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United States Department of the Interior ~ ~ 

FISHANDWILDLJFESERVICE [ffi jg © o/1 ~ ID, 
Ecological Services 

Carlsbad Field Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West OCT 1 1 1995 

Carlsbad, California 92008 

Mr. James L. Ryan 
California Coastal Commission 
P.O. Box 1450 
Long Beach, California 90802-4416 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl C0ff.M!f§~9~' 
sount0C>OAST 'DISTRV 

Subject: Endangered El Segundo blue butterfly and restoration program 
at 433 Paseo del lay Playa, Torrance, 

Dear Mr. Ryan: 

This letter responds to the proposed restoration plan for the El Segundo . 
blue butterfly (Euphilotes bernardino allyni) at 433 Paseo de la Playa 
in the City of Torrance, Los Angeles County, California. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (Service) is concerned about the possible effects 
of the project on this endangered species, which is fully protected 
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) . The 
butterfly has been observed on the project site .by Chris Nagano of my 
staff. Our comments are based on the Planting PlanL-1, dated July 12, 
1995, which was received by the Service from Hawthorne Savings on August 
23, 1995; and a meeting between Bruce Lewis and Sherry Lawson of 
Hawthorne Savings, and Chris Nagano on October 3, 1995. 

The planting plan will adequately restore habitat for the endangered El 
Segundo blue butterfly if the iceplant (Caprobrotus edulis) is planted 
thirty-six (36) inches off-center. The coastal buckwheat (Eriogonum 
parvifolium) and associated native species that will be planted at the 
site will provide additional habitat for the butterfly. 

We appreciate the efforts of the California Coastal Commission and 
Hawthorne Savings in protecting endangered species and California's 
remaining wildlife habitats. Please contact Chris Nagano of my staff at 
the letterhead address or at 619/431-9440 if you have any questions. 
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1-6-96-TA-007 

cc: ARD:HC, Portland, OR 
CDFG, Sacramento, CA (Attn: D. Warenycia) 
CDFG, San Diego, CA (Attn: W. Tippets) 
Hawthorne Savings, El Segundo, CA (Attn: Bruce Lewis) 
Dr. R. Mattoni, Beverly Hills, CA 
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' • CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 49th Day: 11/22/95 
180th Day: 4/1/96 ? 
Staff: A. Padilla ~/ 
Staff Report: 10/23/95 
Hearing Date: 11/14-17/95 

SOUTH COAST AREA 
2A! W. ROADWAY, STE. 380 
p .0. lOX 1.4!10 
lONG BEACH, CA 90802....UJ6 

Commission Action: ~.,.. ("· r""':. It~,.' . ' . 

STAFF REPORT: PERMIT AMENDMENT 

APPLICATION NO.: 5-90-1041A2 

· APPLICANT: Hawthorne Savings AGENT: Bruce Lewis 

PROJECT LOCATION: 433 Paseo De La Playa, Torrance 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: Construct a 2-story, 7,334 sq. ft. 
single-family residence on a vacant 0.62 acre blufftop lot. 

DESCRIPTION OF FIRST AMENDMENT APPROVED: Decrease the building footprint by 
250 sq. ft., increase the blufftop setback 3ft. inland and add an additional 
400 sq. ft. on second floor <no change in height). 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT: Installation of drainline, concrete 
stairway, chain-link fencing and gate, irrigation system, erosion control and 
restoration of habitat on bluff face. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval In Concept 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. City of Torrance Adopted Local Coastal Program. 
2. Coastal Development Permit No. 5-84-187 <Briles). 
3. Coastal Development Permit No. 5-85-755 (Briles). 
4. Letter from u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, dated October 5, 1995. 

PRQCEQURAL NOTE: The Commission's regulations provide for referral of permit 
amendment requests to the Commission if: 

1) The Executive Director determines that the proposed amendment is a 
material change, 

2) Objection is made to the Executive Director•s determination of 
immateriality, or 

3) the proposed amendment affects conditions required for the purpose of 
protecting a coastal resource or coastal access. 

If the applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an 
independent determination as to whether the proposed amendment is material. 14 
Cal. Admin. Code 13166. 

SUMMABY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that the proposed 
development with the proposed amendment, subject to the conditions below, is 
consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act. 
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The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

1. Aporoval with Cond1tiQDI· 

, . 

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a permit for 
the proposed development on the grounds that the development, as conditioned, 
will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability of the local government 
having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the COastal Act, is located 
be!ween the sea and first public road nearest the shoreline and is in 
conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. SoeciaJ Conditions. 

1. RestorAtion MAintenance and Mon1torjog Program 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit the 
applicant/landowner shall submit to the Executive Director for review and 
approval, a restoration maintenance and monitoring program consistent with 
Exhibit #4, revised restoration plan, and Exhibit #5, Habitat Enhancement and 
Erosion Control Plan, by Rudi Mattoni, as specified below and using plant 
material as indicated in Exhibit #3, applicant•s plant list. By accepting 
this permit the applicant/landowner agrees to carry out this plan. 

a) The plan shall clearly indicate the following habitat objectives of each 
area, as stated below: 

Zone A, as shown in Exhibit #4. In this area the objective is habitat 
restoration and temporary cover to protect the slope from erosion and 
reestablishment of sufficient Eriogonum ParyifQ] i um (Coasta·l Buckwheat) to 
provide support for reproduction of El Segundo blue butterfly. In this 
area native plantings shall follow the plant list as shown in exhibit #5. 
During the establishment period, the applicant/landowner shall install 
temporary irrigation, and jute matting. After one year, artificial 
irrigation shall cease except as necessary to establish replacement 
plants. Hhile Cirpobrotu5 Edu11s (iceplant) is permitted to be planted in 
the first year, at the end of one year, no new Carpobrotus Edulis shall be 
installed. In addition to Eriogonum Parvifol1um and Carpobrotus Edul1i as 
indicated in Exhibit #4, the applicant/landowner shall install no fewer 
than four five-gallon deep rooted native plants of the coastal dune 
community identified in Exhibit #5. In this area the applicant/landowner 
may maintain Carpobrotu$ Edu]is, planted during the first year, as long as 
none is allowed to escape into Zone Band as long as Cargobrotus Edu]is 
plants are cleared around all Eriogonum Parvifolium in Zone A. No plants 
other than those specified above shall be employed. 

Zone B. as shown in Exhibit #4. This area shall be maintained in native 
annuals and perennials of the sea bluff succulent communities. In this 
area. the applicant/landowner shall remove all Carpobrotus Edulis (ice 
plant), introduced weeds and grasses, and plant this area according to the 
applicant's plant list in Exhibit #3 for Zone B area only. After one 
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year, artificial irrigation shall cease except as necessary to establish 
replacement plants. All introduced plants, grasses. Carpobratus Eaulis. 
and any other invasive plants shall be removed as they appear. 

Zone c. as shown in Exhibit #4. This area shall be maintained for erosion 
control. In this area, with the exception of Carpobrotus Edulis 
(iceplant), the applicant/landowner shall plant no fewer than four 
five-gallon deep rooted large shrub cover California native plants from 
the list in Exhibit #5. After one year, irrigation shall cease in this 
area in order to reduce erosion and control the iceplant. 

b) MaoHoring 

Applicant/landowner shall provide evidence on an annual basis of the success 
or failure of the plantings for a period of five years and indicate necessary 
measures and corrective actions to assure the objectives outlined in section 
l.a above. Pursuant to this requirement, after one year. the 
applicant/landowner shall provide a monitoring report prepared by a qualified 
biologist, ecologist or monitoring resource specialist who has knowledge of 
the various habitats associated with coastal bluffs. The report shall 
indicate and provide a clear work program for the following year necessary to 
assure 1) safety from erosion, 2) protection of habitat of native species. 3) 
maintenance of significant stand of Eriogonum ParyifQlium and other seabluff 
succulent and coastal strand plants native to California. 

In subsequent years. applicant/landowner shall be responsible to assure the 
continued viability of these plants according to the objectives listed in 
section l.a above. The applicant/landowner is also responsible for the 
control of introduced plants including Carpabratus Eduljs. At the end of five 
years, a nviable community" of Eriagonum PArYHQljum, no fewer than 140 
plants, shall exist in this this area. 

If at any time, the annual reports, or other information indicates that the 
revegetation efforts are not successful based a~ the above criteria, the 
applicant/landowner shall replant in accordance with the specifications of 
Section l.a above. If the revegetation remains unsuccessful after replanting, 
the applicant/landowner shall submit a revised or supplemental program to 
compensate for those portions of the original program which were not 
successful. The revised or supplemental restoration program shall be 
processed as an amendment to this coastal development permit. 

2. Implementg.tioo ADC Campletian of the Restaration Plg.n 

The applicant/landowner shall implement and complete the restoration plan 
within 90 days of the issuance of the permit. The applicant/landowner shall 
comply with all provisions of the restoration plan. including the revised 
planting plan and the monitoring program required in special condition no. 1. 

3. Assumption of Risk: 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal dJvelopment permit, the applicant 
[landowner] shall execute and record a deed restriction. in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide: (a) that the 
applicant/landowner understands that the site may be subject to extraordinary 
hazard from landslide and soil erosion, and the (b) applicant/landowner hereby 
waives any future claims of liability against the Commission or its successors 

edavidian
Text Box
Exhibit 4. CCC-11-CD-04 & CCC-11-RO-03 Page 3 of 9



5-90-1041A2 
Page 4 

in interest for damage from such hazards. The document shall run with the 
land~ binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free and clear 
of all prior liens and encumbrances the Executive Director determines to 
affect said interest and shall run with the land binding all successors and 
assigns. 

4. Approval of Erosion Control Plans 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit the 
applicant/landowner shall submit to the Executive Director for review and 
approval, written evidence from a licensed engineer that the stairway and 
other development will not contribute to further erosion of the site . 

• 
5. Completion of Planting 

All restoration and erosion control described in the conditions of this permH 
shall be completed by June 1, 1996. Failure to comply, with such additional 
time as may be granted by the Executive Director for good cause. will result 
in the nullification of this permit approval. 

6. Condition Compliance 

The requirements specified in the foregoing special conditions that the 
applicant/landowner is required to satisfy as a prerequisite to the issuance 
of this permit must be fulfilled within 30 days of Commission action. Failure 
to comply, with such additional time as may be granted by the Executive 
Director for good cause. will result in the nullification of this permit 
approva 1. 

Note: Unless specifically changed by the above conditions all previous 
conditions on the underlying permit remain in effect. 

IV. f1ndjngs and Declarations, 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. Project Descrjption and Background 

This is a request for a second amendment to Coastal Permit 5-89-1041 for the 
installation of drainline, concrete stairway. chain-link fencing and gate at 
the toe of the bluff, irrigation system, erosion control, restoration of 
htbitat on bluff face on a vacant lot previously approved for the construction 
of a 7,805 square foot single-family residence. 

The proposed property is located on a blufftop lot above Torrance Beach, in 
the City of Torrance. The upper portion of the lot has been graded as 
approved under CDP 5-89-1041A. After grad.ing the building pad, development 
stopped. In 1995 development not permitted under 5-89-1041A occurred on the 
bluff face. The bluff face development consisted of construction of a 
drainline along the northern portion of the property and the placement of 
minor amount of fill and sandbags for erosion control purposes. The placement 
of the on-site fill, which was placed in response to erosion. has adversely 
impacted the federally listed endangered El Segundo Blue Butterfly's natural 
habitat found on the bluff face. 

. . 
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The erosion that has occurred on-site can be attributed to a number of factors 
such as: initial grading of the building pad, the property being vacant, heavy 
rains during the past couple of years, unchecked street runoff entering the 
property, and the construction of a block wall [Coastal Development Permit 
o-85-755 (Briles)] along the site's northern property line, which channelized 
the runoff down the bluff face. 

The United States Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service reported 
the erosion problem to Commission staff and informed Commission staff of the 
adverse impact the erosion had caused to the habitat of the federally listed 
endangered El Segundo Blue Butterfly. The Fish and Wildlife Service has found 
the El Segundo Blue Butterfly on this property and other areas of these 
coistal bluffs. 

The present applicant, Hawthorn Savings, is in the process of transferring 
ownership to a third party. The new owner will assume the responsibility of 
caring out the project and its conditions. This has been included in the new 
owners escrow agreement. 

B. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

Cb> Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas~ and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

The development proposed by the applicant/landowner is located on the natural 
bluff face. Vegetation on the bluff face consists of native and introduced 
plants. One of the native plant species found on this bluff face is Eriogonum 
Par~ifolium (Coastal Buckwheat). Eriogonum P9rvifo11um is the host plant for 
the El Segundo Blue Butterfly, a federally listed endangered species. The 
United States Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service monitored the 
site and observed the presence of the El Segundo Blue Butterfly. 

Due to on-site erosion along the northern boundary, which broadens along the 
lower reaches of the bluff, the applicant/landowner in an attempt to prevent 
further erosion installed a subterranean drain line, minor amount of fill and 
sandbags. The erosion, however, created a large erosional gully, which 
removed top soil and native vegetation including the El Segundo Blue 
Butterfly's host plant-- Coastal Buckwheat. Efforts to repair the erosional 
damage threatened the habitat value of the bluff face through the the burying 
of the native plant species located on the bluff. 

To mitigate the loss of the El Segundo Blue host plant and to minimize future 
erosion the applicant/landowner is proposing to restore the site through 
regrading the area where erosion has occurred, and replanting the bluff face 
with native plantings. including Eriogonum f9rvifoliym, and non-native 
iceplant, Caroobrotus Edylis (see Exhibit 2 and 3). The proposed restoration 
plan has been prepared by the applicant/landowner in consultation with Or. 
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Rudi Mattoni (Resource Specialist involved with the restoration of the El 
Segundo Dunes habitat area> and with the United States Department of the 
Interior Fish and Wildlife Service. The restoration plan divides the site 
into two areas: Zone A--upper and middle slopes and Zone B--located along the 
lower flatter portions (toe) of the bluff. The applicant/landowner proposes 
to plant Zone B with a mixture of native plant species. Zone A will be 
planted with Coastal Buckwheat (200 plantings) and iceplant. planted at 36 
inches on center, to cover the remaining bare areas. Temporary irrigation 
will be installed to augment natural rainfall and extend the growing season to 
establish revegetation of the slope for erosion control. 

Although the restoration plan has been reviewed and approved by the.Fish and 
Hifdlife Service, the Commission is concerned with the use of non-native 
iceplant. Iceplant is an invasive plant which over time will eventually 
supplant areas planted with native plants. Once this occurs the El Segundo 
Blue's habitat could be seriously degraded or entirely eliminated from this 
site. However, in this particular case, approximately 501 of the bluff face 
<mostly upper portion of the bluff face, Zone C in Exhibit 4) is currently 
heavily covered with iceplant (iceplant is prevalent throughout this coastal 
bluff area). 

Zone A, as depicted in Exhibit #4, the area disturbed by the erosion and 
unpermitted development. is located along the northern and lower western 
portion of the property. This disturbed area will be replanted with 200 
plantings of Coastal Buckwheat, to restore and enhance the native habitat 
value of the site. The proposed plan also allows iceplant to be planted 
throughout Zone A to minimize soil erosion. Zone B is at the toe of the bluff 
and is planned to be planted with only native annuals and perennials. 

In most cases native planting would be preferred to revegetate natural areas. 
such as this coastal bluff face, to protect the existing native plant 
communities. The planting of iceplant within areas with native vegetation 
tends to supplant the native vegetation. However, the existing iceplant is so 
prevalent on this site and the adjoining site that planting native plants 
within the iceplant area would be futile since the surrounding iceplant would 
eventually overrun and push out the native plantings. The existing iceplant 
could be systematically removed from the site and replaced with native 
vegetation, but this would also be ineffective unless a comprehensive plan, 
which would require the systematic removal of all iceplant from the bluffs and 
replanting with native plants, was implemented for all properties located 
along the bluffs. 

To ensure that the native plants have a greater chance to establish themselves 
on the bluff face and provide a viable native habitat for the El Segundo Blue 
Butterfly and to provide an adequate measure of erosion control the Commission 
finds that if the restoration plan is modified to limit the use of iceplant as 
a temporary measure and require clearing of iceplant that encroaches into 
areas of Coastal Buckwheat planted in Zone A and the native plant area <Zone 
8) the restoration plan will be adequate to restore and enhance the habitat 
area that was disturbed and will minimize on-site erosion consistent with 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

While the Commiss;on can agree to the use of invasive plants the use of such 
plants require control measures and monitoring so that native plants are not 
supplanted by the invasive plants. To ensure that the planting proposed in 
the plan establishes itself a monitoring program is necessary. The 

.. 
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. 
Commission's experience with biological resource restoration has indicated 
that such efforts cannot be assumed to be successful in advance. Only an 
effective monitoring program, with reports and requirements for additional 
restoration activity if the initial efforts are not successful. can insure 
tnat appropriate measures are taken if the initial efforts fail. For this 
reason Special Condition l(b) includes a monitoring program. This condition 
requires the submittal of a detailed monitoring program for the proposed 
restoration. The condition provides for monitoring of the restoration site 
for a five-year period and that an annual report be submitted to determine 
whether the condition of the restored site appears to be adequate to support 
the revegetation of slope. If the final report indicates any portion of the 
restoration has been unsuccessful, the Commission will require additional 
remedial measures to assure the goal of full restoration. Any additional 
restoration measures will be processed as an amendment to this permit. 

The Commission finds that only as conditioned will the proposed amendment 
restore and protect the habitat values of the site and be consistent with 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

C. Natural Hazards 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states: 

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. 

The proposed development 1s located 1n an area which is subject to natural 
hazards. Natural hazards common to this area include landslides. erosion, 
flooding and slumping. The Commission in previous actions on development in 
this area has found that there are certain risks associated with blufftop 
development that can never be entirely eliminated. Blufftop lots are subject 
to potential hazards not found in conventional flatland developments. In 
approving the underlying permit the Commission required that the property 
owner record a deed restriction stating that the property owner understands 
the hazards of building on a bluff top and assumes all associated risks. This 
amendment is being similarly conditioned in order to cover the new development 
proposed under this amendment. The Commission finds, therefore, that in order 
to be consistent with section 30253 of the Coastal Act. the 
appl1cant/landowner must record a deed restrict1on assuming the risk of 
developing in this hazardous area, and waiving the Commission's liability for 
damage that may occur as a result of such natural hazards. 

D. s,~n1c and Visual Resources/landform Alteration 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 
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11 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 •... " 

The primary concern under this section of the Act is the preservation and 
enhancement of ocean and coastal views from public areas. such as highways. 
beaches and parks. The coastal bluff on which the applicant•stlandowner•s 
house is located forms the back drop to the beach in this area, and is highly 
vi~ible to the public using the beach. Section 30251 requires that alteration 
of the bluff face be minimized so as to protect the scenic and visual 
qualities of the bluff and beach areas. 

The applicant/landowner is also proposing a 5 foot wide concrete stairway down 
the b 1 uff face a 1 ong the no.rthern boundary 1 i ne and a 4 foot high cone rete 
property wall along the western boundary. The stairway will be adjacent to 
the existing concrete property line wall that was constructed by the adjoining 
property owner under permit no. 5-85-755 (Briles). The stairway will be 
located within the area of the erosion gully. The applicant/landowner 
proposes to refill the erosional gully to a grade consistent with the 
surrounding site grades and place the stairway atop the fill. The stairway 
will be designed with drains to drain all future runoff to prevent further 
erosion and channelization caused by the existing adjoining wall. 

The lots to the north of this lot contain stairways leading down to the bottom 
of the bluff. All of the stairways, except for one, consists of wooden planks 
set into the slope. The one exception is on the lot immediately adjacent and 
north of the project site. This stairway is a concrete serpentine path 
leading from the bluff top deck down the slope to a deck area located at the 
toe of the bluff. This stairway was approved by the Commission under permit 
15-85-755 (Briles). 

The proposed stairway will not contribute further to bluff erosion since it 
will be located adjacent to the existing concrete block wall (#5-85-77) and 
will be designed to channel runoff into runoff drains. The proposed sta·irway 
is consistent with the stairway approved on the adjoining property. Moreover. 
the proposed site is located within the northern end of this coastal bluff 
range where slopes are more gradual than the southern area. The bluffs in the 
northern area are also shorter in height. The proposed site is the 
approximate transitional area between the more gradual sloping bluffs and the 
steeper taller bluffs. Because the proposed site is located within the bluff 
area where the slopes are more gradual and shorter than the slopes to the 
south, and the stairway will be located adjacent to an existing block wall, 
the construction of a stairway down this bluff face will not significantly 
degrade or contribute to the erosion of the bluff. However, to ensure that 
the stairway is properly engineered to prevent further bluff erosion. the 
applicant/landowner shall submit written evidence from a licensed engineer 
stating that the stairway is designed so as not to contribute to further bluff 
erosion. Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed 
development will not significantly alter the natural bluff landforms, and the 
scenic and visual quality of Torrance Beach will be protected. consistent with 
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 
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The written description of the project approved by the Commission in the 
original permit #5-90-1041, stated that the square footage of the proposed 
s1ngle-fam11y res1dence was 7,334 square feet. Subsequently, the 
applicant/landowner amended the project by reducing the footprint by 250 
square feet and adding 400 square feet. Bas·ed on these square footage changes 
the approved plans showed a total of 7,805 square feet. Although the original 
square footage plus the changes made in the amendment do not add up to 7,805 
square feet the written permit should have been consistent with the square 
footage listed on the plans that were rev1ewed and approved by the Commission. 

Thf revised square footage is consistent w1th the Commission's intent in 
approving the original permit and subsequent amendment. 

F. Unpermitted Development 

Prior to the submittal of this application, the applicant/landowner installed 
a drainage line and temporary erosion control measures along the bluff face. 
This development was not consistent with the Commission development approved 
under 5-90-1041 or its subsequent amendment. · · 

Although unpermitted development may have taken place elsewhere on the 
property prior to submission of this permit application, consideration of the 
application by the Commission has been based solely upon the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit does not constitute a 
waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged violation nor does it 
constitute an admission as to the legality of any development undertaken on 
the subject site without a Coastal permit. 

G. Local Coastal Program 

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

(a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal 
development permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the 
commission on appeal. finds that the proposed development is in 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 
30200 of the division and that the permitted development will not 
prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local 
coastal program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 
3 (commencing with Section 30200). 

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

Based upon the findings presented in the preceding section, the Commission 
finds that the propJsed development, as conditioned, will not create adverse 
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* This is not intended to serve as an exhaustive 
representation of all violations on the property.

Unpermitted Development at 
433 Paseo de la Playa, Torrance 
(APN 7512-003-021)*

Shade Structure

Concrete Patio

Ornamental Landscaping in 
Habitat Restoration Area

Retaining Wall

Concrete Patio

Boundary Wall

Shade Structure
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 

VENTURA,  CA  93001   

(805)  641 - 0142 
 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT 
REGULAR AND CERTIFIED MAIL (70012510000158721356) 

 
April 25, 2003 
 
Mr. William and Michelle Campbell 
433 Paseo De La Playa 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 
 
Violation File Number:  V-5-03-002 
 
Property location:   433 Paseo De La Playa, Los Angeles County 
    
Unpermitted Development:  (1) Non-compliance with terms and conditions of 

Coastal Development Permit 5-90-1041-A2 including 
failure to submit any of the five required annual bluff 
slope restoration and revegetation program 
monitoring reports and  (2) construction of two 
unpermitted structures on the bluff slope and on the 
toe of the bluff. 

 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Campbell: 
 
Our staff has confirmed that development undertaken on your property does not fully 
comply with the terms and conditions of Coastal Development Permit 5-90-1041-A2 
which was previously approved by the Commission and issued on April 29, 1996 for 
installation of a drainline, concrete stairway, chain-link fencing and gate, irrigation 
system, erosion control and restoration of habitat on bluff face on your property.  
Special Condition 1 of your permit requires that the “applicant/landowner shall provide 
evidence on an annual basis of the success or failure of the plantings for a period of five 
years and indicate necessary measures and corrective actions to assure the objectives 
outlined in section 1.a above.”  However, our records indicate that, as of this date, you 
have not submitted any of the five required bluff slope restoration annual monitoring 
reports.  Further, it appears that the landscaping and development that has occurred on 
the bluff slope does not comply with required restoration program.  In addition, our staff 
has also confirmed that unpermitted development has occurred on your property 
consisting of the construction of two structures on the bluff.  Commission staff has 
researched our permit files and concluded that no Coastal Development Permits have 
been issued for any of the above development.  Standard Condition Three (3) attached 
to your permit states: 
 

 All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the 
application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below.  Any deviation 
from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require 
Commission approval.  
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The installation of landscaping is non-compliance with the required bluff slope 
restoration program and failure to submit any of the five annual restoration monitoring 
reports is not in compliance with either the development approved by the Commission 
or with the terms and conditions required by Coastal Development Permit 5-90-1041-
A2.  A copy of your Coastal Development Permit is enclosed for reference.  Please be 
advised that non-compliance with the terms and conditions of an approved permit 
constitute a violation of the Coastal Act. 
 
In addition, pursuant to Section 30600 (a) of the Coastal Act, any person wishing to 
perform or undertake development in the Coastal Zone must obtain a coastal 
development permit, in addition to any other permit required by law.  “Development” is 
defined by Section 30106 of the Coastal Act as: 
 

“Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid material or 
structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal 
waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials; change in the density or 
intensity of the use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision 
Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land, 
including lot splits, except where the land division is brought about in connection with the purchase 
of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of water, or of 
access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, 
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvest of major 
vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations.... 

 
The above referenced two structures which have been constructed on the slope and the 
toe of the bluff constitute development under the Coastal Act and, therefore, require a 
coastal development permit.  Any development activity conducted in the Coastal Zone 
without a valid coastal development permit constitutes a violation of the Coastal Act.   
 
In order to resolve this matter in a timely manner and avoid the possibility of a monetary 
penalty or fine, we are requesting that you submit a complete application for an 
amendment to Coastal Development Permit 5-90-1041-A2 by May 25, 2003, to remove 
the unauthorized development and restore of the site consistent with the previously 
required bluff slope restoration program.  For your convenience, a Coastal Development 
Permit Amendment Application has been enclosed.  Please contact me as soon as 
possible and by no later than May 10, 2003, regarding how you intend to resolve this 
violation. 
 
We hope that you will choose to cooperate in resolving this violation by submitting a 
permit amendment application by May 25, 2003.  If you do not, we will consider 
pursuing additional enforcement action against you.  The Coastal Act contains many 
enforcement remedies for Coastal Act violations.  Section 30803 of the Act authorizes 
the Commission to maintain a legal action for declaratory and equitable relief to restrain 
any violation of the Act.  Coastal Act section 30809 states that if the Executive Director 
determines that any person has undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity 
that may require a permit from the Coastal Commission without first securing a permit, 
the Executive Director may issue an order directing that person to cease and desist.  
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Coastal Act section 30810 states that the Coastal Commission may also issue a cease 
and desist order.  A cease and desist order may be subject to terms and conditions that 
are necessary to ensure compliance with the Coastal Act.  Moreover, section 30811 
authorizes the Commission to order restoration of a site where development occurred 
without a permit from the Commission, is inconsistent with the Coastal Act, and is 
causing continuing resource damage.  Finally, the Executive Director is authorized, after 
providing notice and the opportunity for a hearing as provided for in section 30812 of the 
Coastal Act, to record a Notice of Violation against your property. 
 
In addition, section 30820(a) provides for civil liability to be imposed on any person who 
performs or undertakes development without a coastal development permit or in a 
manner that is inconsistent with any coastal development permit previously issued by 
the Commission in an amount that shall not exceed $30,000 and shall not be less than 
$500.  Section 30820(b) provides that additional civil liability may be imposed on any 
person who performs or undertakes development without a coastal development permit 
or that is inconsistent with any coastal development permit previously issued by the 
Commission when the person intentionally and knowingly performs or undertakes such 
development, in an amount not less than $1,000 and not more than $15,000 per day for 
each day in which the violation persists.  Section 30821.6 provides that a violation of 
either type of cease and desist order or of a restoration order can result in the 
imposition of civil fines of up to $6,000 for each day in which the violation persists.    
Finally, Section 30822 allows the Commission to maintain a legal action for exemplary 
damages, the size of which is left to the discretion of the court.  In exercising its 
discretion, the court shall consider the amount of liability necessary to deter further 
violations. 
 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  If you have any questions regarding this 
letter or the pending enforcement case, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jamie Burwell 
Assistant Enforcement Officer 
 
 
cc: Steve Hudson, Enforcement Supervisor 
 Teresa Henry, District Manager 
 Pam Emerson, Planning Supervisor 
 
Enclosures: Coastal Development Permit Amendment Application, CDP 5-90-1041-A2 
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l !.STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
r South Coast Area Office 
• 200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

Tu15a 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Governor 

Filed: 
1801

h Day 
Staff: 
Staff Report: 
Hearing Date: 
Commission Action: 

8/31/04 ~·. 
N/A 
AJP-LB 

7/15/05 
8/10-12/05 

STAFF REPORT: MATERIAL AMENDMENT 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 

APPLICANT: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

5-90-1 041 A5 

William Campbell 

433 Paseo de Ia Playa, City of Torrance (Los Angeles 
County) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Request for after-the-fact approval of unpermitted 
development consisting of: The construction of a 13-foot high, 480 square-foot shade 
structure (with 8 1 0-inch posts and a 8 foot tall retaining wall) with thatched roof on an 
approximately 680 square foot concrete patio at the toe of the coastal bluff; and a 8-foot 
high, 12-foot diameter thatched umbrella on an approximately 1 0-foot in diameter concrete 
pad at mid bluff located on a 2, 7 44 square foot beach-fronting lot. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission denv the project because, as a whole, it is 
inconsistent with Sections 30210, 30221, 30251, and 30253 of the Coastal Act. (The 
motion is on page 2 of this report.) With regard to public access and recreation, coastal 
bluffs are a source of sand supply, and there is evidence that the continued hardening of 
coastal bluffs reduces the amount of sand available to beaches, reducing the size of a 
coastal recreational resource, which is inconsistent with the public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act. Section 30251 protects the scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas and requires the Commission to minimize the alteration of natural landforms. 
The proposed structures substantially alter the appearance of the natural bluff. Section 
30253 (2) requires approved development to neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area. The proposed 
structures are located on or at a toe of a bluff that consists of unconsolidated sandy 
material that is subject to erosion. 

Section 30253(5) protects special communities and neighborhoods, which, because of 
their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 
The project alters the special area of the Torrance bluff. The project site is located 
immediately inland of Torrance Beach, which is a public beach. The irregular backdrop of 
a vegetated bluff is essential to the character of this public beach that is heavily used by 
visitors from Redondo Beach, Torrance, and other south Los Angeles County communities 
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and is used - albeit more sparsely- by an even wider range of people from all over. 
Changing the irregular vegetated bluff to a row of structures and hardened walkways 
changes the quality of the area from an undeveloped, recreational open space with the 
backdrop of an undeveloped bluff, to a developed urban neighborhood. 

While there are exceptions, the overall appearance of the bluff along Paseo de Ia Playa is 
natural and undeveloped. With the exception of two pre-coastal decks, one at each end 
of this row of 28 lots, all permitted houses, and roofed structures are sited at the top of the 
coastal bluff. The bluff is crisscrossed with a network of shared pre-coastal pioneered 
trails, with a few permitted paved private accessways, including one on this lot that was 
approved in 1996 as part of the erosion control and habitat restoration associated with 5-
90-1 041 A2. Except for the lots described above, bluff face development either does not 
exist or is unpermitted development. The shade structures, including the one subject to 
this application, that exist on four of the 28 residential lots, are all unpermitted. The four 
unpermitted shade structures are located on the five northernmost lots. The 
Commission's Enforcement Division will evaluate further actions to address these matters. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

See Appendix A. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development 
Permit Amendment No. 5-90-1041A5 for the development as 
proposed by the applicant. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit and 
adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative 
vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby denies a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development on the ground that the development will not conform with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will prejudice the ability of the local government having 
jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions 
of Chapter 3. Approval of the permit would not comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act because there are feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would 
substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts of the development on the 
environment. 
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II. Findings and Declarations: 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. Proiect Description and Location 

1. Project Description 

The applicant requests after-the-fact approval of an existing 13-foot high 480 square foot 
shade structure {with 8 1 0-inch posts and a 8-foot tall retaining wall notched into the bluff 
in support of the structure) with thatched roof on an approximately 680 square foot 
concrete patio at the toe of the coastal bluff, and a 8-foot high, 12-foot in diameter 
thatched umbrella on an approximately 10 foot in diameter concrete pad at mid bluff, 
located on a 2,744 square foot beach-fronting lot {see Exhibit no. 3 &4). 

2. Project Location 

The project site is located within an existing residential area at 433 Paseo de Ia Playa, City 
of Torrance, Los Angeles County (Exhibits No. 1 & 2). The site is the fifth northernmost 
lot of the 28 residential lots on the bluff top between the first public road, Paseo de Ia 
Playa, and the sea (see Exhibit No.6. The bluff in question varies in height from 
approximately 60 feet at the Los Angeles County Torrance Beach Park to the north of the 
residential lots, to 120 feet near the City boundary of Palos Verdes Estates to the south. 
The bluff tops of all 28 residential lots have been developed with single-family residences. 

Torrance Beach, the beach seaward of the toe of the bluff, is public. Vertical public 
access to this beach is available to pedestrians via public parking lots and footpaths 
located at the Torrance Beach Park, which is approximately 200 feet to the north of the 
project site. There are also a vertical beach public access way and public parking in Palos 
Verdes Estates located approximately % of a mile to the south of the project site. 

B. Prior Development at Subject Site 

In 1990, the Commission approved the construction of a 2-story, 7,334 square foot single
family residence on the bluff top, on a vacant lot (COP 5-90-1041 ). After grading the 
building pad atop the bluff, pursuant to the approved permit, development stopped. 
Subsequently, in 1995, in response to erosion problems caused by the abandonment of 
the development after the building pad was constructed, unpermitted development 
occurred on the bluff face consisting of a drainline, minor fill and placement of sandbags 
for erosion control purposes. This unpermitted development on the bluff face adversely 
impacted the El Segundo Blue butterfly's (Euphilotes bernardino allym) habitat found on 
the property. El Segundo blue butterfly is a Federally Listed endangered species. 
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As a result of Commission enforcement action, in consultation with a resource specialist 
and the USFWS, a restoration plan was developed and the applicant submitted an 
application for an amendment to the permit (COP 5-90-1041-A2}. The plan included 
planting of Coastal Buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium}, other native vegetation to restore 
the butterfly habitat, and non-native plants to stabilize the bluff. The plan divided the bluff 
face into three areas: Zone A. Band C (see Exhibit No.5}. Zone A, located along the 
northern portion of the property, was required to be planted with 200 plants of Buckwheat 
because of the developments impact from erosion, and the minimum amount of non
native iceplant located in this area. Zone B. located at the toe of the bluff, because of its 
relatively undisturbed nature, but lack of native Buckwheat, was required to be planted 
with only native annuals and perennials consistent with the approved plant Jist. Zone C, 
located along the upper and southern portion of the site, was heavily impacted by non
native iceplant. Non-native plants were to be removed from this zone. Zone C was 
allowed to remain in its existing state to protect the slope from further erosion. All planting 
was to be consistent with the submitted Habitat Enhancement and Erosion Control Plan, 
prepared by Dr. Rudi Mattoni, and all native plants were to be protected through a 
monitoring and maintenance program as conditioned in amendment no. 2, and annual 
reports were to be submitted for a period of five years to ensure the success of the 
revegetation (the applicant has not submitted any reports regarding the landscape 
monitoring and maintenance). 

In December 1995, a third amendment to the permit was approved (COP 5-90-1041-A3} 
for the construction of a four foot high retaining wall along the perimeter of the property 
near the toe of the bluff, perimeter chain-link fencing along the eastern property line, and 
swimming pool at the top of the bluff within the approved area of the single-family 
residence. The amendment was found to be immaterial and would not adversely impact 
coastal resources.or access. Furthermore, the wall was consistent with other permitted 
development in the surrounding area and would assist in the revegetation of the bluff. 

A fourth amendment (COP 5-90-1041-A4) was approved in April1996 for relocation of the 
bluff top retaining wall and swimming pool on the bluff top. 

C. Permit History for Bluff Face Development in Proiect Vicinity 

Figure 1 and 2 on the following two pages summarize the permit history of bluff face 
development for the 28 residential lots located along Paseo de Ia Playa in Torrance. 

.. 
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FIGURE 1 
TORRANCE BLUFFS INVENTORY OF BLUFF FACE DEVELOPMENT 

PERMITTED AND PRE-COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
Development Location Permit Number 
Stairways/ paths 

413/417 NA 
601 NA 
627 NA 

Patios/decks' 
413/417 NA 
627 NA 

Shade structures 
NA 

Retaining walls 
NA 

Stairways/ paths 
429 5-85-755 
433 5-90-1041 A3 
515 5-90-1079 

Shade structures 

Retaining walls 
429 5-85-755 
433 5-90-1041 A3 
449"' 5-90-355 

1 Patios/decks listed above are located below concrete drainage swale marking the «historic top of bluff'. 
2 Low wall constructed as part of upper bluff repair, not highly visible. 
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FIGURE2 
TORRANCE BLUFFS INVENTORY OF BLUFF FACE DEVELOPMENT 

UNPERMITTED DEVELOPMENT 
Unpermitted. 
4 Stairways/ 

paths3 

425* 
437* 

1---
445 
[601''] 
605 

3 Patios/decks 
429 
433 
437 

4 Shade 
structures 

413 
429 
433 
437 

When the Commission assumed jurisdiction in 1973, there were three improved bluff face 
accessways on this bluff. There were two platforms perched on the bluff face - one at 
each end of the row of lots. Since 1973, the Commission has approved three ramps or 
stairways down the bluff face to the toe of the bluff on the 28 lots along Paseo de Ia Playa. 
In one (5-85-755), the applicant asserted the need for safe access for permission to build 
a concrete walkway, a wall at the toe of the bluff and a patio above the beach; in the 
second (5-90-1041-A3). a 3-4 foot wide cement walkway along the northern property line, 
sited along an existing wall to minimize visual impacts of the walkway. was approved as 
part of a bluff reconstruction and restoration, that the owners requested to repair a 
massive bluff blow-out. The area of the walkway experienced excessive runoff erosion 
extending from the top to the toe of the bluff, creating a gully along the northern property 
line and property wall. The Commission found that a walkway along the existing wall 
would assist in restoring the site and minimize any future erosion. 

The absence of the promised landscaping at these sites has been referred to the 
Commission's Enforcement staff. A lot, located nine lots to the south of the subject lot, 
received a permit in 1991 to stabilize an "existing path" with redwood beams (5-90-1079 
(Wright)). During consideration of the third stairway (5-90-1079), the applicant provided 

3 A web of unpermitted paths existed across several lots in 1972. An asterisk indicates that these 
were further modified without a CDP after 1973. 
4 This stairway has been rebuilt in a new location. Since there was a stairway on this lot in 1972, 
even though a permit was needed for its relocation, the relocated stairway is not included in staff 
report total as "unpermitted". · 
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persuasive evidence that placement of redwood ties was merely a repair and stabilization 
of a pre-existing soft-footed path. The Commission approved two patios in conjunction 
with stairways, but it has approved no shade structures at the toe of the bluff. 

The Commission has approved other development on the bluff face or at the toe of the 
bluff. A house to the south of the property received a permit to construct a walkway to an 
upper bluff terrace [5-01-409{Conger)]. The permit was conditioned not to extend 
seaward of a concrete swale, located at an elevation of approximately 95 feet, marking the 
historic top of the bluff. Four Jots to j.he south of the subject lot, the Commission approved 
remedial sand colored concrete terra;e drains and bluff restoration [5-90-868(Schreiber)], 
but no stairway and no development below mid~bluff. An owner of another lot received 
approval for a property line fence, extending down the bluff. The Commission denied an 
application for construction of stairs down the bluff face, a covered observation deck 
located towards the base of the bluff and bluff restoration for the endangered El Segundo 
Blue butterfly on a down coast site at 613 Paseo de Ia Playa [5-03-328 (Carey] 5. The 
Commission acknowledges that several lots have inconspicuous pioneered paths down 
the bluff; shared with adjacent lots or the public, these are not improved and appear in 
1973 photographs. 

The Commission has approved five new houses on the bluff top lots and a number of 
additions to existing single-family houses and appurtenant structures, such as pools, 
jacuzzis, and patios on the top of the bluff. Most of the approved additions were at the top 
of the bluff, or inland of a three foot wide concrete lined drainage structure parallel to the 
bluff top, that represents the historic top of bluff for a number of lots south of 449 Paseo 
de Ia Playa. In approving development along this area of the bluffs, the Commission 
routinely imposed conditions limiting development to a 25-foot bluff top set back. In 
making these approvals, the Commission agreed with the applicants that a concrete swale 
located about ten feet below the house pads and parallel to the bluff top represented the 
historic top of the bluff [5-01-405A(Conger), P-5-77-716 (Warren)]. 

As shown in the tables above, the Commission has approved no structures other than 
paths and walls. The Commission has not approved any "shade structures" on the bluff 
or at the toe of the bluff. The Commission has approved only minor development along 
the bluff face. 

Recently in June 2005, the Commission denied a proposed development on the bluff face 
located immediately to the south and abutting this applicant's property. The development 
included the construction of a stairway, retaining wall, and Trellis [Coastal Development 
Permit application No. 5-04-324{Bredesen)]. In denying the proposed project, the 
Commission found the proposed development would adversely impact the scenic and 
visual qualities of the coastal area and would substantially alter the natural appearance of 
the bluff. 

5 The Commission's Enforcement Division is currently investigating unpermitted development along the bluffs 
at Paseo de Ia Playa in Torrance, including stai!Ways and toe of slope improvements. 
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When the beach transferred to the City, the Commission approved a fence at the toe of 
the bluffs along five northern most lots, including this one, separating the private property 
from the beach. The northernmost lot has development on the bluff face that inch.~des 
stairs and a small deck about 30 feet above the toe of the bluff and a volleyball court at 
sand level. The ramp, volleyball court and deck appear in the Commission aerial photo 
dated 1972 and existed prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act and the. Coastal Zone 
Conservation Act of 1972. A shade structure visible in more recent photographs appears 
to have been constructed after the Coastal Act without a coastal development permit. 

D. Scenic Resources/Community Character & Cumulative Adverse lmgacts 

The proposed amendment consists of after-the-fact approval of a 13-foot high, 480 square 
foot shade structure, with 8 1 0-inch posts and a 8 foot tall retaining wall, and thatched roof 
on an approximately 680 square foot concrete patio at the toe of the coastal bluff, and a 
12·foot diameter thatched umbrella on an approximately 1 0 foot in diameter concrete pad 
at mid bluff, which is inconsistent with the following Coastal Act policy: 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

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 
natura/landforms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

While some bluff faces in southern California have been subdivided and developed, 
development generally does not extend down the Torrance bluffs. The bluffs extend from 
about 60 feet high at the north end to almost one hundred twenty feet high as the coast 
curves toward Palos Verdes. The bluff also becomes steeper going north to south, 
changing from a 2:1 slope covered with 9une sand, to rocky cliffs at approximately 1:1. 
From the beach, the roofs of some of the houses on the top of the bluff, parts of the rear 
walls of those houses, and the edges of some patios are visible atop the bluff. With few 
exceptions, there is little development along the face of the Torrance bluffs. 

The project site is located near the northern end of the 28 residential bluff top lots 
(Exhibits No.2). The eight northernmost lots are developed with single-family residences, 
including one of the pre-Coastal Act stairways, two of the permitted stairways, three of the 
unpermitted stairways and all four unpermitted cabanas. The houses on these 
northernmost lots along this bluff are more visible for the public beach due to the lower 
height of the bluffs and flatter slope gradient. Even with these exceptions, the bluff face 
still resembles the bluff face shown in the sketch in the proposed 1981 LUP: irregular cliffs 
overlain by blown sand, vegetated with a mixture of ice plant and native plants. 

Bluff face development on the northern most lot (417 Paseo de Ia Playa) occurred before 
passage of the California Coastal Act and was therefore never subject to the requirements 
of, or review under. the Coastal Act. There is also bluff face development on lots located 
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to the south on lots at 521 and 609 Paseo de Ia Playa. However, single-family homes 
existed on these lots prior to establishment of the Coastal Act. Except for the lots 
described above, bluff face development either does not exist or is unpermitted 
development. 

Development along the bluffs must be sited and designed to protect views to and along 
the beach and to minimize the alteration of excising natural landforms. New development 
in this area must also be sited and designed to be visually compatible with the relatively 
undisturbed character of the surrounding area. 

The proposed project is located on the bluff face immediately adjacent to the public beach. 
The bluff face at this site is highly visible from the public sandy beach. The applicant 
requests after-the-fact approval for a 13-foot high 480 square foot shade structure (with 8 
10-inch posts and a 8- foot tall retaining wall to support the cut into the slope), with 
thatched roof on an approximately 680 square foot concrete patio at the toe of the coastal 
bluff, and an existing 12 foot diameter thatched umbrella on an approximately 1 0 foot in 
diameter concrete pad on the bluff face. A notch has been excavated into the lower 
portion of the bluff to accommodate the rear of the shade structure that is supported by an 
eight-foot high concrete retaining wall with two wing walls and eight posts along the front. 
The patios are constructed with four-inch thick, reinforced concrete leveled pads cut into 
the bluff. An unknown amount of excavation and vegetation removal took place to 
accommodate the patios. 

a. Landform Alteration 

The Coastal Act requires new development to be sited to "minimize the alteration of 
natural/and forms." The proposed project would be located along a coastal bluff. 
The existing bluff is a natural landform visible from public vantage points such as the 
adjacent beach. Any alteration of this landform would affect views to and along the 
public beach. 

b. Community Character 

Pursuant to Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, new development must be visually 
compatible with the surrounding area. In addition, Section 30253 (5) requires the 
protection of "special communities and neighborhoods which, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. " 

The proposed project would result in a visible intensification of use of the site as 
compared to its undeveloped state (See Exhibits No.3). The only development on the 
project site approved on the bluff face or at the toe was a concrete pathway along the 
northern property line, abutting the existing property wall, and a four foot high wall along 
the western property line, and landscaping consistent with the approved landscaped plan .. 

edavidian
Text Box
Exhibit 8. CCC-11-CD-04 & CCC-11-RO-03 Page 9 of 22



5-90-1 041 A5 (Campbell) 
Page 10 of22 

The lot located four lots to the north of the project has a pre coastal improved pathway 
and patio. The second lot to the north of the subject property has an unpermitted 
hardened accessway; as does the lots immediately to the south. Four lots, including the 
four lots to the north and two lots to the immediate south have unpermitted structures, but 
unpermitted development cannot be considered in determining the community character. 
Either way, the overall appearance of the bluff as a whole (all 28 lots), is natural and 
undeveloped. Although a four foot high wall was approved along the western property 
line, the development of the structures at the toe of the bluff and mid bluff are visible along 
the public beach and constitute a dramatic intensification and increase in visual impact 
over the approved development 

Since the 80's and early go•s, the Commission has learned a great deal about the 
degrading effects to bluffs caused by constructing structures and/or walls on bluff faces, 
including adverse impacts to public views and coastal community character. The project 
site is immediately inland of Torrance public beach, which serves as a popular visitor 
destination point for recreational uses. The existing patios and shade structures subject to 
this application are located midway down the bluff face and at the base of the bluff, 
immediately adjacent to the public beach. · 

Approximately 500 feet to the north of the site are a public park, beach parking lot, and 
pedestrian access ways that extend from the street and parking lot to the beach. Just 
north of the public park is Redondo Beach. Approximately % of a mile to the south is a 
public beach access way and a public parking lot. Intensified private development along 
the bluff face will adversely impact the visual quality of the subject area, and will do so in a 
manner inconsistent with the community character, inconsistent with Sections 30251 and 
30253 of the Coastal Act. 

c. Cumulative Impacts 

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires that new development be located where it 
will not have significant cumulative adverse effects on coastal resources. As described 
earlier the majority of development along Paseo de Ia Playa is located on the bluff top. 
The proposed shade structures and patios could set a precedent for future development to 
intensify bluff face development not only in this northern portion of the bluff but along the 
entire bluff face. Over time, incremental impacts can have a significant cumulative 
adverse visual impact. Other similarly situated property owners may begin to request 
authority for new construction on the bluff face, thus contributing to cumulative adverse 
visual impacts. 

Conclusion 

The Commission finds that the project, as currently proposed, is not sited and designed to 
protect scenic and visual qualities of the site as an area of public importance. Denial of 
the proposed project would preserve existing scenic resources and would be consistent 
with preserving the existing community character where approved (or pre-coastal) 

-. 
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development generally occurs solely at the top of the coastal bluff (on 22 out of 281ots) 
and significant approved development (beyond simple trails) or development at the toe of 
the bluff occurs even more rarely. The alteration of the bluff from construction of the 
shade structures and patio would result in an adverse visual effect when viewed from 
public vantage points along the beach. 

Allowing the proposed project would also lead to seaward encroachment of new 
development in an area where additional unpermitted development has occurred and 
threatens to affect the community character. The Commission finds that the proposed 
project would result in the alteration of natural landforms and would not be visually 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Consequently, the proposed · 
project would increase adverse impacts upon visual quality in the subject area. Therefore, 
the Commission finds· that the proposed project is inconsistent with Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act and therefore must be denied. Denial of the project is consistent with the 
Commission's recent action in the same area with application 5-01 ~018 (Conger), where 
the Commission approved ancillary structures that were located above the historic top of 
the bluff, but rejected all development seaward of that line. 

E. Habitat 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

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

The host plant for the El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes bernardino allym), an 
endangered species, is located in patches throughout the bluff face on many of the lots 
along Paseo de Ia Playa. In 1995, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
provided the Commission written notice (Letter, Gail Kobetich, 1995) that the butterfly and 
its habitat has been observed on the project site. 

In 1990, the Commission approved the construction of a single-family residence at the top 
of the bluff. After grading the building pad, development stopped. Subsequently, in 1995 
in response to erosion problems caused by the abandonment of the development after the 
pad was constructed, unpermitted development occurred on the bluff face consisting of a 
drainline, minor fill and placement of sandbags for erosion control purposes. The 
development on the bluff face adversely impacted the butterfly's habitat found on the 
property. In consultation with a resource specialist and the USFWS a restoration plan was 
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developed. The plan included planting of 200 plantings of Coastal Buckwheat along with 
non-native plants to stabilize the bluff. The bluff face was divided into three areas (Zone 
A, B and C). Zone A was required to be planted with the 200 plants of Buckwheat 
because of the developments impact on erosion of the bluff, and the minimum amount of 
non-native iceplant that was existing on the site. Zone B. located at the toe of the bluff, 
because of its relatively undisturbed nature was require to be planted with only native 
annuals and perennials pursuant to an approved plant palette. Zone C, located along the 
upper and southern portion of the site, was heavily impacted by non-native iceplant. Zone 
C was allowed to remain in its existing state to protect the slope from further erosion. 

Because of the habitat and presence of the butterfly, permit amendment 5-90-1041A2 was 
obtained for restoration of the slope, and that permit required monitoring of the approved 
landscaping, pursuant to the restoration plan developed by the USFWS. 

The two proposed shade structures are located in Zones A and B. These two zones were 
designated in the approved habitat enhancement plan as areas to be restored with 
Eriogonum parvifolium and other native plants to preserve and enhance the habitat value 
of the area for the El Segundo Blue butterfly (see Exhibit No. 7). The Eriogonum, like 
many dune plants expands radially through loose soils. Hardening or stabilizing the bluff, 
or irrigation is likely to be inconsistent with these processes and eliminates any habitat 
value and any chance of having the area restored either through natural processes or 
restoration efforts. 

The applicant has not received USFWS review and approval of the structures within the 
restoration area. Allowing the proposed structures would result in allowing a new pattern 
of development on the bluff face. Allowing a new pattern of development, which brings 
development and associated human activity closer to existing habitat on the face and toe 
of the coastal bluff will have a cumulative impact on the El Segundo blue habitat and/or 
the butterfly itself. The Commission recognizes that approving the project described 
herein may set a precedent for future projects on other properties along this bluff, and the 
cumulative impacts of that would be severe in degrading what is left of the butterfly habitat 
in this area. The proposed development will replace environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas, will be disruptive of nearby sensitive habitat values, and would, if proliferated, be 
incompatible with the continuance of those habitat values along the bluffs. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project is inconsistent with Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act, and therefore denies the project. 

F. Hazards 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in pertinent part 

New development shall: 

(/) Minimize risks to life and properly in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard. · 
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(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 
natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

Development on a coastal bluff is inherently risky due to the potential for bluff failure. Bluff 
development poses potential adverse impacts to the geologic stability of bluffs and the 
stability of residential structures and ancillary improvements. In general, bluff instability is 
caused by environmental factors and impacts caused by man. Environmental factors 
include seismicity, wave attack, drying and wetting of soils, wind erosion, salt spray 
erosion, rodent burrowing, percolation of rain water, poorly structured bedding and soils 
conducive to erosion. Factors attributed to man include bluff over steepening from cutting 
roads and railroad tracks, irrigation, over-watering, building too close to the bluff edge, 
grading into the bluff, improper site drainage, use of impermeable surfaces to increase 
runoff, use of water-dependent vegetation, pedestrian or vehicular movement across the 
bluff top, face and toe, and breaks in water or sewage lines. 

Site Conditions and Geotechnical Conclusions 

As described in the technical reports submitted with the underlying permit and in other 
reports on nearby lots, the bluffs in this area consist of sandy material at the north end, 
slowly being displaced by higher, rocky material as the bluffs extend south toward the 
Palos Verdes Peninsula. The applicant's geologic report submitted for the underlying 
permit, indicates that the bluff consists of blown sand over Pleistocene dunes. It notes 
that Miocene shales are exposed on lots to the south. The report indicates that the 
surface materials are subject to slippage and erosion and includes a number of 
recommendations concerning drainage. 

The existing unpermitted patios, shade structures, and retaining walls subject to this 
application are located mid bluff and at the base of the bluff, adjacent to the beach. The 
applicant has not submitted any geologic reports to address the issue of structure stability 
on the bluff. However, structural stability would have to be achieved by hardening portions 
of the cliff face for the patios and structures. The unpermitted retaining wall at the rear of 
the shade structure at the toe of the bluff is necessary to support the bluff behind it, where 
it has been excavated, and to protect the structure from the weight of the bluff. This 
retaining wall adds to the hardening of the bluff face and is a form of a protective device 
that substantially alters the natural landform along the bluff. 

Because the unpermitted development is located on a coastal bluff and includes a 
protective device that substantially alters natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs, the 
Commission finds that the approval of the unpermitted development would not be 
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253 (2). 
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G. Beach Erosion and Beach Processes 

Section 30235 states: 

Section 30235 Construction altering natural shoreline 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other 
such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required 
to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing· structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate ac'·:cr:;e impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply. Existing marine structures causing water stagnation contributing to 
pollution problems and fish kills should be phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

The applicant has not submitted a wave uprush analysis. Staff geologist, Mark Johnsson, 
in reviewing a coastal engineering report done for the adjacent property to the south 
states: 

The report goes on to conqlude that there has been no overall shoreline retreat at the site 
over the last four decades, that a conservative estimate of future beach erosion would 
reduce the beach width by about 50 feet in 100 years, and that the toe of. the slope is not 
likely to be subject to damage even from the most extreme beach erosion and wave attack 
over the expected economic life of the improvements. I concur with these assessments. I 
do note, however, that the width of the beach is at least in part due to artificial beach 
nourishment upcoast, that resulted in a dramatic increase in beach width between 1946 
and the present (leidersdorf et al., 1994, Mark Johnsson, Staff Geologist). 

Historically the sandy bluffs immediately inland of this beach have suffered from sloughing 
and collapse. While sloughing and collapse have been hazardous for beach visitors 
climbing on the bluffs, it has resulted in replenishment of the beach. The proposed 
construction of structures on the bluff face adjacent to the beach includes a retaining wall 
notched into the slope to prevent erosion and sloughing (Exhibits No 3). Without some 
erosion of the material from the bluffs, sand and other material from the bluffs will not be 
available as a source of replenishment of sand for the beaches. Section 30235 states that 
cliff retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes 
shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing 
structures. 

The applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval for additional development that is 
landward of the previously approved 4 foot high wall (CDP 5-90-1041-A3), along the 
western property line. Although all proposed development is located landward of the wall 
and does not encroach onto the public beach, proposed development will be located at 
the toe of the bluff and on the bluff face. This proposed development is inconsistent with 
Section 30235, which requires minimal interference with natural processes related to 
shoreline sand supply. Although the existing wall approved in amendment No.3 would 
hinder the migration of sand from the bluff to the beach, adding hardscape to the bluff face 
and at the toe eliminates those sandy areas from wind blown migration. Therefore, the 
project as proposed, reduces the amount of sand available to replenish this beach by 
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hardscaping the bluff. The project as proposed is therefore not required to be permitted 
pursuant to Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. 

H. Public Access and Recreation 

Sections 30210, 30220, and 30221 of the Coastal Act, among other sections, contain 
policies regarding public access to the shoreline. In addition, Section 30240 addresses 
appropriate development adjacent to rarks and recreation areas. 

Section 30210 states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Arlicle X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Section 30220 states: 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be 
provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

Section 30221 states: 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use 
and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is 
already adequately provided for in the area. 

Section 30240 (b) states: 

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

The unpermitted development is adjacent to a public beach and may have indirect impacts 
on public recreation by moving the line of private structures closer to the public areas, and, 
as noted above, by having long term impacts on sand supply. The subject site is located 
along a lower portion of a bluff face and the toe of a bluff on the seaward side of Paseo de 
Ia Playa, which is the first public road immediately inland of Torrance Beach. The subject 
site is highly visible from the sandy public beach. The pattern of development along this 
segment of Paseo de Ia Playa is such that structures are sited at the top of the bluff, while 
the bluff face remains largely undisturbed and vegetated. The bluff faces, generally 
fenced at the toe of the bluff, provide a buffer between the public beach and the private 
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residential uses. As discussed previously, only three properties out of twenty-eight along 
this stretch of Paseo de Ia Playa have permitted accessory structures or retaining walls at 
the toe of the slope. Two consist of concrete retaining walls and one consists of a pre
coastal terrace located about thirty feet above the toe of a bluff, and what appears to be a 
volley ball court at sand level (417 Paseo de Ia Playa). Although several lots have 
stairways or paved walkways traversing the bluff face (see table above) and some have 
unpermitted development at the toe of the bluff (currently under investigation by the 
Commission's Enforcement staff), the overall appearance of the bluff in this area is natural 
and undeveloped. Only one of the three permitted stairways (one permitted to 
accommodate easier access) includes highly visible switchbacks (at 429 Paseo de Ia 
Playa, CDP 5-85-755). This highly visible stairway is adjacent to, and north of, the project 
site. However, this stairway was not built according to the approved plans, thus increasing 
its visual impact. 

The subject site also has a stairway on the property. The stairway was built to address an 
erosional problem and to provide access to the bluff face in order to maintain what was 
offered as part of a revegetation and erosion reconstruction program. This stairway is 
located adjacent to the property line and is sited next to an existing wall so as not to be 
obtrusive (CDP 5-90~ 1 041-A3). 

Public access is available directly seaward of the toe of the bluff at Torrance Beach. 
Development at this site, if approved, must be sited and designed to be compatible with 
Section 30240 (b) of the Coastal Act. Section 30240 (b) of the Coastal Act states that 
development in areas adjacent to parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed 
to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade those areas or be incompatible with 
their continuance. It is necessary to ensure that new development be sited and designed 
to prevent seaward encroachment of development that would impact public access to 
coastal resources. After-the-fact approval of the unpermitted development, as proposed., 
would result in significant new development encroaching seaward. 

As described previously, the applicant is requesting after-the-fact approval for existing 
development just inland of the public beach and behind the approved four-foot high wall. 
While the requested as-built structures do not physically impede public access at the toe 
of the slope or to adjacent beach area, new private structures adjacent to the beach often 
facilitate private use of the public beach adjacent to the new private structures. In 
addition, discussions of coastal·erosion often point out that the "hardening" of coastal 
bluffs contributes to the loss of beach sand by reducing the supply of material slowly 
eroding-from the face of the bluff (Terchunian, A.V., 1988 and Department of Boating and 
Waterways and State Coastal Conservancy, 2002). Loss of sand means a narrower 
beach, which means loss of a coastal resource. As discussed previously, fewer than 10% 
of the lots that terminate at the toe of the slope along this stretch of Paseo de Ia Playa 
have permitted patios and/or retaining walls. Two consist of concrete retaining walls and 
one consists of a pre-coastal patio twenty feet above the toe of the bluff at the lower 
portion of the bluff (417 Paseo de Ia Playa). There are no approved shade structures. 
Other property owners along Paseo de Ia Playa may seek to intensify use of their 
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properties along the face and toe of the bluff if the unpermitted development is approved 
as requested. Increased intensification of private development located along the coastal 
bluffs adjacent to Torrance Beach will result in a less inviting beach appearance to the 
general public discouraging public use of the beach. The Commission finds that the area 
directly seaward of the unpermitted development is a publicly owned recreation area and 
that the proposed project would decrease the distance from the public beach to private 
residential uses, thereby significantly degrading the area for public recreation and would 
therefore be inconsistent with Sections 30210, 30220, 30221 and 30240 {b). Therefore, 
the Commission finds that approval of the unpermitted development is inconsistent with 
the public access policies and Section 30240 {b) of the Coastal '"'ct and must be denied. 

I. Unpermitted Development 

Unpermitted development has occurred on site without benefit of the required coastal 
development permit including, but not limited to, the construction of a 13-foot high 480 
square foot shade structure {with 8 1 0-inch posts and a 8 foot tall retaining wall), with 
thatched roof on an approximately 680 square foot concrete patio at the toe of the coastal 
bluff, and a 12-foot diameter thatched umbrella on an approximately 10 foot in diameter 
concrete pad at mid bluff. All of this development is located on the bluff face and adjacent 
to the public beach and is visible from the public beach. 

Amendment No. 5-90-1041-A2, was submitted as the result of enforcement action by 
Commission staff to resolve the unpermitted removal of vegetation and to restore the bluff. 
The Commission approved the amendment with special conditions regarding restoration 
maintenance and monitoring of the landscaping and habitat. The special conditions 
required the applicant to agree to plant the area per the approved plant list and annually 
monitor the landscaping for a period of five years to ensure that a viable community of 
Eriogonum Parvifolium is established. The applicant has not submitted any of the required 
reports and it cannot be determined, without the applicant submitting a survey of 
vegetation on site, if the existing landscaping is consistent with the landscaping plan 
approved by the Commission. Furthermore, the unpermitted development is located in the 
two areas of the restoration area that was approved under COP 5-90-1041-A2, as areas to 
be restored with Eriogonum and other native plants to preserve and enhance the habitat 
value of the El Segundo Blue butterfly. The unpermitted approximately 758 square feet of 
concrete pads eliminates a significant amount of area from revegetation and impacts 
habitat for the El Segundo Blue butterfly. 

However, the Commission has not based its decision on the above-referenced alleged 
violations of the Coastal Act. It is because the proposed after-the-fact approval of the 
unpermitted development would be inconsistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act that the Commission is denying this application. The Commission's enforcement 
division will evaluate further actions to address the matters discussed in the prior 
paragraph. 
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Although construction has taken place prior to submission of this permit application, 
consideration of the permit application by the Commission has been based solely on the 
consistency of the proposed development with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. Commission action on this permit does not constitute a waiver of any·legal action 
with regard to the alleged unpermitted development, nor does it constitute admission as to 
the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site without a coastal 
development permit. 

J. Local Coastal Program 

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

On June 18, 1981, the Commission approved the City of Torrance Land Use Plan (LUP), 
with suggested modifications. Torrance identified the beach area as an important 
resource in its Land Use Plan and included a photographs of the bluffs in is document. 
However, the City did not accept the modifications, and the certified LUP has lapsed. The 
area that was not resolved included development standards for the beach and the bluffs; 
where the boundary line issues were unresolved. Because the City of Torrance does not 
have a certified LUP, the standard for this review is the Coastal Act. 

Approval of the unpermitted development, as proposed, is inconsistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act discussed previously, specifically Sections 30211, 30235, 
30240, 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. Development on the coastal bluff would 
cause adverse impacts to the natural landforms, the coastal scenic resource, and public 
access. Section 30211 requires that the Commission protect existing public access to the 
beach, Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that development in areas adjacent to 
parks and recreation areas and habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent 
impacts, which would significantly degrade those areas. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act 
states that permitted development should minimize landform alteration and visual impacts. 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states that new development should not contribute to 
significant erosion and geologic instability or be inconsistent with community character. 
Section 30235 only requires approval of protective devices where they are needed to 
serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger 
from erosion. By approving development that is inconsistent with so many aspects of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, the proposed development would prejudice the City's ability 
to prepare a Local Coastal Program for the City of Torrance that is consistent with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act as required by Section 30604(a). Therefore, 
approval of the unpermitted development is found inconsistent with Section 30604(a), and 
the project must be denied. 
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Denial of the proposed project will neither eliminate all economically beneficial or 
productive use of the applicant's property, nor unreasonably limit the owner's reasonable 
investment backed expectations of the subject property. The applicant already possesses 
a substantial residential development of significant economic value of the property. When 
the Commission approved the existing single family home on the bluff top, development 
on the face of the bluff was specifically prohibited. In addition, several alternatives to the 
proposed development exist. Among those alternative deve!opments are the following 
(though this list is not intended to be, nor is it, comprehensive of the possible alternatives): 

1. No Project. This alternative would mean that no changes to the site as it existed 
before the unpermitted development took place would be approved. The owner would 
continue to use the existing home and approved accessory structures atop the bluff, and 
walkway down the bluff face. There would be no disturbance of the bluff face or the toe of 
the bluff and no seaward encroachment of development. The bluff face would remain as 
an undeveloped vegetated slope and would be consistent with community character as 
development would be limited to the top of the coastal bluff. The proposed project which 
would diminish the value of the public beach by discouraging public usage, would not be 
authorized. This alternative would result in the least amount of adverse effects to the 
environment. 

2. Relocate development. A shaded patio located on the bluff top within the vicinity of 
the pool or added to the landward side of the property would provide the applicant the 
same type of use proposed at mid bluff and at the toe of the bluff. 

L. California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) 

Section 13096 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, 
as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 
21 080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the 
environment. 

The proposed project includes approval of unpermitted development on the bluff face and 
at the toe of the bluff. Coastal resources in the general area include scenic views from the 
public beach and public recreational access. As discussed previously, the majority of 
development along Paseo de Ia Playa is located along the bluff top. Allowing the 
proposed project would lead to bluff face development in an area where a proliferation of 
beach level structures and bluff face and paved walkways could create a seaward line of 
private structures on what has been and undeveloped bluff face. The Commission cannot 
regard the proliferation of unpermitted structures on the seaward face of the bluff as 
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establishing either the community character or a precedent. Additional unpermitted 
development has occurred that has encroached seaward and threatens to affect the 
community character. Over time, incremental impacts can have a significant cumulative 
adverse visual impact. Approving the project may set a precedent for future projects on 
other properties along this bluff. The cumulative impact of private structures, patios paved 
accessways, and stairways along the bluff face would degrade the public's recreational 
beach experience, and as indicated above, potentially reduce the sand supply available 
for beach replenishment. Further, on beaches where there is extensive private 
development adjacent to the public beach, conflicts arise concerning the level and hours 
of public use of the beach closest to these structures as homeowners attempt to protect 
their privacy. 

Additionally, the unpermitted development has occurred in a potential habitat area of the 
El Segundo blue butterfly, a Federally Listed endangered species, in an area previously 
ordered restored by the Commission specifically to benefit that species. 

As described above. the proposed project would have adverse environmental impacts. 
There are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available, as described in the 
section above that would substantially lessen these significant adverse impacts thatthe 
activity will have on the environment. Therefore, the proposed project is not consistent 
with CEQA or the policies of the Coastal Act because there are feasible alternatives, 
which would lessen significant adverse impacts. Therefore, the project must be denied. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Coastal Development Permits P-7342 (Hood}, 5-97-050 (Kreag} and applicable 
amendments (Prince}, 5-84-187 (Briles), 5-84-187-A (Briles), 5-85-755 (Briles), 
5-90-1041 and amendments (Stamegna, Hawthorne Savings and Campbell), P-
77-716 (Warren), P-7266 (Bacon}, A-80-6753 (Bacon), 5-90-868 (Schreiber), 5-
01-018 and 5-01-409 (Conger), 5-85-183 (Hall), 5-90-1079 (Wright), 5-91-697 
(Wright), A~79-4879 (McGraw), 5-83-618 (Fire), 5-96-167 (Lichter), 5-01-080 
(Palmero}; 5-03-328 Tim Carey Trust), .5-03-212 (Bredesen), P-77-716 
(Warren), 5-85-183 (Hall), 5-90-1079 (Wright}, 5-91-697 (Wright), A-79-4879; 5-
03-328 (Carey), 5-83-618 (Fire}. 

2. Terchunian, A.V., 1988, Permitting coastal armoring structures: Can seawalls 
and beaches coexist? Journal of Coastal Research, Special Issue No.4, p. 65-
75. 

3. United States Geological Survey, Monty A. Hampton and Gary B. Griggs, 
Editors, Professional Paper 1693, Formation, Evolution and Stability of Coastal 
Cliffs-- Status and Trends, pp1-4, Introduction. 

4. Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Proposed Single Family 
Residence, 437 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, California for Mr. and Mrs. Robert 
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Hood, (Project No. KB 1935) prepared by Kovacs - Byer and Associates Inc. 
January 23, 1976. 

5. United States Department of the Interior, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, "Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Plan, C. G. and V.C. Bredesen 
Trust Property, 437 Paseo de Ia Playa Redondo Beach, CA/' letter signed by 
Ken Corey for Karen Goebel, November 3, 3004 

6. Department of Boating and Waterways and State Coastal Conservancy, 2002, 
"California Beach Restoration Study," Sacramento, California, 
www.dbw.ca.gov/beachreport.htm. 

7. City of Torrance, Aerial photograph, 1978. 
8. City of Torrance, Aerial photograph, 1992 
9. USGS, 1:40,000 map, Santa Monica Bay, 1893, 
10. United States Army Corps of Engineers, 1 :62,500 map, Redondo Beach, 

Quadrangle Sheet, 1944.:. 
11. Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc., "Geotechnical Investigation and Evaluation, 

437 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, California," March, 2004. 
12. Kelley and Associates, Environmental Sciences, Inc. Native Vegetation 

Landscaping Plan, 437 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, Los Angeles County,~. 
California, November, 2003, 

13. Kelley and Associates, Environmental Sciences, Inc. Native Vegetation 
Landscaping Plan, 437 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, Los Angeles County, 
California, Revised 26 October, 2004 

14. Skelley Engineering wave run-up and coastal hazard study, 437 Paseo de Ia 
Playa Redondo Beach, CA"' June, 2004. 

15. SMP inc. Structural Analysis of Existing Detached Palapa Patio Cover, 437 
Paseo de Ia Playa Torrance ca 90277, "5-06-04, 8 pages.:. 

16. David Skelly, Geosoils, Memorandum to Mr. Chris Bredesen, November 30, 
2004. 

17. Stanley E. Remelmeyer, City Attorney, City of Torrance, 1976. Position Paper 
of the City of Torrance Regarding the Proposal to Acquire Eight (8) Blufftop 
Parcels at Torrance; Requesting Deletion from the Acquisition List of the 
Proposal to Acquire Eight (8) Blufftop parcels at Torrance Beach; 

18. Kelley, and Associates, Environmental Sciences, Inc. Supplemental Habitat 
Enhancement Plan, Native Vegetation Landscape Plan, seaward slope, 437 
Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, Los Angeles County, California 

19. Kelley and Associates, Environmental Services, Inc., "Native Vegetation 
Landscaping Plan, 437 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, Los Angeles County, 
California, " November 2003. 

20. Kelley and Associates, Environmental Sciences, Inc., Supplemental Habitat 
Enhancement Plan and Supporting Documents, 11 October 2004 

21. Cotton, Shires & Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation and Evaluation, 
437 Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance California, March, 2004 

22. Skelly Engineering, "Wave Run-up and Coastal Hazard Study, 437 Paseo de Ia 
Playa, Redondo Beach, CA, " June, 2004, 
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23. SMP, Inc., "Structural Analysis of Existing Detached Palapa Patio Cover, 437 
Paseo de Ia Playa, Torrance, Ca. 90277." COP A-2019 
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• Eridcu::e ofdte nb.rtitmed appli~'l Jepl ilaR:tt in the raJ property i'.avo~Yalaadlcpl 
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• lhe oria;iDal appli~s n:.rpcst 1D trasfi:::r .U rir;bDi 1D cbtail:l. I pezmit for tliO dcftlGpDeat 
to the aubstituiDII applicmt (see Section ll. ovtr); IDd 

• A oopy of' tho origiaal appl.icltioa ~ tbat it is ltill pcDd!Ag before tlte CaWbraia 
CoUbl Commissioa. Tbc applkaDt for substitution sbll subaa.it 'the Uove documcm ta the 
Distrid: Office 1op1her with a CCXdpletz:d BOtificatiaa Ccrm. 11:Jo subst:iluticu :sWlbl 
e:ffidivevpoa.1fle Disaict Dln:c:tar's receipt of the~ submitled. S'Gbjed tD my 
speci&d. «JD.ditian pra:•lc:rtsm tb&: sa.bstitutica. The comp!Jfed DOtlficatioa f'o.nr&IDCI 
~ docurDcatl.tkm lh&U became 1 part of tile psqeat file maiataiacd by lhe 
Commissiaa. 

2. 1Jlda.12Jl:!Dber of appl.icl.tion: 
:5', '\0 - I c + I 

. ' 

A.. Coodidau pRlCI'ldrut to rubltibltiao (dmc of IIIICICI'Ww e&G.), if' Ia.)': 
C\.p# oF' ..c~w 

• 

.. ;· ~.~ 
... · ,.":' .. · .· .. r'\ . . . . . . ,, •. ~! 

.:);,'::;,;. ~ ~ 
. '<·::::: : .. :: .. ··:.<::/) ..... 

. " " . . . . 
' . . 
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