of Local Coastal Development Permit 
No. ZA-2008-2334, and established the twenty-working day appeal period. 
 
The appeal by Susan Kudo was filed on July 12, 2010 (Exhibit #1).  The appeal period runs 
until 5:00 p.m. on July 27, 2010.   
 
Because the proposed project is located in the City and Commission’s “Dual Permit 
Jurisdiction” area (see Section IV on Page Four), the applicant is required to apply for and 
obtain a separate coastal development permit from the Commission for the proposed 
development.  If possible, the public hearings and actions for both the de novo portion of this 
appeal (if the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists) and the “dual” coastal 
development permit application will be combined and scheduled for concurrent action at the 
same future Commission meeting. 
 
III. APPEAL PROCEDURES
 
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 13301-13325 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for 
issuance and appeals of locally issued coastal development permits.  Section 30602 of the 
Coastal Act allows any action by a local government on a coastal development permit 
application evaluated under 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.  [Cal. Pub. 
Res. Code §§ 30200 and 30604.] 
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After a final local action on a local coastal development permit application, the Coastal 
Commission must be noticed within five days of the decision.  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.  [Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§ 30602.] 
 
Any appeal of the local action is then analyzed to determine if a substantial issue exists as to 
the approved project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Sections 30200-30265.5).  
[Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30625(b)(1).]  Unless the Commission finds that the appeal raises no 
substantial issue, the Commission then holds a public hearing in which it reviews the coastal 
development permit as a de novo matter.  [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.] 
 
At this point, the Commission may decide that the appellants’ contentions raise no substantial 
issue as to conformity of the approved project with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, in which case 
the action of the local government stands.  Or, the Commission may find that a substantial 
issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the local government with Chapter 3 
of 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 Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations. 
 
IV. DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION
 
The proposed development involves the City’s and Commission’s “Dual Permit Jurisdiction” 
area.  Section 30601 of the Coastal Act 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) Development 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. 
 
Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit 
program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that any development 
which receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a second or “dual” coastal 
development permit from the Coastal Commission.  For projects located inland of the areas 
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identified in Section 30601 (i.e., projects in the Single Permit Jurisdiction), the City of Los 
Angeles local coastal development permit is the only coastal development permit required. 
 
Because the project site is within the City and Commission’s “Dual Permit Jurisdiction” area, 
the applicant is required to obtain a separate coastal development permit from the Commission 
for the proposed development. 
 
In regards to this appeal, if the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists in regards to 
the City's approval of the local coastal development permit, the subsequent de novo action on 
the local coastal development permit will be combined with the required “dual” Coastal 
Commission coastal development permit application for concurrent action at the same future 
Commission meeting.  The matter will not be referred back to the local government.  On the 
other hand, if the Commission finds that no substantial issue exists in regards to the City's 
approval of the local coastal development permit, then the local coastal development permit 
approved by the City will be final, and the Commission will act on the required “dual” Coastal 
Commission coastal development permit as a separate agenda item. 
 
 
V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to whether the local government’s 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-10-156 
raises no substantial issue with respect to 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-10-156
 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-PPL-10-156 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to conformity of the local government approval with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

 
 
VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
A. Project Description
 
The proposed project approved by the City is for the demolition of a 2,500 square-foot single-
family dwelling and the construction of a three-story, 11,330 square-foot single-family dwelling 
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with a five-car garage, swimming pool, retaining wall, soldier piles, and grading on a 57,431 
square-foot lot located at 200 Mantua Road, Pacific Palisades, within the dual jurisdiction 
permit area of the Coastal Zone.  The total amount of grading proposed is not specified in the 
City’s staff report and finding.  Because the project site is located within the dual permit 
jurisdiction area a Coastal Development Permit will be required from the Coastal Commission 
regardless of whether the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists relative to the 
subject appeal of the City’s approval. 
 
The project site is an irregular-shaped, interior parcel located at the southerly terminus of 
Mantua Road in Pacific Palisades.  The property is currently improved with a single-story 
single-family dwelling and detached two-car garage both of which were constructed in 1951.  
The property is zoned RE40-1.  The cul-de-sac of Mantua Road borders the property to the 
northwest.  Surrounding properties are characterized by hillside topography and, with the 
exception of the vacant adjacent western properties, surrounding properties are improved with 
single-family dwellings and the Bel Air Bay Club to the east.  Pacific Coast Highway borders 
the property to the south.  The property contains several mature Palm trees, along with other 
trees, shrubs and native flora.  The descending slopes are densely vegetated with native trees 
and shrubs.   
 
B. Substantial Issue Analysis
 

Section 30602 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
 Prior to certification of its local coastal program, any action taken by a local government on 

a coastal development permit application may be appealed by the executive director of the 
commission, any person, including the applicant, or any two members of the commission 
to the commission..      

 
Coastal Act Section 30625(b)(1) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal filed pursuant 
to subdivision (a) of Section 30602 (the pre-certification permit option) unless it determines: 

 
 (1)  … that no substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with 

Section 30200). 
 
The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.  The 
Commission’s regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal of a locally 
issued coastal development permit unless it “finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue in 
accordance with the requirements of public resources code section 30625(b) and section 
13115(a) and (c) of these regulations”  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 13321.)  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 policies Chapter 3 of 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; and 
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5. Whether the appeal raises only 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 the Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5. 
 
In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and 
determines that the development approved by the City raises a substantial issue with regard to 
the appellant’s contentions regarding coastal resources. 
 
As stated in Section III of this report, the grounds for an appeal of a coastal development 
permit issued by the local government prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
are the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  Any such local government coastal development 
permit may be appealed to the Commission.  The Commission shall hear an appeal unless it 
determines that the local government action raises no substantial issue as to conformity with 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  In this case, staff has recommended that a substantial 
issue does exist in the local government’s approval of the project. 
 
Landform Alteration and Geologic Hazards 
 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states (in part): 
 
 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. 

 
As stated previously, the primary issue raised by the appellant is that “the proposed 
development will increase, not minimize, risks to life and property in an area of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazards” and is therefore inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30253 (1).  The 
appellant further contends that the proposed development does not conform to the 
requirement of Coastal Act Section 30253(2) as stated above.   
 
To support these contentions, the appellant notes that “the Zoning Administrator’s report 
acknowledges that the site contains an active landslide approximately 40 feet in depth, that 
much of the site has a safety factor less than 1.5 for stability, and that an erosional slope 
failure has occurred on the northeast portion of the site.”  In addition, the appellant has 
submitted a report prepared by E.D. Michael, Consulting Geologist, which discusses “several 
other geologic hazards presented by the proposed development”.  As noted in the “Statement 
of Reasons for Supporting this Appeal” the consulting report addresses concerns about the 
“stability of the slope” at the proposed development site and notes that the site is underlain by 
“expansive soil, which poses a special risk of instability”.  The report also notes that “the 
proposed development poses a threat to the stability of neighboring homes”.   
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The consulting geologist’s (Michael) review report is attached to the appeal submitted by 
Susan Kudo (exhibit #1).  The report discusses previous geotechnical investigations 
concerning the subject site and surrounding properties and raises concerns related to 
expansive soils developed from the “Modelo Formation” and to overall slope stability analyses 
(Stone reports) used by the City to approve the development.  The Michael report notes that 
“the Stone reports, together with suggestions for more detailed analysis from the Grading 
Division of the Department of Building and Safety through issuance of ‘correction letters’, or 
final conditions in a similar ‘approval’ letter, have been considered acceptable for development 
of the Morelli property, but predicated on adherence to thirty-six conditions” specified in a 
previous geotechnical report.  The Conclusions section of the Michael report states in its 
introductory paragraph that “the proposed development of the Morelli property, as described in 
the reviewed documents, in my opinion is questionable for two reasons.  First, special 
conditions presented by the Modelo Formation slide debris have not been addressed in the 
Stone reports; second, the proposed export of 3,500 cy of material raises a serious issue of 
environmental impact” relative to the current stability of Mantua Road and its ability to 
withstand numerous truckloads of exported excavated material.”     
 
The appeal also notes that the site overlooks Pacific Coast Highway and that “a landslide from 
the development site onto PCH would pose a serious public safety concern.”  The appeal cites 
the Michael report in noting that “many homes on Mantua Road were built from 1951-1955, 
and were not constructed with the geotechnical investigations and structural foundations now 
required by the City Building Code.”  The appellant also contends that the construction of a 22-
foot high retaining wall is not consistent with the provision of Coastal Act Section 30253 (2) 
that new development not “in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs”. 
 
The City acknowledges the prior slope stability problems that exist or have existed in the past 
on the subject site in its findings to approve the proposed development.  The findings contain 
the following statement: 
 
 In accordance with a settlement agreement reached with the City of Los Angeles in 
January, 2009, the applicants will undertake retaining wall and slope remedial repairs in 
conjunction with the project approved herein to address damages that were the subject of their 
litigation (with other properties) against the City (Morelli v. City of Los Angeles, Superior 
Court Case No. SC 064949).  The repairs will remediate conditions that led to slope failures on 
the propery, allegedly due to the City’s installation of a new sewer line during a period of heavy 
rainfall, and roadway settling along Mantua Road causing flooding of the applicant’s property.  
The incidents occurred in 1998, 2001, and 2004. 
 
The City’s findings state that the project has been reviewed in a geology and soils report 
prepared by Ralph Stone & Company, Inc., which has been reviewed by the Grading Division 
of the Department of Building and Safety.  The findings acknowledge the presence of an active 
landslide on the southwest portion of the site, an erosional slope failure on the northeast 
portion of the site, up to 16-feet of uncertified fill on the site, and that much of the site has a 
factor of safety that is less than 1.5 for stability. 
 
To remediate the slope failures and landslides on the subject site the applicant is proposing to 
install soldier piles along the edge of the landslide to limit expansion of the landslide and to 
provide a minimum factor of safety of 1.5 for the remainder of the site.  A pile-supported 
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retaining wall is proposed around the building pad area and a 22-foot-high retaining wall is 
proposed within the public right-of-way to support the street.  The City’s findings state: 
 
  “Whenever the principal building on a site is added to, altered or repaired in excess of 50 
percent of its replacement value, the entire site shall be brought up to the current code 
standard (emphasis added).  The proposed addition and remodeling of the main building will 
exceed 50 percent of the replacement value of the building, requiring that the entire site be 
stabilized.  A Request for Modification to leave the active landslide has been approved with 
conditions.”   
 
In response to objections to the project raised by the appellant (described above) at the City’s 
public hearing, the applicant’s consultant stated, in part, as follows: 
 

•   Site safety: The entire building site will be graded and stabilized to a slope stability 
factor of safety of 1.5 and the edge of the site above Pacific Coast Highway will be 
stabilized with a row of connected soldier piles installed below grade. 

•   Slope stability – PCH: Slopes along PCH which intrude on the Morelli (applicant’s) 
property have young landslides on them due to the toe of slope removals for state 
highway construction and widening projects by Caltrans …  It is the consultant’s 
understanding that Caltrans has the slopes on their list of landslide slopes for 
stabilization with a low priority for stabilization. 

•    Slope stability – Bel Air Bay Club Driveway: The slopes along the Club driveway will be 
stabilized to a slope factor of safety of 1.5 as approved by the City’s Grading Division. 

•   Final House Pad Evaluation: The Morelli’s home is to be founded on piles and structural 
slabs.  During site preparation the exposed soils/rock will be evaluated for the 
compatibility with the planned foundation design.  If conditions warrant, the 
recommendations will be modified and they will be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Grading Division, as required. 

•   Mantua Road: Mantua Road is a cul-de-sac and the site access point has been fully 
repaired and stabilized by the City Bureau of Engineering at the southerly terminus and 
turn-around by deep piles and improved drainage. 

•   Slope failure on property line between Kudo and Morelli properties: The landslide 
between the Morelli and Kudo properties is more accurately characterized as a wash-
out contributed to by broken pipe(s) and heavy rainfall.  It is the consultants 
understanding that Kudo’s (appellant’s) consultant on the wash-out prepared a 
geotechnical report to repair it with a simple pipe-and-board with benched compacted 
fill remedial slope repair as is allowed by the City’s Grading Division. 

 
The City staff report findings acknowledge that the project site and access road have been 
evaluated by different consulting geologists and given differing outcomes and conclusions.  
The findings further note that the Zoning Administrator is not an expert in the field of 
geotechnical and geologic engineering to make his own conclusions about the differing 
analyses given to the project, but instead relies on the expertise of the City’s engineering 
geologist and geotechnical engineer in finding the applicant’s consultant’s geology and soils 
report acceptable provided specified conditions are followed.  The findings conclude that with 
the conditions imposed and with the Grading Division’s approval letter, the proposed 
development conforms with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
The Commission finds, however, that it is not clear whether the City’s project approval based 
on the applicant’s consulting geologist’s recommendations, given the prior history of geologic 
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instability on the subject site and surrounding properties, and the concerns raised by the 
appellant’s consultant are adequate to reasonably conclude that the entire site and 
surrounding properties will not be adversely impacted by the proposed development.  A finding 
of Substantial Issue relative to the appeal will allow for additional review of the proposed 
development by the Commission’s staff geologist and/or staff engineer.              
      
Scenic and Visual Resources 
 
Section 30251of the Coastal Act states: 
 

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. 

 
The appellant contends that the proposed development site “is readily visible from Pacific Coast 
Highway” and that the replacement of the existing 2,500 square-foot dwelling with an 11,330 
square-foot single-family dwelling “perched above Pacific Coast Highway” would result in the 
“creation of a massive visual intrusion on the coastal bluff as it rises above the highway”.  The 
appellant further contends that “the proposed home is substantially larger than any others in the 
vicinity and is out-of-character within the neighborhood. 
 
As described above, the proposed project consists of the demolition of a single-story, 2,500 
square-foot dwelling and construction of a maximum 36-feet in height, three-story, 11,330 square-
foot single family dwelling with considerable unspecified grading and the addition of retaining 
walls to the site.  In regards to consistency with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, the City’s 
findings only note that the new dwelling has been conditioned to be no higher than 16-feet above 
the centerline of the Mantua Road frontage.  Given the increase in the size and breadth of the 
proposed development relative to existing development on the site and the unspecified amount of 
grading proposed, the Commission finds that a finding of consistency with Section 30251 is not 
possible without further review and analysis.  A finding of Substantial Issue relative to the appeal 
will allow for further review by staff in order to determine whether the project conforms to the 
provisions of Section 30251.    

 
Conclusion 
 
Given the subject property’s location on a slope above Pacific Coast Highway, prior history of 
geologic instability and landslides in the area of the site, prior slope failures on the subject site, 
prior history of litigation concerning slope failure on the subject site, and the concerns raised 
by the appellant’s consulting geologist, staff believes it is prudent that the Commission’s staff 
geologist and/or staff engineer review the proposed development and the various consulting 
geotechnical reports prior to the Commission’s final action on this appeal.  In addition, further 
review and analysis of the project’s potential impacts upon scenic and visual qualities of the 
area and compatibility with the character of surrounding areas is necessary.  Because it is 
important to ensure that the proposed project is consistent with the applicable polices of the 
Coastal Act discussed above, the Commission will carefully review the proposed project when 
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it acts on the de novo portion of the appeal and the dual permit application.  Only with careful 
review of the proposed project can the Commission ensure that the project minimizes risks to 
life and property and does not create nor contribute to erosion or geologic instability of the site 
or surrounding area.  If it finds that a substantial issue exits, the Commission will have the 
opportunity to review and act on the proposed project at the subsequent de novo hearing.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the appeal and 
with the approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2008-2334. 
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