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April 14, 2015 
 
TO: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Lisa Haage, Chief of Enforcement 
 
SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEM NOS. W9 & 10 – CONSENT CEASE AND DESIST 

ORDER NO. CCC-15-CD-02 AND CONSENT RESTORATION ORDER NO. 
CCC-15-RO-02 (HAYES) 

  FOR THE COMMISSION MEETING OF April 15, 2015 
 
 
The objectives of this addendum are: (1) to update the record for the above-referenced matter by 
supplementing it with documents that Commission staff received after the staff report was issued, 
and (2) to make a minor addition to one footnote, which is hereby incorporated into the March 
27, 2015 “Recommendations and Findings for Consent Cease and Desist and Consent 
Restoration Order.” 
 

I. Documents Received. Documents included in this addendum are: 
 
Letters of support of Staff’s Recommendations (in order of date received): 
 

1. Letter from Mountain Restoration Trust dated April 14, 2015 
2. Letter from Marie Virginie Macias Snyder and Douglas Snyder dated April 14, 2015 
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From: Robin Berman  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 1:50 PM 
To: Derek Schaible 
Subject: Red Rock Canyon Property 

 
RE: Property at 23200 Red Rock Canyon Road, Topanga, Los Angeles, CA 
 
Dear Mr. McLendon, 
 

Mountains Restoration Trust supports the California Coastal Commission recommendations and 
plan for restoring the site on Red Rock Canyon Road. We have reviewed the plan and find that it is 
comprehensive, taking into consideration the impacted areas.  

The site at 23200 Red Rock Canyon Road in the Santa Monica Mountains is adjacent to Cold 
Creek Preserve, an environmentally sensitive area, owned and managed by Mountains Restoration Trust, 
a nonprofit land trust. The plan for restoring the site on Red Rock Canyon Road would be beneficial to 
the adjacent ecosystems of the Santa Monica Mountains. 
 
 
 
------------------------ 
Robin M. Berman 
(818) 591-1701 x207 
 
Mountains Restoration Trust 
Preserving the wildlands of the Santa Monicas 
 
www.mountainstrust.org   
Like us on Facebook! https://www.facebook.com/MountainsTrust 

http://www.mountainstrust.org/
https://www.facebook.com/MountainsTrust
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From: Virginie Snyder  
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 3:46 PM 
To: Derek Schaible 
Subject: Support of the Plan 
 
Mr. Dereck  Schaible, 
 
I reviewed the staff rapport, and I recommend and support the Plan contained in the Order. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marie Virginie Macias Snyder and Douglas Snyder. 
 
APN 4438-005-005 



 

 4 

 
II. Change to Recommendations and Findings: 

 
Append the following sentence to the end of footnote 11 on page 15: 
 
“The Santa Monica Mountains LCP allows for the approval of various types of development 
within SERAs under appropriate circumstances.” 
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Staff: Aaron McLendon & Derek Schaible – SF 
Staff Report: March 27, 2015  
Hearing Date: April 15, 2015  

 
STAFF REPORT: Recommendations and Findings for Consent 

Cease and Desist and Consent Restoration Orders 
 
 
Consent Cease and Desist Order No.: CCC-15-CD-02 
 
Consent Restoration Order No.: CCC-15-RO-02 
 
Related Violation File:   V-4-07-010 
 
Person Subject to 
These Consent Orders: Conan Hayes, as Trustee for the Conan Hayes 

Revocable Living Trust. 
 
Location: 23200 Red Rock Road, Topanga, Los Angeles 

County, Assessor’s Parcel Number (“APN”) 4438-
005-022; 23130 Red Rock Road, APN 4438-005-
023; APN 4438-005-005. 

 
Violation Description:  Unpermitted development including, but not 

necessarily limited to: construction of two houses 
and associated septic systems, building pads, utility 
lines, two sheds, retaining walls, gates, fences, and 
paved and unpaved roads and driveways; 
installation of a water pump, water tank, and two 
propane tanks; planting of non-native vegetation; 
grading for building pads and road expansion and 
improvements; and removal of major vegetation. 

 
Substantive File Documents:  1. Public documents in Cease and Desist Order file 

No. CCC-15-CD-02 and Restoration Order file No. 
CCC-15-RO-02. 

 
2. Exhibits 1-21 and Appendix A of this staff report. 



CCC-15-CD-02 & CCC-15-RO-02 (Hayes) 

Page 2 
 

 
 CEQA Status:  Exempt (CEQA Guidelines (CG) §§ 15060(c)(2) 

and (3)) and Categorically Exempt (CG §§ 
15061(b)(2), 15307, 15308, and 15321). 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS 
 
These proceedings address development that occurred in the Santa Monica Mountains without 
the required coastal development permit (“CDP”), which is also inconsistent with the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act and is causing continuing resource damage, as explained in more 
detail below.  The violations occurred in an environmentally sensitive habitat area (“ESHA”) in 
the Topanga Canyon region of the Santa Monica Mountains, primarily on property owned by 
Conan Hayes, as trustee for the “Conan Hayes Revocable Living Trust”1 (“Respondent”), but 
also extending onto two adjacent private properties not owned by Respondent. 
 
The Unpermitted Development occurred primarily on Respondent’s property at 23200 Red Rock 
Road in unincorporated Los Angeles County (“Respondent’s Property”), but prior to the time 
that Respondent acquired it.  Respondent purchased the property in February 2014 with 
knowledge of the existence of Coastal Act violations on-site and with the understanding that the 
violations would need to be resolved and has worked closely with Commission staff since this 
time to reach this resolution.  Respondent has not undertaken additional unpermitted 
development since purchasing the property and has agreed to resolve this matter through these 
Consent Orders.   
 
The development that is the subject of these proceedings includes, but is not necessarily limited 
to: construction of two houses and associated septic systems, building pads, utility lines, two 
sheds, retaining walls, gates, fences, and paved and unpaved roads and driveways; installation of 
a water pump, water tank, and two propane tanks; planting of non-native vegetation; grading for 
building pads and road expansion and improvements; and removal of major vegetation 
(“Unpermitted Development”).  Furthermore, the unpermitted expansion and paving of roads 
encroaches onto a neighboring parcel (APN 4438-005-005), a vacant residential lot adjacent to 
the western side of Respondent’s Property.  Native southern maritime chaparral vegetation was 
also removed without a CDP from another neighboring residential lot (APN 4438-005-023), 
adjacent to the eastern side of Respondent’s Property.  
 
Only one CDP has been issued to authorize development on Respondent’s Property.  In 1981, the 
Commission approved CDP No. A-81-7601 for a “storage building” and a “breeding station” for 
horses on the site.  However, instead of installing these two permitted structures, a former owner 
of Respondent’s Property placed numerous items of unpermitted development, including four 
houses2 with supporting infrastructure such as water lines, septic systems, and propane tanks, 
among other things.  Unpermitted grading of the property and removal of major vegetation 
occurred as well. 
 
Commission staff recommends that the Commission approve Consent Cease and Desist Order 
No. CCC-15-CD-02 and Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-02 (hereinafter collectively referred 
to as “Consent Orders”), which will establish a process by which Respondent will resolve the 
Coastal Act violations.  These Consent Orders are included as Appendix A of this staff report.  
Through the execution of these Consent Orders, Respondent has agreed to, among other things: 
1) cease and desist from conducting any further unpermitted development; 2) remove 
                                                 
1 U/A dated January 28, 2010. 
2 Two of the four houses were removed prior to Respondent purchasing Respondent’s Property. 
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unpermitted items of development; 3) restore areas impacted by Unpermitted Development with 
appropriate native vegetation; 4) undertake measures to protect and enhance coastal resources 
on-site and in the surrounding areas; and 5) take all steps necessary to ensure compliance with 
the Coastal Act and these Consent Orders.  Commission staff has worked closely with the 
Respondent and his counsel to reach an amicable settlement of the Coastal Act violations on the 
Properties. Respondent has been active in working with enforcement staff to resolve the 
violations even prior to purchasing the property.  These Consent Orders are the result of those 
cooperative efforts to resolve the violations amicably and without the need for a contested 
hearing or any litigation. 
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Exhibit 19 Letter from Coastal Commission to Chryssa Lightheart dated April 29, 2014 (w/o 
enclosure) 

Exhibit 20 Letter from Coastal Commission to Conan Hayes dated May 15, 2014 (w/o 
enclosure) 

Exhibit 21 Notice of Intent to Commence Cease and Desist and Restoration Order 
Proceedings and to Record a Notice of Violation of the Coastal Act dated 
November 14, 2014 
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I.  MOTION AND RESOLUTION  
 
Motion 1: Consent Cease and Desist Order 
 

I move that the Commission issue Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-15-
CD-02 pursuant to the staff recommendation.   

 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the foregoing motion.  Passage of this motion will result in 
issuance of the Consent Cease and Desist Order and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings.  The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners 
present. 
 
Resolution to Issue Consent Cease and Desist Order: 

 
The Commission hereby issues Consent Cease and Desist Order No. CCC-15-CD-02, as 
set forth below, and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that development has 
occurred without a required coastal development permit, in violation of the Coastal Act, 
and that the requirements of the Order are necessary to ensure compliance with the 
Coastal Act.  

 

Motion No. 2: 
I move that the Commission issue Consent Restoration Order CCC-15-RO-02 
pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the foregoing motion.  Passage of this motion will result in 
approval of the Consent Restoration Order and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  
The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
Resolution to Issue Consent Restoration Order: 
 

The Commission hereby issues Consent Restoration Order No. CCC-15-RO-02, as set 
forth below, and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that: 1) development has 
occurred without a coastal development permit from the Commission; 2) the development 
is inconsistent with the Coastal Act; and 3) the development is causing continuing 
resource damage. 

 
 

II. HEARING PROCEDURES 
 
The procedures for a hearing on a Cease and Desist Order and Restoration Order are outlined in 
Section 13185 and Section 13195 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“14 CCR”), 
respectively.   

 
For a Cease and Desist Order and Restoration Order hearing, the Chair shall announce the matter 
and request that all parties or their representatives present at the hearing identify themselves for 
the record, indicate what matters are already part of the record, and announce the rules of the 
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proceeding, including time limits for presentations.  The Chair shall announce the right of any 
speaker to propose to the Commission, before the close of the hearing, any question(s) for any 
Commissioner, at his or her discretion, to ask of any other party.  Staff shall then present the 
report and recommendation to the Commission, after which the alleged violator(s) or their 
representative(s) may present their position(s) with particular attention to those areas where an 
actual controversy exists.  The Chair may then recognize other interested persons, after which 
time staff typically responds to the testimony and to any new evidence introduced. 

 
The Commission will receive, consider, and evaluate evidence in accordance with the same 
standards it uses in its other quasi-judicial proceedings, as specified in 14 CCR Sections 13186 
and 13195, incorporating by reference Section 13065.  The Chair will close the public hearing 
after the presentations are completed.  The Commissioners may ask questions to any speaker at 
any time during the hearing or deliberations, including, if any Commissioner so chooses, any 
questions proposed by any speaker in the manner noted above.  Finally, the Commission shall 
determine, by a majority vote of those present and voting, whether to issue the Cease and Desist 
Order and Restoration Order, either in the form recommended by the Executive Director, or as 
amended by the Commission.  Passage of the motion above, per the staff recommendation or as 
amended by the Commission, will result in issuance of the Cease and Desist Order and 
Restoration Order. 
 

III. FINDINGS FOR CONSENT CEASE AND DESIST ORDER NO CCC-15-
CD-02 AND CONSENT RESTORATION ORDER NO. CCC-15-RO-023 

 
A.  DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 
The properties involved in this matter are located in the Topanga Canyon region of the eastern 
Santa Monica Mountains, approximately six miles inland of the coast (Exhibit 1) on the southern 
side of Red Rock Road between Rose Lane and Old Topanga Canyon Road.  The unpermitted 
items of development are located on three separate lots, with almost all such development being 
located on the first property listed, Respondent’s Property: 1) Respondent’s Property located at 
23200 Red Rock Road (Los Angeles County APN 4438-005-022); 2) a 10.12-acre property 
located along Respondent’s eastern property boundary (Los Angeles County APN 4438-005-
023); 3) and an approximately 10-acre property located along Respondent’s western property 
boundary (Los Angeles County APN 4438-005-005) (Exhibit 2) (herein collectively referred to 
as “the Properties”).  The Properties are generally located between Red Rock Canyon State Park 
to the northwest and Cold Creek Canyon Preserve, which is owned by Mountains Restoration 
Trust, to the south.   
 
Respondent’s Property is a rectangular, 19.88 acre lot.  At its northern extreme, the parcel is 
crossed by Red Rock Road, a public road, which separates a small portion of Respondent’s 
Property on the northern side of the road from the rest of the property on the southern side of the 
road.   Through the portion of Respondent’s Property north of the road, Red Rock Canyon Creek, 
a USGS designated “blue-line” stream, runs parallel and adjacent to Red Rock Road.  Associated 
                                                 
3 These findings also hereby incorporate by reference the sections “Summary of Staff Recommendation and 
Findings” at the beginning of this March 27, 2015 staff report (“STAFF REPORT: Recommendations and Findings 
for Consent Cease and Desist and Consent Restoration Orders”) in which these findings appear. 
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riparian vegetation, which makes up an ESHA, grows on this northernmost portion of 
Respondent’s Property. 
 
Respondent also owns an approximately .25 acre parcel directly to the northwest of and adjacent 
to Respondent’s Property. It appears that at some point prior to the Coastal Act, a home was 
constructed on this .25 acre parcel but appears to have burned down in the 1980s.  The only thing 
remaining of this home is a concrete foundation and a chimney. Respondent purchased this small 
parcel at the same time he purchased Respondent’s Property. As discussed in more detail in the 
Consent Orders attached to this staff report as Appendix A, as part of the settlement, Respondent 
has agreed to remove the remaining portions of the house, restore the area where the house was 
located, combine this .25 acre property with Respondent’s Property, and record a deed restriction 
covering the entire approximately .25 acre area to preserve its open space and habitat values.  
 
On the portion of Respondent’s Property south of Red Rock Road, natural gradients lead from 
the flatter portion of Respondent’s Property near Red Rock Road and climb approximately three 
hundred feet in elevation along a steep ridgeline on the western side of Respondent’s Property 
towards the flat crest of a knoll.  From the crest of the knoll, the topography then generally 
slopes downhill roughly one hundred feet towards a blue-line tributary of Topanga Canyon 
Creek which crosses the southeastern tip of Respondent’s Property and continues flowing 
southwest through land owned and controlled by the Mountains Restoration Trust, as part of the 
over one thousand acres, maintained as open space, that comprise Cold Creek Canyon Preserve. 
 
The areas surrounding the Properties to the west, south, and east, including the adjacent 
properties impacted by Unpermitted Development, are characterized primarily by undeveloped 
hillside terrain covered in southern maritime chaparral vegetation.  The Camp Slauson Connector 
Trail, mapped in the Santa Monica Mountains LCP, is proposed to cross the western portion of 
Respondent’s Property and connect the Backbone Trail (located southeast of the Properties) to 
the Stokes Ridge Trail (located west of the Properties).4   
 

B.  PERMIT HISTORY  
   
Only one CDP has been issued by the Commission5 authorizing development on Respondent’s 
Property, but none of the Unpermitted Development at issue in the current enforcement matter 
was authorized by this CDP.  On March 18, 1981, the Commission issued CDP No. A-81-7601 
for construction of a “484 sq. ft. storage building and a 2-level, 27 ½’ high, 484 sq. ft. breeding 
station (total 968 sq. ft.)” (Exhibit 3). The development authorized under CDP No. A-81-7601 
consisted only of these aforementioned structures, and the CDP did not approve any other 
development on Respondent’s Property or on adjacent properties impacted by the Unpermitted 
Development. 
 
                                                 
4 Through these Consent Orders, Respondent has agreed to, among other things, record an “Offer to Dedicate” 
public access trail easement over the portion of this trail that crosses Respondent’s Property. 
5 In addition, on July 31, 2008, the Executive Director of the Commission issued emergency CDP No. 4-08-048-G 
for two temporary, 3,000-gallon capacity water tanks.  The emergency permit required submittal of a complete 
application for a regular CDP within 120 days and removal of the temporary water tanks within 180 days if no CDP 
was obtained for their permanent retention.  No follow-up CDP for permanent authorization was ever submitted, and 
the temporary water tanks were removed in 2013. 
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C.  DESCRIPTION OF COASTAL ACT VIOLATIONS 
 
The violations of the Coastal Act and the Santa Monica Mountains LCP that are being addressed 
by these Orders constitute development that was undertaken without a CDP.  The violations 
include, but are not necessarily limited to: construction of two houses and associated septic 
systems, building pads, utility lines, two sheds, retaining walls, gates, fences, and paved and 
unpaved roads and driveways; installation of a water pump, water tank, and two propane tanks; 
planting of non-native vegetation; grading for building pads and road expansion and 
improvements; and removal of approximately eight acres of major vegetation. 
 

D. HISTORY OF VIOLATION/SETTLEMENT DISCUSSIONS 
 
This violation case has a long history that spans numerous property owners.  The Respondent 
purchased the property with knowledge6 of the existence of Coastal Act violations and with the 
understanding that the violations would need to be resolved.  Even before purchasing the 
property, Respondent has worked with Commission staff to agree to the Consent Orders. 
 
In August 2005, Los Angeles County Fire Department (“LACFD”) staff informed Mr. Robert 
D’Elia, who was a previous owner of Respondent’s Property, that for purposes of fire protection, 
the residences on Respondent’s Property were distant from water (Exhibit 15). A March 2006 
inspection by LACFD (Exhibit 14) concluded that fire protection was inadequate for the 
structures on Respondent’s Property.  At the time, four unpermitted residences, as well as several 
sheds, existed on Respondent’s Property.   
 
In June 2006, prompted by the LACFD inspection, Mr. D’Elia submitted a CDP application 
(CDP No. 4-06-077) for a 10,000 gallon water tank and fire hydrant on the crest of the knoll on 
the southern portion of the site.  In the course of processing this CDP application, Commission 
staff became aware of development on Respondent’s Property for which no CDP had been 
issued.  
 
In April 2007, Commission staff met at Respondent’s Property with Mr. D’Elia’s agent and 
confirmed the presence of Unpermitted Development.  Shortly thereafter, Commission staff 
learned that Respondent’s Property was on the market for sale and informed Mr. D’Elia that 
Commission staff planned to send him a letter that same day that would give notice of the 
Executive Director’s intent to record a Notice of Violation on the property in order to notify any 
prospective purchasers of the existence of Coastal Act violations on the property.  He did not 
object to recordation, and, pursuant to Section 30812 of the Coastal Act, the Notice of Violation 
was subsequently recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office on June 18, 2007 
(Exhibit 16).  The 2006 CDP application for a 10,000 gallon water tank was withdrawn on the 
same date as the Notice of Intent to Record a Violation letter: April 23, 2007. 
 

                                                 
6 Pursuant to Section 30812 of the Coastal Act, a “Notice of Violation” was recorded in the chain of title on 
Respondent’s Property providing notice to future purchasers of the property.  Upon discovering that the property 
was for sale, enforcement staff contacted the listing realtor to inform her of the violations on the property and 
requested that she inform prospective buyers of the existence of the Unpermitted Development. 
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In May 2008, Commission staff sent a letter to Mr. D’Elia describing Commission staff’s 
concerns for the safety of the residents living in the unpermitted structures due to the absence of 
an emergency water supply for fire safety (Exhibit 17).  The letter stated, “Notwithstanding the 
illegal status of the four residential structures, we are aware that the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department has recommended that a water tank be immediately installed on site in order to 
provide for an emergency water supply for fire safety until this situation is resolved.”  This letter 
specifically suggested to Mr. D’Elia that he advise the tenants to vacate the unpermitted 
residences on Respondent’s Property until such time as all existing dwelling units were either 
removed or properly permitted and the safety requirements of the LACFD were met.   
 
On July 15, 2008, an application for an emergency CDP was received by Commission staff.  The 
application requested authorization to install two temporary 3,000 gallon capacity water tanks on 
Respondent’s Property. On July 31, 2008, an emergency CDP (4-08-048-G) was issued for two 
temporary 3,000 gallon capacity water tanks (Exhibit 18). 
 
Between mid-2010 and through 2011, Commission staff, Mr. D’Elia, and his agent had 
numerous conversations about resolution of the violations on Respondent’s Property.  In late 
2011, Mr. D’Elia became severely ill, and Commission staff put its enforcement activities on 
hold while he and his family attended to these medical matters.  On January 31, 2012, several 
months before Mr. D’Elia passed away, a grant deed for the transfer of Respondent’s Property 
was signed by Mr. D’Elia, conferring ownership to Ms. Charlotte Bjorlin D’Elia, the spouse of 
Mr. D’Elia, who then became the owner of the property. 
 
On January 3, 2014, Commission staff sent a letter to Ms. Bjorlin D’Elia to restart discussions 
towards amicable and efficient resolution of the Coastal Act violations.  On January 10, 2014, 
Commission staff met with Ms. Bjorlin D’Elia via telephone to discuss resolution.  Ms. Bjorlin 
D’Elia expressed her willingness to work with Commission staff on resolving the violations.   
During conversations with Ms. Bjorlin D’Elia throughout February and March 2014, she 
expressed her interest and ongoing efforts to sell the property. Commission staff confirmed that 
the property had been listed for sale and, on February 12, 2014, Commission staff contacted the 
listing agent by telephone to inform her of the Notice of Violation recorded on Respondent’s 
Property and to explain the need for any future owner to work with Commission staff to resolve 
the Coastal Act violations (Exhibit 19). 
 
On April 22, 2014, final sale to Mr. Conan Hayes, as Trustee for The Conan Hayes Revocable 
Living Trust, the current property owner, was recorded in Los Angeles County.  On May 16, 
2014, Commission staff sent an introductory letter to Mr. Hayes, expressing its willingness to 
work with him to amicably and efficiently resolve the outstanding Coastal Act violations 
(Exhibit 20). In addition, as provided for in Sections 13180 through 13188 of the Commission’s 
regulations, on November 14, 2014, Commission staff sent a “Notice of Intent to Commence 
Cease and Desist Order and Restoration Order Proceedings and Notice of Intent to Record a 
Notice of Violation of the Coastal Act” (Exhibit 21).  During conversations between Respondent, 
his attorney, and Commission staff from May 2014 through February 2015, Commission staff 
worked with Respondent and his counsel to resolve these issues through Consent Cease and 
Desist and Restoration Orders which the Respondent sign on February 27, 2015.   
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E.  BASIS FOR ISSUANCE OF ORDERS 
 

1. Statutory Provisions  
 
The statutory authority for issuance of the Consent Cease and Desist Order is provided in Section 
30810 of the Coastal Act, which states, in relevant part: 
 

(a) If the commission, after public hearing, determines that any person or governmental 
agency has undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that (1) requires a 
permit from the commission without securing the permit or (2) is inconsistent with 
any permit previously issued by the commission, the commission may issue an order 
directing that person or governmental agency to cease and desist. . . . 

 
(b) The cease and desist order may be subject to such terms and conditions as the 

Commission may determine are necessary to ensure compliance with this division, 
including immediate removal of any development or material . . . . 

 
The statutory authority for issuance of the Consent Restoration Order is provided in Section 
30811 of the Coastal Act, which states, in relevant part: 

 
In addition to any other authority to order restoration, the commission . . . may, after a 
public hearing, order restoration of a site if it finds that [a] the development has occurred 
without a coastal development permit from the commission, local government, or port 
governing body, [b] the development is inconsistent with this division, and [c] the 
development is causing continuing resource damage. 
 

2. Factual Support for Statutory Elements  
 
The following pages set forth the basis for the issuance of the Consent Cease and Desist and 
Restoration Orders by providing substantial evidence that the Unpermitted Development meets 
all of the required grounds listed in Coastal Act Sections 30810 and 30811 for the Commission 
to issue Cease and Desist and Restoration Orders. 
  

a) Development Occurred Without a CDP 
 
Section 30600(a) of the Coastal Act states that, in addition to obtaining any other permit required 
by law, and with limited exceptions not applicable here, any person wishing to perform or 
undertake any development in the Coastal Zone must obtain a CDP. 
 
The term “development” is defined broadly in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act as follows: 
 

“Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid 
material or structure… grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any 
materials; change in the density or intensity of the use of land… 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 
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vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber 
operations....(italics added) 

 
The activities described in Section III.C, above constitute “development,” as defined in Section 
30106 of the Coastal Act, and are subject to the requirements to obtain a CDP.  The violations 
involve development that, at the time they occurred, required a permit from the Commission 
pursuant to Section 30600(c).  Commission staff has verified that development on the Properties 
was conducted without the benefit of a CDP and is not exempt from obtaining such a CDP. 
 
The Santa Monica Mountains LCP was effectively certified by the Commission on October 10, 
2014.  After an LCP is certified by the Commission, authority to review CDP applications for 
new development within the portion of the coastal zone covered by the LCP rests with the 
locality, with the Commission retaining limited appellate jurisdiction over those decisions and 
limited enforcement authority. The Properties are located within the certified LCP jurisdiction of 
the Santa Monica Mountains in unincorporated Los Angeles County.  In this case, however, the 
Commission retains enforcement jurisdiction over this matter in its entirety because the 
violations involved development that, at the time it occurred, required a permit from the 
Commission, and none was obtained. 
 
A review of aerial photographs indicates that Unpermitted Development occurred at numerous 
points after 1977.  An aerial view of Respondent’s Property in 1983 (Exhibit 4) shows that 
grading and clearance of native vegetation were performed on the northern and southern portions 
of the site, including expansion of the access road beyond the western boundary of Respondent’s 
Property onto the neighboring western parcel (APN 4438-005-005) and grading and clearance of 
vegetation onto the eastern, privately-owned parcel (APN 4438-005-023).  In a similar aerial 
view from 1986 (Exhibit 5), a retaining wall and two hexagonal structures used as residences, in 
the locations where they still exist today, are visible on Respondent’s Property.  The access road 
on Respondent’s Property also appears to have been paved around this time, and a distinct, 
circular area west of this access road has been graded.  By 2001 (Exhibit 6), two additional 
houses, with associated building pads, are visible in aerial photographs on the northern portion of 
Respondent’s Property7. Paved driveways leading to these unpermitted structures can also be 
seen.  By this time, chaparral vegetation was removed from the slope on the northern side of the 
unpermitted house located atop the knoll on the southern portion of Respondent’s Property. 
   
As seen in aerial views from different points in time between 2002 and 2014, additional 
unpermitted development was conducted on Respondent’s Property, including construction of 
three sheds (Exhibit 8), and placement of two propane tanks (Exhibit 9), septic systems (Exhibit 
10), a water pump (Exhibit 11), a water tank (Exhibit 12), and fencing.  The two remaining, 
unpermitted houses are further supported by unpermitted water, electric, and septic systems.  In 
addition, the presence of non-native landscaping was confirmed by Commission staff during a 
site visit to Respondent’s Property on April 16, 2007 (Exhibit 13). 
 
All of the items listed above occurred without the benefit of a CDP.  Therefore, the criterion for 
issuance of the Consent Cease and Desist Order has been met, and the first of three criteria 

                                                 
7 During 2014, several items of unpermitted development were removed, including two of the four unpermitted 
residences and one of the three sheds (Exhibit 7). 
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necessary to support the Commission’s issuance of the Consent Restoration Order has also been 
met. 
 

b) The Unpermitted Development is Inconsistent with the Coastal Act  
 
The Coastal Act includes policies to protect, maintain, enhance and restore the quality of coastal 
resources within the coastal environment.  As described below, the Unpermitted Development is 
inconsistent with multiple resource protection policies of the Coastal Act, including, but necessarily 
limited to: Section 30231 (protection of biological productivity and water quality); Section 30240 
(protection of environmentally sensitive habitat); Section 30250 (limitations of new development); and 
Section 30253 (minimization of risks to life and property), as well as corresponding policies of the 
certified Santa Monica Mountains LCP. 
 
 Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas 

 
The Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30240 which requires 
the protection of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (“ESHA”). Section 30240 states in 
part:  

 
(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. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30107.5 defines ESHA as:  

 
‘Environmentally sensitive area’ means any area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special 
nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded 
by human activities and developments. 
 

The Commission has found in multiple, previous CDP reviews and enforcement actions in the 
Santa Monica Mountains region, through concurrence with the determination of its senior 
ecologist, Dr. John Dixon, that the “Santa Monica Mountains ecosystem is itself rare and 
especially valuable because of its special nature as the largest, most pristine, physically complex, 
and biologically diverse example of a Mediterranean ecosystem in coastal southern California.”8  
The Commission has therefore determined that “because of the rare and special nature of the 
Santa Monica Mountains ecosystem,”9 the ecosystem roles of large, contiguous, substantially 
intact areas of specific constituent plant communities are “especially valuable” under the Coastal 
Act.  Contiguous swaths of chaparral are one such plant community that has specifically been 
found to rise to the level of ESHA in the Santa Monica Mountains.  
 
Respondent’s Property is vegetated primarily with southern maritime chaparral, including big 
pod ceanothus (Ceanothus megacarpus), greenbark ceanothus (Ceanothus spinosus), laurel 
sumac (Malosma laurina), and chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum).  Chaparral within the Santa 

                                                 
8 John Dixon, Ph.D., “Designation of ESHA in the Santa Monica Mountains,” (March 25, 2003), p. 5-6. 
9 Id. at 6. 
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Monica Mountains provides critical linkages among riparian corridors, provides essential habitat 
for species that require several habitat types during the course of their life histories, provides 
essential habitat for sensitive species, and stabilizes steep slopes and reduces erosion, thereby 
protecting the water quality of coastal streams and drainages.  The Commission has found that 
“because of its important roles in the functioning of the Santa Monica Mountains Mediterranean 
ecosystem and its extreme vulnerability to development, chaparral within the Santa Monica 
Mountains meets the definition of ESHA under the Coastal Act.”10 
 
Commission staff has visited Respondent’s Property and confirmed that the native habitat on the 
Properties, including the areas of the removed habitat, is entirely ESHA11.  The area contains 
contiguous areas of chaparral and, as noted above, this type of chaparral within the Santa Monica 
Mountains has meets ESHA criteria pursuant to Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act.  Therefore, 
the removal of ESHA on the Properties is inconsistent Section 30240 of the Coastal Act.  ESHA 
was removed and, in some cases where ESHA vegetation was removed, were replaced with 
houses, fences, concrete walls, and non-native plant species, among other things, all of which 
interrupt the habitat functions of the contiguous blocks of chaparral.  
 
Under the Santa Monica Mountains LCP, “illegal development” cannot be used as the basis for 
depriving habitat types of their status and protection.  Policy CO-40 of the Santa Monica 
Mountains LCP states: 
 

Any area mapped as, or meeting the definition of, H1, H2, H2 High Scrutiny, or H3 habitat 
shall not be deprived of protection as that habitat category, as required by the policies and 
provisions of the LCP, on the basis that habitat has been damaged or eliminated by natural 
disaster (e.g. landslide, flooding, etc.), or impacted by illegal development or other illegal 
means, including removal, degradation, or elimination of species that are rare or 
especially valuable because of their nature or role in an ecosystem. 

 
As such, although the H3 habitat type has been mapped throughout areas of Respondent’s 
Property, these areas coincide nearly exactly to those areas impacted by Unpermitted 
Development. Therefore, these H3 habitat areas would constitute SERA despite the impacts 
caused by the Unpermitted Development. 
 

                                                 
10 Id. at 17. 
11 Under the Santa Monica Mountains LCP, the Properties are designated as a Sensitive Environmental Resource 
Area (“SERA”), an equivalent designation to ESHA. Respondent’s Property is mapped to include SERA habitat 
types H1 and H2.  H1 habitat consists of areas of highest biological significance, rarity, and sensitivity.  H2 habitat 
consists of areas of high biological significance, rarity, and sensitivity that are important for the ecological vitality 
and diversity of the Santa Monica Mountains Mediterranean Ecosystem. H3 habitat is established for disturbed or 
isolated habitat areas that provide some important biological functions, but do not rise to a level of significance 
commensurate with H1 or H2 and is therefore not a SERA Developed areas of Respondent’s Property have been 
designated as H3 habitat; however, this designation reflects the state of Respondent’s Property as altered by 
Unpermitted Development. Review of the Properties must be analyzed as if the Unpermitted Development had not 
occurred; and therefore, the entirety of Respondent’s Property is ESHA. Except for those areas that have been 
altered by development, the Properties are covered primarily with large, contiguous swaths of native southern 
maritime chaparral constituting ESHA/SERA. 
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Furthermore, fencing has been installed in various locations on Respondent’s Property, including 
along both sides of the long, narrow access road which leads from Red Rock Road to an 
unpermitted house on the crest of a knoll at the southern portion of the property.  The 
unpermitted fencing is inconsistent with the Santa Monica Mountains LCP which limits the 
installation of fencing.  Policy CO-82 states in part: 
 

Development permitted within H2 or H3 habitat may include fencing, if necessary for 
safety, limited to the immediate building site area, and extending no further than the 
outer extent of Fuel Modification Zone B (100 feet from structures that require fuel 
modification).  

 
The structures on Respondent’s Property were not built with the benefit of a CDP and, therefore, 
are not legal structures entitled to the same structural fire protection of legally permitted 
structures nor would they fall within the provision cited above.  Therefore, fencing in this area 
would not be permitted under this Policy.  This is significant because fencing can completely 
preclude wildlife movement, leading to habitat fragmentation. Inappropriate fence design or 
placement leading to habitat fragmentation can reduce the carrying capacity of an area by 
dividing a large area into discrete subareas wherein resources are separated out.  For organisms 
which have historically had ready access to the oak woodlands, chaparral, and riparian habitat in 
the vicinity of the Properties, dividing the resources into subunits can preclude access to 
elements vital to an organism’s survival.  As such, the fencing is inconsistent with the ESHA 
protection policies of Section 30240 and the LCP. 
 

Location of New Development 
 

The Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30250 which limits the 
siting of new development.  Section 30250 states: 

  
(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided 
in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.   

 
In addition, the Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Policy CO-74 of the Santa 
Monica Mountains LCP which states in part: 
 

New development shall be clustered to the maximum extent feasible and located as close 
as possible to existing roadways, services and other developments to minimize impacts to 
biological resources. 

 
Unpermitted Development on Respondent’s Property is not “located within, contiguous with, or 
in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it…”  As the 
interconnectivity of various habitat types is essential to sustaining wildlife populations, siting 
new development in a manner that least intrudes upon this connectivity is essential; structures 
should be clustered together and in proximity to extant infrastructure.  In this case, Unpermitted 
Development has not been clustered on Respondent’s Property.  Among other items of 
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Unpermitted Development, a 1,516 sq.ft. house has been placed on the crest of a knoll on the 
southern portion of Respondent’s approximately twenty acre lot, distant from the point of access 
to Respondent’s Property via Red Rock Road.  This unpermitted house is accessible only by a 
steep access road, expanded and paved without a CDP, which has been graded through a 
chaparral-covered ridge on the western half of Respondent’s Property.  In addition to the 
unpermitted placement of the house, removal of chaparral vegetation was undertaken on the crest 
of the knoll itself and on its southern hillside.  Other items of unpermitted development added in 
this location include, but are not necessarily limited to, fencing, a shed, a propane tank, and a 
water tank.  
 
A number of the unpermitted structures were constructed in theretofore undisturbed areas of 
woodland or chaparral.  As no CDP was obtained for the development subject to these Consent 
Orders, the Commission was deprived of the opportunity to ensure that development was 
clustered so as to minimize impacts to coastal resources. Therefore, the Unpermitted 
Development is inconsistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act. 
 
 Minimization of Risks to Life and Property 
 
The Unpermitted Development is also inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30253 which 
requires that new development minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazard and to avoid adverse impacts including erosion.  Section 30253 states in 
part: 
 
 New development shall do all the following: 
 

(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.   

 
In addition, the Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with the following Policies of the 
Santa Monica Mountains LCP: 
 
 SN-20 Ensure that all new development is sized, designed and sited to minimize risks to 

life and property from fire hazard. 
 
 SN-23 Require that development sites and structures: be located off ridgelines and other 

dangerous topographic features such as chimneys, steep draws, and saddles; be 
adjacent to existing development perimeters; be located close to public roads; 
and, avoid over-long driveways.  

 
The placement of unpermitted houses on Respondent’s Property has increased the risks to life 
and property in this fire hazard area within Topanga Canyon, a region of the Santa Monica 
Mountains that has been historically impacted by wildfires.  The Santa Monica Mountains LCP 
opines on the challenges of fire management in the Santa Monica Mountains, noting particular 
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concern about ridgeline development as “the heat of wildfires actually pulls the fire uphill, 
consuming ridgeline structures…”  The most southerly house on Respondent’s Property is 
situated on a ridgetop and, as mentioned earlier in this report, was described as “exceptionally 
hazardous” by the LACFD in an August 2005 letter to a former owner of Respondent’s Property.  
Along with a nearby shed, this unpermitted ridgetop house is especially distant from public roads 
and accessible only by a narrow, long driveway and not accessible by fire trucks (see Exhibit 
15).  Therefore, the Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal 
Act. 
 

Protection of Water Quality 
 

The Unpermitted Development is also inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30231 which 
requires protection of the quality of coastal waters for marine organisms and humans.  Section 
30231 states that:  

 
The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms 
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored 
through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimizing alteration of natural streams.  

 
In addition, the Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Policy CO-76 of the Santa 
Monica Mountains LCP which states: 
 

All new development shall be sited and designed so as to minimize grading, alteration of 
physical features, and vegetation clearance in order to prevent soil erosion, stream 
siltation, reduced water percolation, increased runoff, and adverse impacts on plant and 
animal life and prevent net increases in baseline flows for any receiving water body. 

     
The unpermitted removal of native chaparral vegetation from a slope on the southern portion of 
Respondent’s Property and other locations throughout Respondent’s Property, as well as from 
privately-owned, neighboring properties (APN 4438-005-023 and APN 4438-005-005), have 
increased the potential for impacts caused by erosion, including increased erosion into a nearby 
USGS designated “blue-line” stream which functions as a tributary of Topanga Canyon Creek.  
Chaparral is also adapted to control erosion, especially on steep slopes.  The root systems of 
chaparral plants are very deep, extending far below the surface and penetrating the bedrock 
below12, so chaparral vegetation holds the hillsides together and prevents slippage.13  In addition, 
the direct soil erosion from precipitation is also greatly reduced by 1) water interception on the 
leaves and above ground foliage and plant structures, and 2) slowing the runoff of water across 
                                                 
12 Helmers, H., J.S. Horton, G. Juhren and J. O’Keefe. 1955.  Root systems of some chaparral plants in southern 
California. Ecology 36(4):667-678.  Kummerow, J. and W. Jow. 1977. Root systems of chaparral shrubs. Oecologia 
29:163-177.   
13 Radtke, K. 1983. Living more safely in the chaparral-urban interface. General Technical Report PSW-67. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station, Berkeley, California. 51 pp.   
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the soil surface and providing greater soil infiltration.  The deep roots particularly help maintain 
ecosystem health and soil stability by reducing post-fire erosion and, thus, sediment loading of 
streams and watercourses. Therefore, the Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Section 
30231 of the Coastal Act. 
 
In total, the removal of major chaparral vegetation and the undertaking of Unpermitted 
Development have, and are, impacting the habitat functions of contiguous blocks of chaparral 
vegetation considered an ESHA, increasing risks to life and property in a fire hazard area, and 
negatively contributing to potential erosion which increases potential impacts to the water quality 
of a coastal stream.  Therefore, the Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with the resource 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and the Santa Monica Mountains LCP, and thus the second 
prong for issuance of a restoration order has been met. 
 

c) The Unpermitted Development Is Causing Continuing Resource Damage 
 
The Unpermitted Development is causing “continuing resource damage,” as those terms are 
defined by Section 13190 of the Commission’s regulations, provided below in relevant part.  
 

(i) Definition of Continuing Resource Damage 
 
Section 13190(a) of the Commission’s regulations defines the term “resource” as it is used in 
Section 30811 of the Coastal Act as follows:  
 

‘Resource’ means any resource that is afforded protection under the policies of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act, including but not limited to public access, marine and other aquatic 
resources, environmentally sensitive wildlife habitat, and the visual quality of coastal 
areas. 

 
The term “damage” in the context of Restoration Order proceedings is defined in Section 
13190(b) as follows:  
 

‘Damage’ means any degradation or other reduction in quality, abundance, or other 
quantitative or qualitative characteristic of the resource as compared to the condition the 
resource was in before it was disturbed by unpermitted development. 

 
In this case, the resource damages caused by the Unpermitted Development include the reduction 
in quality and abundance of contiguous blocks of chaparral vegetation considered to be ESHA; 
the failure to cluster development so as to avoid adverse effects on coastal resources; the increase 
in potential risks to life and property in a fire hazard area; and the increase in potential adverse 
impacts to water quality.  As of this time, that Unpermitted Development and the results thereof 
remain on the Properties. The removal of native chaparral and the placement of unpermitted 
structures and non-native landscaping continue to impact the coastal resources by displacing the 
native ecosystem and preventing it from functioning, thereby disrupting the biological 
productivity of that ecosystem. 
 
The Unpermitted Development is therefore causing damage to resources protected by the Coastal 
Act that continue to occur as of the date of this proceeding, and therefore damage to resources is 
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“continuing” for purposes of Section 30811 of the Coastal Act. The damage caused by the 
unpermitted development therefore satisfies the third and final prong for the issuance of a 
restoration order pursuant to Section 30811 of the Coastal Act.  
 

d) Orders Are Consistent With Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
 
The Consent Orders, attached to this staff report as Appendix A, are consistent with the resource 
protection policies found in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. These Consent Orders require and 
authorize Respondent to, among other things, cease and desist from conducting any further 
unpermitted development on the Properties, remove the physical items that were placed or 
allowed to come rest as a result of Unpermitted Development, and restore the areas impacted by 
the Unpermitted Development through undertaking restorative grading, removing non-native 
vegetation, planting native vegetation, and performing additional habitat protection and 
enhancement activities, including combining the two properties owned by Respondent into one 
property, and recording a deed restriction to preserve open space and habitat values, and an offer 
to dedicate a public trail easement.  Further, the Consent Orders require and authorize 
Respondent to plant native plant species to be compatible with the surrounding chaparral habitat 
and to ensure that non-native plant species do not colonize the newly restored site and spread 
from there to supplant the surrounding native habitat.  Failure to revegetate the site would lead to 
potential invasion of non-native plant species, thus decreasing the biological productivity of this 
habitat, inconsistent with the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. The primary 
function of the native habitat revegetation is the restoration of ESHA; therefore, the proposed use 
is consistent with the Coastal Act. These Consent Orders also provide for Respondent to apply 
for approval after-the-fact of the retaining wall and a portion of the paved driveway.  Finally, 
nothing in these Consent Orders precludes Respondent from applying to Los Angeles County for 
new development on Respondent’s Property.  
 
Therefore, these Consent Orders are consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, 
and their issuance is consistent with section 30810(b). 

 
F. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

  
The Commission finds that issuance of these Consent Orders to compel the removal of the 
Unpermitted Development and restoration of the property is exempt from any applicable 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§§ 21000 et seq., and will not have significant adverse effects on the environment, within the 
meaning of CEQA. The Orders are exempt from the requirement for the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report, based on Sections 15060(c)(2) and (3), 15061(b)(2), 15307, 
15308 and 15321 of CEQA Guidelines, which are also in 14 CCR.  
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G. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

1. Conan Hayes, as Trustee for The Conan Hayes Revocable Living Trust, the Respondent, 
is the owner of property at 23200 Red Rock Road, Los Angeles County, CA 90290 
(APN 4438-005-022). 

 
2. Respondent’s property is adjacent to private property described as APN 4438-005-055 

and adjacent to private property at 23130 Red Rock Road, Los Angeles County, CA 
90290 (APN 4438-005-023). 
 

3. Development occurred, as defined by Coastal Act Section 30106, without a coastal 
development permit, on Respondent’s property and on the adjacent private properties 
listed in #2, above. 
 

4. The properties listed in #1 and #2 above are located within the Coastal Zone and include 
ESHA. 
 

5. The Coastal Commission has jurisdiction over these violations because they involved 
development that, at the time it occurred, required a permit from the Commission, and 
none was obtained. 

 
6. A Notice of Violation was recorded against Respondent’s property on June 18, 2007, 

prior to his purchase. 
 

7. Respondent purchased the property with knowledge of the Coastal Act violations on 
Respondent’s Property. 
 

8. The Unpermitted Development is inconsistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, 
Sections 30231, 30240, 30250 and 30253, and is causing “continuing resource damage” 
within the meaning of Coastal Act Section 30811 and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations, Section 13190. 
 

9. Coastal Act Section 30810 authorizes the Commission to issue a cease and desist order in 
these circumstances.  Coastal Act Section 30811 authorizes the Commission to issue a 
restoration order in these circumstances. 
 

10. The criteria for issuance of both a Cease and Desist Order and a Restoration Order have 
been met pursuant to Section 30810 and 30811 of the Coastal Act. 
 

11. The work to be performed under these Consent Orders, if completed in compliance with 
the Consent Orders and the plans required therein, will be consistent with Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act and relevant sections of the Santa Monica Mountains LCP, is exempt 
from CEQA, and is therefore being authorized by issuance of these Consent Orders.  
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D 3. Remove that portion of any tree that extends within 10 feet of the outlet of any chimney. (F.C. 1117.2.2(4)) 

D 4. Maintain any tree adJacent to or overhanging any building free of dead wood. (F.C. 1117 .2.2(5)) 

D S. Maintain the roof of any structure free of leaves, needles, or other dead vegetative growth. (F .C. 1117 .2.2(6)) 
Clearance lnstructiQns: ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 

n 
LJ 6. 

n 
LJ 7. 

n 
LJ 8. 

n 
LJ 9. 

n 
LJ 10. 

~11. 

n 
LJ 12. 

~ 13. 

n 
LJ 14 • 

Bay Storage: A cleared horizontal distance equal to the height of pile must be maintained between such storage and combustible materials or 
buildings. (F.C. 2806) 

Combustible Materials: No fire wood, manure, compost or other aJmbustible materials shall be placed or stored within 30 feet of any building 
or structure. (F.C. 1117 .2.2) 

Spark Arrestor: Provide chimney with a spark arrestor constructed of a heavy wire mesh or other nonaJmbustJb le material with opening not 
to exceed onc::balf incb. (F.C. 11 18.12(b)) 

IDegal Dumping: No person shall dump any garbage, uash, or combustible waste material in or upon hazardous ftre areas or along any trail, 
roadway or highway in a haz.1rdous area. (F.C. 1118.15) 

LP Gas Storqe Tanks: Clean and remove all grass, trash, or combustible materials to within a minimum of 10 feet from any LP gas storage 
tank container. Tanks shall be placed on a stable non~ombustible foundation with "NO SMOKING" signs placed on them. - (F.C. 8208 8209; 
Vol. 7, Ch. 3, Insp. Guide 12) 

Fire Protection SysteDIII: All residentjal fire sprinkler systems, fire h ydrants, w~, and-alarm systems shall be_ maintained in operating 
condition at all time. (F.C. lOOl.S. l) -

Fire Department Key System: When access to or within a structure or an area is unduly difficult because it is secured by a gate, an approved 
tire department tey system will be required when a=s is necessary for life saving or fLTeflgbting purposes. (F.C.902.4 Reg. #5; Procedure In) 

Building Address Numb en: ShaU be placed on the front of all buildings and shall be 'visible from the street fronting the property. (Numbers 
shall be a minimum of 3 inches in height, 1 inch wide with a stroke of 3/Sths of an inch. WheJe structures are set baclc more than ISO feet from 
the street or road, the numbers shall be. a minimum of S inches in height, 1 inch wide with a stroke of 3/8ths of an inch). If structures are' not 
visible from street, a minimum of 3 inch address numbers shaU be posted on a sign next to entrance roadway or driveway. Sign sbaU be made 
of non combustible material. All address numbers shall have a contrasting background. (F.C. 901.4.4.1 Vol. 7, Cb. I , Reg. IS) 

;ll#-~¥=~r=£!1&01 ~ei A;0,<.,1) 

WHITE - Occupant Initial Inspection CANARY • Brush Clearance GOLDENROD - Occupant Follow-Up Inspection PINK - Station 
Fonn 4L~B Rev. 1197 
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• August 3, 2005 

-· 
. ; 

-
j, 

• 

L.A. County Fire Department 
Fire Station 69 
Captain Rick Langlotz 
401 S. Topanga Canyon Blvd 
Topanga, CA 90290-3137 

Robert D'elia 
100 Wilshire Blvd. 
Suite 1845 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

Dear Sir, 

This letter is regarding the property at 23200 Red Rock Canyon Road in 
station 69's jurisdictional area. The area is an "extra hazard" area for brush 
fires. The homes are far from water for firefighting purposes. The home at 
the very top of the ridge is exceptionally hazardous, there is no visible water 
source nor access for firefighting equipment to work a fire there. Therefore, 
extra clearance must be provided to try to protect the property and it' s 
residents. . The requirements apply to all 4 residences on the property . 
Please comply with the information on the form, front and back. Feel free to 
call the fire station and talk to myself or Capt. Julian Jimenez at (310) 455-
1766 if you have questions. The 410B form says that the work should be 
done 30 days after the date of inspection, but allowance will be made for the 
delay in your receiving the form. 

Thanks for your cooperation in our effort to provide a safe environment to 
the citizens of Topanga Canyon. 

Sincerely, Rick Langlotz 
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STATE Of CAUFORNIA - THE RfSOURC£S AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOI.Jl'H CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CAUFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 585·1800 

EMERGENCY PERMIT 

July 30, 2008 

Permit No.: 4-08-048-G 

Applicant: Robert O'elia 

Agent: Schmitz & Associates 

Project Location: 23200 Red Rock Road, Topanga, Santa Monica Mountains, Los 
Angeles County 

Work Proposed~ Placement of two 3,000 gallon "temporary" water tanks on a 
parcel (APN # 4438-005-022) developed with four unpermitted 
residential structures. The applicant was previously cited by the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department and required to place one 
2,000 gallon water tank to replace a failed tank on the site. 

This letter constitutes approval of the emergency work you or your representative has 
requested to be done at the location listed above. I understand from the information 
submitted that an unexpected occurrence in the form of risk to life from wildfire without 
adequate fire protection of the occupants of the unpermitted residential units constitutes a 
significant risk to public health and safety in the Santa Monica Mountains. This occurrence 
requires immediate action to prevent or mitigate loss or damage to life, health, property or 
essential public services. 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 13009. The Executive Director 
hereby finds that: 

(a) An emergency exists which requires action more quickly than permitted by 
the procedures for administrative or ordinary permits and the development 
can and will be completed within 30 days unless otherwise specified by the 
terms of the permit; 

(b) Public comment on the proposed emergency action has been reviewed if time 
allows; and 

The work is hereby approved, subject to the conditions listed on the reverse. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Peter M. Douglas 
Executive Director 

S~~~-~ 
-/h- By: John Ainsworth 

Title: Deputy Director, South Central Coast District 
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' I 

Pennlt Application Number 4-08-048-G (D'ella) 
Page2 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

1. The enclosed form must be signed by the applicant and returned to our office within fifteen (15) 
days. 

2. Only that work specifically described above and for the specific property listed above is 
authorized. Any additional work requires separate authorization from the Executive Director. 

3. The work authorized by this permit must be completed within sixty (60) days of the date of this 
permit. 

4. By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site is subject 
to hazards from wildfire and from occupying unpermitted residential structures that may not 
comply with the Los Angeles County building, safety, or fire codes, (ii} to assume the risks to 
the applicant, property, and occupants that are the subject of this permit of injury and damage 
from such hazards in connection with this permitted development; (iii} to unconditionally waive 
any claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for 
injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, 
its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission's approval of the emergency 
permit against any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (Including costs and fees 
Incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any 
injury or damage due to such hazards. 

5. The work authorized by this emergency permit is temporary, unless permanent retention of the 
development is authorized through the issuance of a regular Coastal Development Permit from 
the California Coastal Commission. Within one hundred twenty days (120) days of the date 
of this permit. the permittee shall submit a complete application for a regular coastal 
development permit to have the emergency work be considered permanent. 

6. The temporary water tanks shall be removed within 180 days (or within such additional time as 
the Executive Director may grant for good cause) if no coastal development permit is obtained 
for their permanent retention. 

7. This permit does not obviate the need to obtain necessary authorizations and/or permits from 
other agencies. 

8. All disturbed areas shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of the work authorized by 
this emergency permit. Planting shall be of native species indigenous to the Santa Monica 
Mountains and consistent with the vegetation of the area surrounding the project site using 
accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire safety requirements. 

IMPORTANT 

The emergency work is considered to be temporary work done in an emergency situation. If 
the applicant wishes to have the emergency work become a permanent development, a coastal 
permit must be obtained. A regular permit would be subject to all of the provisions of the California 
Coastal Act and may be conditioned accordingly. 

If you have any questions about the provisions of this emergency permit, please call Barbara Carey 
at the Commission Area office. 

Enclosures: 1) Acceptance Form 
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" 
STATE OF CAUfORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CAUFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 
VENTURA, CA 93001 

(605) 585-1800 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GoYf!ITIOr 

EMERGENCY PERMIT ACCEPTANCE FORM 

DATE: July 30, 2008 

TO: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 200 
VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 585-1800 

RE: Emergency Permit No. 4-08-048-G 

INSTRUCTIONS: · After reading the attached Emergency Permit, please sign this form and 
retum to the South Central Coast District Office within 15 working days from the permit's date. 

I hereby understand all of the conditions of the emergency permit being issued to me and agree 
to abide by them. 

I also understand that the emergency work is TEMPORARY and that a regular Coastal Permit is 
necessary to make it a permanent installation. I agree to submit a · complete application for a 
regular Coastal Permit within 120 days of the date of the emergency permit and that the 
temporary water tanks shall be removed within 180 days {or within such additional time as the 
Executive Director may grant for good cause) if no coastal development permit is obtained for 
their permanent retention. 

Signature of property owner or 
authorized representative. 

Name 

--:!2\ \D '(YO \o '?-'kre.e..'T P \-\ 
Address 
'?On\a m<)n lea CA 9:'Has 

DateO'fSiQning 
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