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PERMIT AMENDMENT 

APPLICATION NO.: 4-94-195A3 

APPLICANT: Barbara and Harold Eide AGENT: Philip Hess 

PROJECT LOCATION: ·1557 and 1561 N. Lookout Drive, Assessor Parcel Numbers 
4462-21-22, -23, and Yavapai Trail, Agoura; Los Angeles 
County; 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: Combine three lots into 2 lots and 
construct two 2,741 sq. ft. residences; amended to transfer 2,400 sq. ft. of 
GSA credit (8 lots) to other designated small lot subdivisions in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. 

DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT: 

1) Modify special condition #1 (Deed Restriction and Scenic Easement) to 
allow the following development within 90 feet of the southern property 
line of parcels 4462-21-22 and -23: the construction of a ZSQ sq. ft .• 
12.5 ft. high play house (with electrical), patio and a 5 ft. high 
retaining wall with no more than 50 cu. yds. of grading; non-white 
fencing; landscaping; a stairway; and three retaining walls with minor 
grading. 

2) Construction of a 250 sq. ft., 12.5 foot high, playhouse with 18 cubic 
yards of cut, a patio, a small retaining wall and a stairway; a pool, with 
a maximum of 117 cubic yards of excavation, on lot 4462-021-023; fencing 
up to the 90 foot contour line and landscaping on lots 4462-021-022, and 
-023; a portable spa and covered patio on parcel 4460-021-046; addition of 
a third retaining wall, and modification to the existing two retaining 
walls resulting in a total of 271 cubic yards of grading (136 cu. yds. 
cut, 152 cu. yds. fill) and a maximum height of eight feet on Jots 
4462-021-022, -023 -046 and·Yavapai Trail. Improvements to Yavapai Trail 
which include: the reconstruction of a driveway, landscaping; partial 
retention and partial removal of a drainage swale; and the construction of 
a fence. Improvements to a path existing on lot 52 including widening the 
three foot trail to eight feet and restoring the trail to three feet after 
use, and revegetating an area of slumping above the road. 

3) After-the-fact approval of the changes to the size of the two single 
family residences from 2,741 sq. ft .. (each) to 2,081 sq. ft. and 3,805 sq. 
ft. respectively, with the retirement of either one contiguous or two 
non-contiguous lots for GSA credit. 
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LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: "Approval in Concept" from Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, Permit Division for the improvements and 
restoration work on Yavapai Trail; building permits issued by Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division for the 
retaining walls. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains land Use Plan; 
Coastal Development Permit Appeal 158-78 (Eide); Coastal Development Permits 
P-78-2771 (Eide), CP-5-81 (California Coastal Conservancy), 4-92-124 (Eide), 
R-4-92-124 (Eide), 4-94-195A {Eide), R-4-94-195A (Eide), and 4-94-195A2 
(Eide). 

PROCEDURAL NQTE: 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 
materia 1 change, 

2) Objection 1s 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. Adm1n. Code 13166. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF REQOMMENQATIQN: 

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. 

STAFF NOTE 

The hearing scheduled for the August Commission hearing was postponed because 
notice of the meeting was inadvertently not completed in a timely manner. The 
matter was not scheduled for the September hearing so that a local hearing 
could be given for this matter. 

This coastal development perait amendment application was heard at the July 
Coa~isston hearing. At that hearing, opponents to the project, comprised of a 
few neighbors within the t~mediate vicinity, expressed concerns regarding the 
following: 1) the lack of Los Angeles County building permits or approvals for 
the as-built retaining walls, 2) the structural and geologic stability of the 
as-built retaining walls and swi~m1ng pool, 3) the legality of allowing 
development within Yavapai Trail and pending litigation with Los Angeles 
County regarding the vacation of this County road easement. 

l' 
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The opponents, represented by Dr. David Ramey, indicated that they are in 
possession of a geotechnical report addressing, or questioning, the structural 
stability of the proposed retaining walls in contradiction to the applicants~ 
geotechnical reports. Or. Ramey further alleged that the applicant did not 
have building permits for the as-built retaining walls from Los Angeles 
County, and that there is a pending lawsuit with Los Angeles County regarding 
the vacation of Yavapai Trail. The applicant stated that building permits 
have been issued for the as-built retaining walls, that the as-built walls 
have been engineered properly, and that the walls have been certified by a 
registered engineer and found to be structurally stable from an engineering 
and geologic stand point. Given this conflicting testimony the Commission 
continued the hearing to the next Commission meeting, scheduled for August in 
Los Angeles. The Commission requested that Dr. Ramey submit to commission 
staff any geologic or engineering reports he has which address the stability 
of the as-built retaining walls. The Commission directed staff to obtain 
copies of any local building permits for the as-built walls from Los Angeles 
County. Immediately following the hearing, Commission staff contacted the 
applicant, Or. Ramey, and the County of los Angeles Departments of Public 
Works Building and Safety and Road Permit Divisions requesting copies of 
existing information such as permits and geology reports. los Angeles County 
Department of Building and Safety has submitted the permit history for the 
as-built retaining walls. The applicant has also submitted copies of the 
as-built permits and submitted additional information from her consulting 
engineer addressing the stability of the retaining walls and specifically the 
walls supporting the swimming pool. Or. Ramey informed staff on the telephone 
that no geology reports contradicting the applicant's reports have been 
written; however, he stated that he did request a written report by an 
engineer. Staff asked Or. Ramey to provide this upcoming report by July 24, 
1996 in order to include the information in the Commission staff report. Or. 
Ramey subsequently submitted a letter which stated that the engineer would not 
be able to provide a timely report (See Exhibit 14). On August 15, 1996, 
staff received a letter from Dr. Ramey with a letter from an engineer who 
viewed the site from adjacent properties. These letters have been included as 
Exhibit 15. All information which has been received to date has been 
incorporated 1nto the findings and included as Exhibits to the staff report. 

H1th regards to development on Yavapai Trail. the local approvals have been 
issued. as the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Permit 
Division, has issued an "Approval in Concept" for the developments on Yavapai 
Trail as shown in Exhibit 9 of the staff report. The County is requesting 
that, with the exception of the landscaping. the applicant removal all 
encroachments on the eastern half of Yavapai Trail between the applicant's 
site and the adjacent property to the east. The County is approving the 
remaining development. The Rameys and the Eides are involved in a private 
litigation matter in which the County of Los Angeles has been named as a 
defendent. The litigation in which Ramey is the plantiff alleges, among other 
things, that violations of the Coastal Act have occurred on the E1des' 
property. There has been no court order or judgement which has prohibited the 
county from proceeding with the review and issuance of permits on Yavapai 
Trail. Staff of Los Angeles County have stated that encroachment permits can 
be issued regardless of whether or not the vacation of Yavapai Trail occurs 
because the issuance of an encroachment permit is not dependent on the outcome 
of a possible vacation of Yavapai Trail. 
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The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. Approval with Conditions 

The Commission hereby approves the amendment to the coastal development 
permit, on the grounds that as conditioned, the development 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, and will not have any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

NOTE: Unless specifically altered by the amendment, all standard and special 
conditions attached to the previous approved permit and subsequent amendments 
remain in effect. Special condition 1 of the appeal A-158-78 and all special 
conditions (1-4) of coastal development permit amendment 4-94-195A are 
modified in this amendment. 

II. Special Conditions 

1. Deed Restriction and Scenic Easement Cas modified> 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit amendment, the 
applicant, as landowner, shall execute and record a document, in a form 
and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which irrevocably offers 
to dedicate to a public agency or private association acceptable to the 
Executive Director, an easement for open space, view preservation and 
habitat protection, over lots identified as Assessor Parcel Numbers 
4462-21-01, -02, -03, -04, -05, -06, -22, -23 of the subject property as 
depicted on Exhibit 2. The applicant shall recombine these lots with APN 
4462-21-46. The easement sha-11 restrict the landowner from grading, 
landscaping. vegetation removal except clearing of vegetation for fire 
protection consistent with Los Angeles County Fire Department standards, 
placement of structures and all other development as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 30106, with the exception of the removal of 
hazardous substances or conditions and the installation or repair of 
underground utilities or septic systems within the easement area. Within 
the segment of property between the southern property line and a line 
measured 90 ft. north of the southern property 11ne on lots identified as 
Assessor Parcel Numbers 4462-21-22 and -23, the applicant shall be allowed 
to place the following backyard amenities: non-white fencing, landscaping, 
the existing retaining walls. the existing stairway, a playhouse without 
plumbing or a septic system but with electrical, and a sw1mmtng pool. 
Htthtn the open space easement area, including the ninety foot segment, 
the applicant shall not be allowed to: 1) do any grading other than that 
which is necessary for the approved pool and playhouse and 2) construct 
any habitable structure of any he1ght, or any non habitable structure 
exceeding twelve feet to height. No development shall occur farther than 
90 ft. north of the southern property 11ne on lots identified as Assessor 
Parcel Nulbers 4462-21-22 and -23. Any future development or improvements 
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on APN#s 4462-21-22 and -23 shall require a permit amendment or a new 
coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission or its successor 
agency. 

The offer shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances except 
for tax liens which the Executive Ditector determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in favor of 
the People of the State of California, binding all successors and 
assignees, and shall be irrevocable for the statutory period, such period 
running from the date of recording. 

2. Transfer of 2.100 Square Feet <total) of Gross Structural Area 

The applicant may choose to pursue either section (a) or section (b) of 
this special condition. (The applicant may also elect to pursue neither 
option.) 

(a) Upon submitting evidence for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director that Special Condition #1 has been completed, and after the 
applicant's receipt of such approval, the applicant shall assign, subject 
to the review and approval of the Executive Director, 300 sq. ft. of gross 
structural area, to any residence approved in the following small lot 
subdivisions: Malibu lakes, El Nido, las Flores Heights and Malibu Mar 
Vista. The 300 sq. ft. gross structural area additions must be assigned a 
maximum of seven times. subject to the written review and approval of the 
Executive Director. The 300 sq. ft. gross structural area may not be 
granted 1n units of less than 300 sq. ft. and may not exceed a total of 
900 sq. ft. assigned to any one residence. Total square feet assignable 
equals 2,100 sq. ft. The maximum allowable gross structural area of the 
homes (as built) equals 2,081 sq. ft. and 3,806 sq. ft.; or 

(b) Alternatively, prior to the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, 
amendment the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, evidence that all potential for future development has 
been permanently extinguished on two lots within Malibu lakes small lot 
~ubdivision provided such lots are legally combined with other developed 
or developable building sites within the same small lot subdivision. If 
the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Executive Director 
that two lots are not available within the Malibu Lakes Small Lot 
Subdivision, the applicant may retire the development rights in either the 
Malibu lakes, El Nido, Las Flores Heights or Malibu Mar Vista small lot 
subdivision subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director. 
The maximum allowable gross structural area may be increased by 195 sq. 
ft. (600 sq. ft. less 405 total sq. ft. addition> for two non-contiguous 
lots. 

Should the applicant choose to exercise section (b), the total assignable 
square feet specified shall remain at 2,400 sq. ft. as specified in 
Special Condition #2 of staff report 4-94-195A (Eide). This option will 
not necessitate the revision of the total allowable GSA assignments and 
will revise the total square feet assignable to 2,400 sq. ft. 

Should the applicant chose to exercise either section (a) or (b), any 
future increase in gross structural area of either home from the current 
sizes, shall pursuant to Section 13250 (b)(6) of the Regulations, not be 
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allowed except in accordance with a further amendment of permit amendment 
4-94-195A3 or a separate coastal development permit. 

3. Future Development 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit amendment • the 
applicant shall execute and record two separate deed restrictions, one for 
each residential lot <APN 4462-021-045 and -046), in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, imposing the below requirement of 
paragraph two of this special condition against the applicants' 
properties. The document shall run with the land, binding all successors 
and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens and any other 
encumbrances which the Executive Director determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed. 

Any increase in gross structural area of either of the two houses located 
at 1557 and 1561 Lookout Dr. (APN#s 4462-21-45 and -46 respectively) and 
any future improvements or developments, except for the thinning of 
vegetation for fire protection shall, pursuant to Section 13250 (b)(6) of 
the Regulations, not be allowed except in accordance with a further 
amendment of this permit or a separate coastal development permit issued 
by Coastal Commission or its successor agency. 

4. Removal of Excavated Material 

Prior to the issuance of the permit the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, the location of the 
disposal site of all cut or excavated material. No material may be used 
or stockpiled on site. If the export site is located within the Coastal 
Zone, the site must have a valid coastal development permit. 

5. Restoration and Monitoring Plan 

Prior to the issuance of the amendment, the applicant shall submit for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed planting plan 
prepared by a qualified restoration specialist, landscape architect or 
biologist for the disturbed areas on lot 52 which identifies the types, 
sizes and locations of all plant material. The applicant shall use native 
chaparral species, consistent with the neighboring area, and shall not 
limit the plan to one type of chaparral species or to annual plants only. 
The applicant may use a mix of annuals, for erosion control, and chaparral 
species, for long-term restoration. 

The plans shall show the return of the s1decast material to the roadway 
for replanting and the removal of invasive plant species along the road 
and 1n the slump area. 

The restoration plan shall also include a two year monitoring provision to 
ensure the successful restoration of the disturbed areas. At the end of 
the two year monitoring period the applicant shall submit a report 
prepared by a qualified restoration specialist. landscape architect or 
biologist to the Executive Director addessing the success or failure of 
the restoration project. If at the completion of the two year monitoring 
period, the consulting specialist determines that the restoration project 
has in part, or to whole, been unsuccessful the applicant shall be 
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required to submit a revised, supplemental program to compensate for those 
portions of the original program which were not successful. 

6. Condition Compliance 

The requirements specified in the foregoing conditions that the applicant 
is required to satisfy as a prerequisite to the issuance of this permit 
amendment must be met within 45 days of Commission action. Failure to 
comply with the requirements within the time period specified, or within 
such additional time as may be granted by the Executive Director for good 
cause. will result in the nullification of this permit amendment approval. 

7. Implementation and Completion of Work 

The applicant shall complete the removal of development from the eastern 
half of Yavapai Trail within 90 days of the issuance of the permit. This 
restoration work, as shown on Exhibit 9, includes the realignment of the 
driveway for 1561 Lookout Drive. and the removal of the railroad ties and 
portions of the culvert and stone pathway within the eastern half of 
Yavapai trail. 

The applicant shall be required to implement the restoration plan for lot 
52 (Special condition 5) upon completion of the work on parcels 22 and 23 
or within 12 months of the issuance of the amendment 4-94-l95A3, whichever 
comes first. If necessary, sandbags for temporary erosion control may be 
installed along the road. The restoration plan must be completed within 
90 days of implementation. If this time period occurs during the summer 
months, an extension of time may be granted to allow for the work to occur 
prior to, or at the end of the rainy season. This extension may be 
granted so long as temporary erosion control devices are in place on 
site. 

III. EINQINGS AND PECLARATIQNS 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Project Qescription 

This amendment application contains three components of development. The 
first is to amend a deed restriction and scenic easement required to be 
recorded in the original coastal development permit A-158-78; the second is to 
develop a portion of the deed restricted area and Yavapai Trail; the third 
component is to authorize changes in the sizes of the two previously built 
residences and retire either one contiguous lot or two non-contiguous lots for 
GSA credit as mitigation for the combined over construction of the 
residences. The details of these developments are described below. 

The applicants are proposing to amend Spectal Condition #1 of Coastal 
Development Permit A-158-78 (Eide) pertaining to a deed restriction and scenic 
easement. The deed restriction and scenic easement previously required to be 
recorded restricted, in part, the applicant from all development as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 30106 and including the restriction of 
landscaping. vegetation removal (except that necessary for fire protection) 
and the placement of structures. The proposed changes to this restriction 
would allow the applicant to develop backyard amenities, such as non-white 
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fencing, the existing retaining walls, landscaping, the existing stairway, a 
playhouse without plumbing or a septic system but with electrical, and a 
swimming pool. 

The second portion of the project involves construction on APN lots 4462-022, 
-023 and -046, and Yavapai Trail. As depicted in Exhibits 7 and 8, the 
applicant is proposing the following improvements: non-white fencing; 
landscaping; a 250 sq. ft., 12.5 ft. high playhouse with electricity, a patio, 
5 ft. high retaining wall and 18 cubic yards of cut; a pool with 117 cu. yds. 
(maximum) of excavated material; stairway; three existing 8ft. high, 110ft. 
long retaining walls with 10ft. long return walls and 253 cubic yards of 
total grading (118 cubic yards of cut, 135 cu., yds. fill); portable spa; 
small stairway and a cover for the existing patio of the single family 
residence; swing set; concrete drainage swale; realignment of the driveway; 
removal of railroad ties and portions of the existing concrete drainage swale 
and pathway. 

Access to the rear yard is v1a a path along lot 52. This path appears to have 
existed prior to the January 1, 1977 effectiveness date of the Coastal Act, 
based on aerial photographs. However, significant widening of the road did 
occur by the applicant. no grading of the road occurred to widen it; the 
widening occurred when the applicant ran heavy machinery across the path. 
The path is now eight feet wide and connects with Yavapai Trail. The 
applicants have agreed to restore the road once work in the rear yard is 
completed. 

Finally, the amendment includes the after-the-fact request to allow for a 
smaller residence at 1557 Lookout Drive (APN 4462-021-045) and a larger 
residence at 1561 Lookout Drive (APN 4462-021-046); the original residences 
were approved under A-158-78. The house sizes proposed would change from 2741 
to 2081 sq. ft. and 2741 to 3805 sq. ft. The applicant also proposes to 
retire either one contiguous lot or two non-contiguous lots for GSA credit. 

Topographically, the subject sites are steeply sloping and with the majority 
of the lots comprising the 1125 ft. ridge. The average lot size of the 17 
undeveloped lots is approximately 6,800 sq. ft. The two residential lots are 
gently sloping and are each developed with a single family residence, septic 
system and private driveway. The subject lots are located within the Malibu 
Lake Small Lot Subdivision which was added to the coastal zone 1n 1977. The 
coastal zone b1sects the 566-lot small lot subdivision and only 198 of the 
lots lie within the coastal zone. The subdivision is adjacent to Malibu Lake 
and Malibu Creek State Park. 

Yavapai Trail is a Los Angeles County owned unimproved paper road. This road 
was never used as an access road, nor have plans ever been made to use this 
road as a .a1n access road. Likewise, the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
has confir.ed that this road has never been designated as or used as an 
emergency fire access road. Nor is it likely to be designated for such use in 
the future. The County has no plans to improve this road to service the 
area. Moreover. the road is not an equestrian or pedestrian trail. 

The applicant and several neighbors are currently in negotiations with the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Norks Road Division, regarding the 
vacation of Yavapa 1 Trail. If thh paper road h vacated. the road wt l1 be 
split on the center line with each half to be added to the adjacent legal 
parcel (See Exhtb1t 9). 
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Until the road is vacated, the County maintains ownership and requires 
encroachment permits for any development. The County will not grant an 
encroachment permit to the applicant for developments on Yavapai Trail 
including the western half of the road east of lot 46 until the developments 
on the eastern half of the road, with the exception of the landscaping, are 
removed (See Exhibit 9). The County is requiring this action because if the 
road is vacated, the applicant will not have ownership over the eastern half 
of Yavapai Trail east of lot 46. Yavapai Trail makes a 90 degree turn at the 
top of lot 46 and as such is also between lots 22, 23, and 46. On this 
portion of Yavapai Trail the applicant will retain full ownership when the 
road is vacated. 

Access to lots 22 and 23 for the proposed improvements is through tract lots 
43 through 47 and 51 and 52 (See Exhibit 4). There is an existing road which 
traverses across tract lots 43 to 49; however there was no road leading from 
Lookout Drive to lot 43. The applicant illegally graded a road through tract 
lots 51 and 52 to access the upper road and then the site. Enforcement staff 
has notified the applicant of the need to obtain a coastal development permit 
to retain or restore the road. The applicant has stated that they will 
restore the road and a separate coastal development permit will be obtained 
for that activity. Thus. neither the minor grading of the road or the 
restoration is a part of this application. 

Finally. it should be noted that this is an after-the-fact permit amendment 
application as the majority of the development has already occurred on site. 
The residences have been constructed at the proposed sizes; all the retaining 
walls except for thirty feet of one wall have been built as proposed. A total 
of 236 cubic yards of grading has already occurred for the construction of 
these walls. minor grading is still required for the backfill of the wall 
noted above. All improvements on Yavapai trail, with the exception of the 
fence have been completed. The widening of the path on lot 52 has occurred; 
the restoration is proposed but has not occurred. 

B. Project Background 

These lots have been the subject of Commission action on several occasions. 
Below is a brief summary of the past permit action. 

P-78-2771 

This permit involved the combination of three lots into two lots with the 
construction of two single family residences. This permit was approved by the 
South Coast Regional Commission without any conditions. The permit was 
appealed to the State Commission. 

A-158-78 

On appeal to the State Commission. the proposed project CP-78-2771) was 
revised by the applicant. Under the revised project description. the 
Commission approved the combination of three lots 1nto two lots (9,546 sq. ft. 
and 9,776 sq. ft.) with the construction of two (2) 2,741 sq. ft •• 29ft. high 
single family residences. The Commission approved the transferring of two 
development credits CTDCs) in 11eu of further development on 17 lots adjacent 
to and 1n the vicinity of the proposed building sites within the Malibu Lake 
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Small Lot Subdivision (Exhibit 1). The approval was based on special 
conditions pertaining to a deed restriction and scenic easement on the 
seventeen vacant lots and the submittal of a soils report. 

The permit was issued on September 26, 1978. The applicant deed restricted 9 
of the 17 lots and one TOC was sold. The applicant was authorized to 
construct the residence located on lot 1 <APN 4462-21-46). However, the 
remaining 8 lots were not deed restricted and authorization to commence 
construction on the second lot (4462-021-045) was never granted. In August of 
1980, the Commission approved a one year extension of time. 

4-92-124 

In 1992, coastal development permit 4-92-124 for the construction of two 
retaining walls varying in heights of three to six feet with 166 cubic yards 
of grading (107 cu. yds. of cut and 59 cu. yds. of fill) on parcels 
4462-021-022 and 23 was approved by the Commission. At the time of the 
submittal of the application, the work on the retaining walls had already 
begun. This permit was issued. 

After this permit was issued, staff discovered that eight lots were supposed 
to have been deed restricted as open space pursuant to special condition #1 of 
permit A-158-78 prior to the issuance of authorization to commence 
construction of the second residence. Two of the eight lots, which the 
Commission required the applicant to deed restrict as open space, were the 
location of the approved retaining walls under COP 4-94-124. 

4-94-195A 

On January 11, 1995 the Commission approved the amendment 4-94-195A to the 
original permit CA-158-78) which amended the deed restriction and scenic 
easement of the permit to allow for the transfer of 2400 sq. ft. of Gross 
Structural Area credit (8 lots) to four Small lot Subdivisions in the Santa 
Monica Mountains, in lieu of one TDC credit. The deed restriction was amended 
to allow for the future development of a pool, children's playhouse, fencing 
and grape arbor on lots identified as Assessor Parcel Numbers 4462-21-21, -22, 
-23. The approval was subject to special conditions that included a modified 
deed restriction and scenic easement, a guideline for transferring gross 
structural area credits, a timeline for condition compliance and a requirement 
to record a future improvements deed restriction on the subject sites. 

In processing this amendment (4-94-195A), staff discovered that the two homes 
constructed significantly deviated from the Commission's approval of two 2,741 
sq. ft .• 29ft. high single family residences. The residence at 1557 Lookout 
Drive was 660 sq. ft. smaller than approved; the residence at 1561 Lookout 
Drive was 1064 sq. ft. larger than approved. This discovery was made when the 
applicant's agent submitted information that stated .that the applicant had 
constructed a 2,996 sq. ft. single family home on lot 1 CAPN 4462-21-45) and a 
3,903 sq. ft. single family home on lot 2 (APN 4462-21-46). These figures 
were later corrected to reflect the actual size of the residences at 2081 sq. 
ft. and 3805 sq. ft respectively. The size of the as-built residences 
resulted 1n a combined total square footage of 5,886 sq. ft. which equals a 
total of 405 sq. ft. more than the combined total square footage approved by 
the Commission. 
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This amendment was submitted to allow for the after-the-fact modification of 
the retaining walls and grading approved under 4-92-124. In 4-92-124, the 
Commission allowed for two walls varying in height from three to six feet with 
a maximum of 166 cubic yards of grading CSee Exhibit 6}. No flat pads were to 
be created as a result of these walls, pursuant to the findings of 4-92-124. 
Instead the applicant built three walls with flat areas built behind each 
wall. The walls that were built vary in height from three to eight feet above 
grade with an additional two feet below grade. The grading for the project 
was previously calculated wrong: a total of 236 cubic yards of grading. with 
balanced cut and fill occurred for the construction of the existing three 
walls. For the remaining wall to be constructed at the western end of lot 22, 
17 cubic yards of additional fill is required. 

On January 10. 1995, the applicant submitted the amendment request to permit 
4-92-124 to allow for the revision of the retaining walls noted above. This 
application remained incomplete for months and could not be considered for 
hearing until such time that the open space deed restriction was modified to 
allow for the development. As explained below, in November of 1995. the 
Commission denied the proposed deed restriction amendment and the applicant 
subsequently withdrew amendment application 4-92-124A. 

4-94-195A2 

On November 14. 1995. the Commission denied the amendment proposal which 
involved changing the size of both single family residences and modifying 
special condition #1, the open space/scenic easement deed restriction. This 
second amendment application was denied by the Commission in November of 1995 
based on the project's inconsistencies with Section 30250(a) of the Coastal 
Act. 

R4-94-195A and 84-92-124 

On November 14, 1995, a request for revocation of coastal development permit 
4-92-124 and coastal development permit amendment 4-94-195A were denied by the 
Commission. Both denials were based on the Commission's findings that the 
requests for revocation did not meet the requirements of 14 CCR 13105(a) & (b). 

4-94-195A3 

The current amendment application before the Commission now is proposed to 
resolve the issues noted above concerning the construction of the residences, 
the retaining walls and the path on lot 52. This amendment application 
proposes revised language to the deed restriction and proposes the previously 
described developments to be allowed in the deed restricted area. This 
amendment application contains a proposal for both after-the-fact work on 
Yavapai Trail and the removal of unpermitted development on Yavapai Trail. 
Finally, this amendment has been amended since the July hearing to include the 
improvements to the path on lot 52 and the restoration of this path. Thus, 
thts amendment application combines the proposals previously set forth in 
4-95-195A2 and 4-92-124A and includes all unpermitted development on parcels 
4462-021-022, -023, -045 and -046, lot 52, and Yavapai Trail. 

As stated in the staff note, this item was continued from the July Hearing at 
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the direction of the Commission. Additional information regarding the 
geologic conditions of the site and the local permit history was requested. 
This information has been provided by the applicant and the local government. 
No reports or other evidence which might dispute the findings of the local 
government or the applicant's consulting engineer have been submitted. The 
neighbors have submitted a letter from a consulting engineer who verified that 
the work on site does not match the previously approved work. and questions 
the exact design of the pool. This letter does not contradict any reports 
already submitted by the applicant or the County and does not state any 
problems with the site from an engineering safety or geotechnical standpoint. 

c. Cumulative Impacts of Development 

As stated in the preceding section, the Commission originally approved the 
construction of two 2741 sq. ft. single family residences and the combination 
of three lots into two lots <A-158-78). The applicants indicated at the time 
of Commission approval that they intended to construct four to six homes on 
the 20 lots that they owned in the Malibu Lakes small lot subdivision. 
However, the application before the Commission at that time was only for the 
two homes. 

In 1978 the Los Angeles County lot size standard would allow one dwelling per 
7500 square feet. The Commission sought a more restrictive minimum lot size 
of one acre based on constraining circumstances of the 198 lots located in the 
coastal zone portion of the subdivision. These constraints included steep 
slopes. public view impacts, water quality, habitat protection and inadequate 
infrastructure. Furthermore, the Commission found that under the original 
approval development of the 17 lots adjacent to the two building sites would 
not be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act for a number 
of reasons. At that time the lots did not have road access and water 
service. Secondly, the majority of the lots are located on the r1dge11ne and 
any development would be visible from Malibu Creek State Park. Third, the 
lots are very steep and development would create adverse impacts relative to 
landform alteration, geologic stability and septic capability. Lastly, the 
removal of watershed cover would increase erosion and siltation to the 
adjacent blue-line stream. Therefore, the 20 lots were assessed an economic 
value which translated into two SFR's and two TDC's. 

The applicant has amended the permit one time prtor to the subject request 
(4-94-195A). At the January 8-10, 1995 meeting the Commission approved a 
modification to the deed restriction and scenic easeaent special condition to 
allow for the transfer of 2400 sq. ft. of Gross Structural Area (GSA> credit 
(8 lots) to other Small Lot Subdivisions located in the Santa Montca Mountains 
and to allow for the future development of a pool, children's playhouse (not 
to exceed 350 sq. ft.), fencing and a grape arbor on lots APN 4462-21-03, -04, 
-23, -22, -21. In additton to modifying the deed restriction and scenic 
easement special condition, the approval was subject to three additional 
special conditions that included parameters in which the GSA allowances may be 
used, ttming for condttton compliance and recording a future improvements deed 
restriction on the lots. 

In considering the previous pen~it amendment (4-94-195A), the Commission found 
that there were unique circumstances associated with approving the amendment. 
which include tn part the CO..tsston•s practice of mittgattng cumulative 
impacts. Specifically, the permit was approved prtor to adoption of the TDC 

• 
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program by the Commission and the method of determining TDC values for lots 
was different than today. In addition, the permit was approved prior to 
certification of the Malibu LUP and use of the slope intensity/GSA formula to 
mitigate cumulative impacts in small lot subdivisions - this option was not 
available in 1978. 

As set forth in the original approval (A-158-7B) the Commission intended the 
applicant to be compensated for two building sites only (over the 17 lots) in 
addition to the approval of two homes and thus the TDC program was created for 
that purpose. The first amendment involved a proposal that substituted the 
approved use of the 17 vacant lots from two transfer of development credits to 
one transfer of development credit and 2,400 sq. ft. of gross structural area 
credit (8 individual lots at a credit of 300 sq. ft. each) to be applied to 
other single family homes in small lot subdivisions located in the surrounding 
vicinity (See Exhibit 5). <The recent amendment ties, at the applicant's 
specific request, the subject sites to the current TDC and slope/intensity/GSA 
programs.) The predominate scope of the project's analysis revolved around 
the issue of cumulative impacts of new development within small lot 
subdivisions. Within these small lots subdivisions the potential exists for 
the density of development to be inconsistent with a number of the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act states that: 

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. 

Under the original permit, as a means of controlling the build-out of the 
small lot subdivision and assuring consistency with Section 30250 as well as 
the water quality, sensitive habitat, visual and landform alteration, 
recreation and public access sections of the Coastal Act, the Commission 
established the Transfer of Development Credit (TOC) program. The TDC program 
was, and still is, viewed as a method of removing the development potential in 
designated small-lot subdivisions, parcels located within Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas <ESHAs) and parcels located within Significant 
Watersheds. 

Subsequent to the development of the TDC program. in the early 1980s, the 
Commission designed the Slope-Intensity Formula to regulate development in all 
small-lot subdivisions. Additionally the Los Angeles County land Use Plan, 
which was certified by the Commission on December 11, 1986, stated that new 
development permitted on these small lots would be limited to the existing 
prevailing densities. The LUP intended for a maximum density of one unit per 
acre in these areas. However, many of the small-lot subdivisions consist of 
rather small parcels that do not conform to the established 1 dwelling per 
acre density and were found by the Commission to be "non-conforming" lots. 
While build out of these small lots 1n theory may be feasible, development of 
a significant percentage of the lots would be considered difficult if not 
improbable given such constraints as steep slopes, geologic conditions, septic 
limitations, water availability and lack of road access. 

The Commission incorporated the Slope-Intensity Formula as part of the LUP as 
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set forth in policy 271{b)(2), which requires that all development in small 
lot subdivisions comply with the Slope-Intensity formula for calculating the 
allowable GSA of a residential unit. The Slope-Intensity Formula asserts that 
the maximum allowable gross structural area of a single family home should be 
based on the slope and size of the lot. In instances where the lot is either 
steep or small the applicant is afforded a minimum gross structural area of 
500 sq. ft. Additionally, the formula provides that the gross structural area 
of a home may be increased as follows: 

(1) Add 500 square feet for each lot which is contiguous to the designated 
building site provided that such lot(s) is (are) combined with the 
building site and all potential for residential development on such lot(s) 
is permanently extinguished. 

(2) Add 300 square feet for each lot in the vicinity of (e.g .• in the same 
small lot subdivision) but not contiguous with the designated building 
site provided that such lot(s) is (are) combined with other developed or 
developable building sites and all potential for residential development 
on such lot<s> is permanently extinguished. 

The review of the Commission's past actions with respect to development of 
these sites underscores the importance of retiring the development rights of 
17 undeveloped lots as mitigation for the construction of two homes. The 
proposed amendment involves amending the size of the homes from 2,741 sq. ft. 
(each) to 2,081 sq. ft. and 3,805 sq. ft. The modified house sizes must be 
analyzed for consistency with Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. As 
explained above, the Commission presently requires applicants to submit a 
calculation of the Slope Intensity Formula determining the maximum house 
size. Given that the Slope Intensity Formula was not developed when the homes 
were approved, staff notes that the slopes of the building sites were neither 
calculated nor was the maximum gross structural area determined in 1978. 
Further, the applicant·has not submitted thts information as part of the 
review of the proposed change in house size. 

The review of the original permit indicates, that the Commission found that two 
2,741 sq. ft. homes were allowable as consistent with the character of the 
area, providing adequate mitigation was provided by retiring the development 
rights of the undeveloped lots. Had the applicant applied for the same 
project today the applicant would be required to demonstrate that the proposed 
project met the GSA criteria. In the event that the proposed house size was 
larger than the GSA formula would allow, the applicant would be required to 
retire lots within the same small lot subdivision to achieve the balance of 
proposed square footage. Absent receipt of a calculation of maximum allowable 
GSA credit for each site, the Commission has automatically assessed [as set 
forth in policy 271(b)(2)] a single lot with a minimum square footage of 500 
sq. ft. Based on the total number of lots (20), the maximum allowable square 
footage for the two lots combined could potentially be 10,000 sq. ft. (or 
5,000 sq. ft. per house). Given that the Commission approved two homes and 
the sale of two TOCs, which is the equivalent of two SFRs the maximum 
allowable GSA credit should be divided by four. In dividing the total square 
footage (10,000 sq. ft.), the average house size would equal 2,500 sq. ft. As 
such, the Commission's approval of two 2,741 sq. ft. houses is roughly 
equivalent to the standards of today•s program (Slope-Intensity/GSA). 

The proposed amendment proposes to greatly exceed the size of the home (by 
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1,045 sq. ft.) approved on lot 2 and decrease the size of the home (by 660 sq. 
ft.) on lot 1. Under the current program, a 1,045 sq. ft. addition would 
require the retirement of either three contiguous lots (allowing 500 sq. ft. 
each) or the retirement of four non-contiguous lots (allowing 300 sq. ft. 
each). However, the Commission finds that based on the combined review of the 
two homes in the original permit it is appropriate to combine the total square 
footage of the houses when comparing the house sizes against th~ maximum 
pllowable GSA. This is based in part on the fact that the intent of the 
original permit was to site new development contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, developed areas and in part on the rationale that new moderate 
sized development be clustered with the retirement of constrained lots in 
order to minimize the total impacts of development within the small lot 
subdivision. The total square footage approved by the Commission under the 
original permit equals 5,482 sq. ft. (2,741 sq. ft. each) and the total square 
footage proposed under the amendment equals 5,887 sq. ft. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the application of the GSA formula over the total square 
footage equals an addition of 405 sq. ft. In order to find that the proposed 
amendment is consistent with Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. past 
Commission action and the intent of the original permit, special condition #2 
has been revised to insure that the increase in size of a single structure by 
1,045 sq. ft. is mitigated. As stated above, staff notes that the larger horne 
under the current standards could require the retirement of as many as four 
lots if the square footages of each home were not combined. However, given 
that the applicant has exchanged the economic value of one TDC to eight GSA 
allowances (where one GSA allowance equals 300 sq. ft.) on lots that are 
contiguous, revising Special Condition #2 to reduce the number of GSA 
allowances from eight to seven would mitigate the 405 total sq. ft. that the 
two residences combined exceed the original size. Alternatively, the 
applicant could retire two non-contiguous lots within Malibu Lalc.es Sma 11 Lot 
Subdivision. Also, as conditioned under the first amendment the applicant is 
required to record a future improvements deed restriction to ensure that all 
future development receives a coastal development permit. 

The Commission notes that the previous amendment allowed the substitution of 
one TDC credit to be used as GSA allowances to be applied to the construction 
or additions to other SFRs in specified small lot subdivisions subject to the 
slope-intensity/GSA formula. This allowance, which was granted at the 
applicant's specific request in effect, has connected the two SFRs to the 
application of the current TOC and slope-intensity/GSA programs. Under the 
applicant's previous amendment request she has in fact recognized the 
application of the GSA/slope-intensity formula to the Malibu Lakes small lot 
subdivision. As stated previously, the applicant has submitted an amendment 
request to legalize the increase in the size (where the size of the homes are 
added together> of the 2 SfRs by 400+ sq. ft., approximately 15 years 
after-the-fact. The Commission f\nds that it 1s only equitable that the 
applicant participate in the GSA program by mitigating the increase of square 
footage of the permitted SFRs. The easiest and most logical way to accomplish 
this is by utilizing one of the GSA lot credits granted in the prior amendment 
and owned by the applicant. This would in effect reduce the number of 
marketable GSA lot credits from eight to seven as is indicated by the revised 
special condition #2. However, the applicant does have the option to sell all 
eight GSA credits and retire two non-contiguous lots in the small lot 
subdivisions noted 1n special condition 2 for GSA credit. In order to ensure 
that any future structures or increases in size of either home are consistent 
with the GSA allowances as stated in special condition 12. special condition 
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#3, future development, has been modified to require the applicant to either 
further amend this permit or receive a separate coastal development permit in 
order to perform such development. 

In addition, special condition #l has also been modified at the request of the 
applicant to allow for development within a 90ft. area of three of the deed 
restricted parcels (See Exhibit 7). As proposed by the applicant, the 
construction of a 250 sq. ft .• 12'6" high playhouse (to include electrical but 
nnt plumbing or a septic system) with a 15 ft. wide patio area. 5 ft. high 
retaining wall and 18 cu. yds. of grading will occur within a 90ft. area as 
measured from the southern property line. Staff notes that originally the 
applicant requested to modify the deed restriction to allow for the 
construction of a 350 sq. ft. playhouse without electrical. On October 27, 
1995, the applicant amended the proposal to a reduced 250 sq. ft. playhouse 
with electrical. In addition. the applicant is proposing the placement of a 
fence along an imaginary line drawn ninety feet north of the southern boundary 
line. This is a modification to the original plan in which the applicant 
propose to fence the entire lot. To place the fence at the higher elevation 
would contradict Coastal Act Section 30251 and the intent of the deed 
restriction and scenic easement by intruding into the visual aesthetics of the 
area, as discussed in detail in the first amendment (4-94-195A). At a lower 
elevation, the fence would be blocked by the residences in the area. 
Therefore, the applicant agreed and the condition has not been modified 
further to restrict fencing to ninety feet north of the southern property 
line. As modified 1n Special Condition #1 and as described in the project 
description of this amendment. the proposed revisions to the deed restricted 
area are consistent with the intent of the scenic easement. Any commencement 
of development that is not provided for under special condition #1 or 
development that is located north of a 90 ft. line as drawn from the southern 
property line will be considered a violation of this permit. 

Finally, the Commission notes that the issuance of this amendment will 
legalize several unpermitted developments on site. In order to ensure that 
the permit is issued and the site brought into conformance with the policies 
of the Coastal Act, the Commission finds it necessary to require the 
conditions set forth in this permit amendment are met within 45 days of the 
Commission's approval of the permit amendment application, as noted in special 
condition 5. 

Given, both the unique circumstances of past Commission approval and the 
unique characteristics of the project site, the Commission finds that the 
proposed amendment, as conditioned, will neither have adverse effects either 
cumulatively or individually on coastal resources as set forth in the 
applicable Coastal Act sections nor will it have significant adverse effect on 
the' environment within the meaning of the Environmental Quality Act of 1970. 
The ComMission therefore finds that the proposed project, as amended, is 
consistent with the requirements of Section 30250 and other applicable 
po11c1es of the Coastal Act. 

D. Landform Alteration and Visual Imaacts 

The developments proposed on site involve minor landform alteration through 
the construction of retaining walls, the construction of a playhouse, and 
improvements to two vacant lots for backyard amenities. Also included in this 
application is minor work on Yavapai Trail and improvements and restoration of 
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a path on another vacant lot (lot 52). The specific developments are 
described in detail in the preceding section. These developments are proposed 
on small lots within the Malibu lake Small Lot Subdivision. Excessive 
development of these steep lots, including excessive grading, can create 
adverse environmental impacts. Moreover, as this subdivision is adjacent to 
Malibu Creek State Park, excessive landform alteration or building can create 
adverse visual impacts. Therefore, the proposed development must be reviewed 
against the Chapter Three Policies of the Coastal Act regarding visual impacts 
and landform alteration. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act stresses that the scenic and visual qualities 
are a resource of public importance. Likewise, in approving the underlying 
permit for the development of the residences, the Commission required the 
applicant to deed restrict 17 lots, of which lots 21-23 are a part, for their 
scenic value, among other things. 

The proposed development includes the construction of a 250 square foot, 12.5 
foot high playhouse and fencing on the open space APN lots 22 and 23. In the 
deed restriction, the playhouse is limited in size to 250 square feet and 12.5 
feet high, and is restricted to be placed below an imaginary line drawn ninety 
feet north of the southern property line (See Exhibit 7). Likewise fencing of 
the site is restricted to a line drawn parallel to and ninety feet above the 
southern property line. 

In the original amendment, 4-94-195A, the Commission found that development 
above this ninety foot line would have significant visual impacts from Malibu 
Creek State Park. Above this ninety foot line, development on the hillside 
will be visible from nearby Malibu State Creek Park and create adverse visual 
impacts. At the ninety foot line, development will be in line with the 
structures on the lots below. Fencing would be partially screened and the 
playhouse will blend with the existing residences. In order to minimize the 
adverse visual impacts associated with the buildout of lots, the Commission 
found in 4-94-195A that the size of the playhouse would need to be restricted 
to a size of 250 square feet to mitigate any visual impacts. The Commission 
further found that any fencing, even at the ninety foot contour line. must be 
of a non-white color. A white fence is highly visible; fencing of a natural 
or non-white color w111 blend with the surrounding area. 

Originally. the applicant was proposing fencing at the top of the northern 
boundary line and the playhouse above the ninety foot 1\ne. The applicant 
agreed to modify the plans to limit development to at or below this ninety 
foot line. Non-white fencing is proposed at the ninety foot line and the 
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playhouse is set below this line. The Commission finds it necessary to ensure 
that these developments are built as proposed. As such, the Commission has 
stated in the deed restriction and scenic easement, as noted in special 
condition 1, that no development may occur above the line drawn ninety feet 
north of the southern boundary line, that the playhouse must be restricted in 
size to 250 feet and 12.5 feet high, that the fencing not be white, and that 
any changes or additions to the developments require a future coastal 
development permit. The Commission finds that as conditioned. this portion of 
the development is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

The other portion of the proposed development includes the construction of 
retaining walls with grading. In 4-92-124 (Eide>. the applicant proposed the 
construction of two parallel retaining walls with a total linear length of 192 
feet, with minor grading to control drainage from the site. The applicant 
states that a future pool or other backyard amenities were also desired 
between the retaining walls, but were not proposed at the time. The retaining 
walls that were actually built include three semi-parallel walls which are 
approximately 110 ft. long. The walls contain return walls of less than 10 
feet in length; the maximum height of the walls 1s eight feet (ten feet. 
including below grade). 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act calls for the minimization of the alteration 
of landforms. Significant landform alteration creates adverse visual impacts 
and can lead to erosion. Erosion results in increases in sedimentation in 
nearby streams. Sedimentation can adversely impact the biological 
productivity of streams and degrade important riparian habitats. 

In 4-92-124, the Commission found that the proposed walls did not create a 
significant landform alteration and that the grading was not significant. 
Erosion from the site would be controlled and the project created no adverse 
visual impacts. The as-built project consists of three walls of 110 feet 
instead of two walls of 140 feet and 52 feet. The heights of the walls have 
been increased from a maximum of six feet to a maximum of eight feet. The 
grading ~as proposed at 166 cubic yards in the original permit; 236 cubic 
yards of grading was actually done. The changes to the topography are not 
significant, and do not create any visual cuts into the slope or man-made fill 
slopes. Moreover, the changes that occurred and the additional wall do not 
create any significant adverse visual impact and do not adversely affect the 
scenic quality of the area. The retaining walls do not create significant 
visible changes to the topography, and landscaping is proposed to mitigate the 
effects of the minor grading. Thus, this portion of the project will not 
create any adverse impacts either individually or cumulatively relative to 
landform alteration. 

The reaainder of the grading for the site includes 18 cubic yards of cut for 
the playhouse, 17 cubic yards of cut for the remaining portion of the wall to 
be completed and 117 cubic yards of excavated material for the swimming pool. 
The grading for the playhouse and remaining retaining wall balances that 
portion of grading on site and is considered minimal. However. the pool calls 
for 117 cubic yards of cut and the material is not needed on site. Any 
additional fill left on site would be subject to erosion. In order to keep 
the amount of grading on site to a minimuM and thus avotd any adverse impacts 
resulting from sedt .. ntation of nearby streams, the Comm1sston finds it 
necessary to require the applicant to remove all excavated material from the 
stte. The applicant shall notify the Executive Director of the locatton of 
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the disposal site and if this site is within a the coastal zone, a coastal 
development permit for the disposal site will be necessary. 

The final development on site is the minor widening and restoration of the 
path on lot 52. No grading was involved in the widening of this path. The 
path was created by running heavy machinery across the path. The applicant 
intends to move any sidecast material back onto the path and then revegtate 
the path to recreate the three foot wide path. However, the restoration can 
not occur until the improvements to the backyard are completed. 

The Commission finds that the permanent existance of this wider path would not 
be consistent with the past permit action on this lot. This lot is one of the 
deed restricted lots which has been dedicated for view preservation and open 
space. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant 
to restore this path in a reasonable time period. Therefore, as outlined in 
special condition 7, the applicant shall restore this road at the completion 
of the backyard improvements. such as the playhouse and the pool, or within 24 
months- whichever comes first. This will ensure that the path does not remain 
longer than necessary. To ensure that the restoration of the path is complete 
and sufficient. the applicant shall be required to submit a monitoring report, 
as outlined in special condition 5. Should the restoration fail, or 
additional plantings be required during this monitoring period, the applicant 
shall be required to complete such work to ensure a successful restoration. 
Finally, the Commission notes that the plans submitted by the applicant do not 
indicate the location and sizes of the suggested plant list. Moreover, the 
plans do not show the return of the sidecast material to the roadway for 
replanting nor do the plans show the removal of invasive plant species along 
the road and in the slump area. Therefore, the applicant shall be required to 
submit revised plans which incorporate these notes. as listed in special 
condition 5. 

As stated in the preceding section, the issuance of this permit amendment will 
legalize the unpermitted developments on site, and thus the condition 
compliance condition outlined in special condition 5 is necessary for 
compliance of the project with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. The 
Commission finds that as conditioned, the project is consistent with Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act. 

E. Geologic Hazards 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part: 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. 

The proposed development is located in the Santa Monica Mountains, an area 
which is generally considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of 
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natural hazards. Geologic hazards common to the Santa Monica Mountains 
include landslides, erosion, and flooding. In addition, fire is.an inherent 
threat to the indigenous chaparral community of the coastal mountains. Wild 
fires often denude hillsides in the Santa Monica Mountains of all existing 
vegetation, thereby contributing to an increased potential for erosion and 
landslides on property. The applicant is proposing development on undeveloped 
parcels adjacent to single family residences. Any adverse geologic hazards on 
site could negatively affect off-site as well on on-site development. 

In the previous permit 4-92-124, the applicant's consulting geologist 
confirmed that the proposed retaining walls would reduce the possibility of 
surficial instability and soil erosion. No landslides were found on the 
property, and the construction of the project was found feasible from a 
geologic standpoint. The Commission found in 4-92-124 that the site was 
consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act regarding the geologic 
conditions on site. 

When this amendment application was submitted, the applicant had the 
consulting engineer review and stamp the as-built plans. These as-built plans 
were prepared by RJR Engineers located 1n Malibu, Ventura and Goleta. The 
firm has both engineering geologists and professional registered engineers on 
staff. The site was surveyed to determine the exact location and heights of 
the walls. The plans submitted accurately reflect the site conditions. 

Hith the signed plans. the applicant submitted a letter from this consulting 
engineering firm, RJR Engineering Group addressing the stability and drainage 
conditions of the site. This letter <Exhibit 12) concludes that the proposed 
developments do not adversely affect the drainage conditions on site. To 
mitigate any drainage problems which could arise, the walls are constructed 
with drainage pipes to collect any runoff. There is also a drainage swale 
which also directs water down Yavapai Trail onto Lookout Drive. All drainage 
on the site is engineered to prevent any adverse impacts from runoff or 
erosion from occurring on the subject or adjacent lots. The plans for 
drainage, which have been installed, have been reviewed and approved by the 
consulting engineering firm as conforming to their recommendations and 
requirements for development of the site from a geologic/engineering 
standpoint. 

At the July heartng, the neighbors expressed concern regarding the stability 
of the walls and the pool. They claimed that 1) the applicant did not have 
valid County building permits for any develoPMent and 2) the as -built walls 
and site could not support a swimming pool. Both the applicant and the County 
of Los Angeles Department of Public Harks have supplied staff with the County 
permits and inspection sheets for the construction of the walls and the 
swale. The neighbors have not presented any evidence supporting their 
assertions. Thus there ts no evidence which contradicts the information 
submitted by the applicant and the County regarding the permits for the site. 
The appropriate local permits have been issued for the existing walls; those 
perMits are attached as Exhtbit 15. 

One of the concerns raised by the neighbors questtoned the height of the 
retaining walls. The applicants have provided plans which accurately show the 
as-built hetght of the walls and the proposed height of the remaining wall to 
be constructed. These plans have been attested to by a registered engineer as 
being accurate. In add1t1on, the County has informed staff that the walls on 

1 
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site, as they exist, are in compliance with the permits issued by the County. 
The difference noted in the height of the walls, between the County permits 
and the Commission's project description, is based on how the walls are 
measured. The Commission staff measured the entire height of the walls for 
use in its project description, including the footings, the retaining wall 
portion and the freeboard (the portion which does not retain earth). The 
County only measures the portion of the wall which retains earth. The County 
does UQi include the freeboard or footings in the height of the walls. Thus, 
there is an apparent, but not actual, disparity in the two descriptions. 
Exhibit 16 is a letter from Karen Teeter with the Los Angeles County 
Department of Building and Safety, which explains which portions of a wall are 
measured by the County to determine the height of a retaining wall. Thus, 
there is no discrepancy between the County and Commission approved height of 
the walls and, according to the County of Los Angeles. the as-built walls are 
in conformance with the building permits. 

The other concern raised by the neighbors was the geologic stability of the 
retaining walls and the swimming pool. The stability of the retaining walls 
has been addressed above. The consulting geologist has stated that the site 
is stable, and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has 
inspected the site after the permits were issued and has found the site in 
conformance with all county codes and regulations. 

With regards to the feasibility of the site to support a swimming pool, staff 
has received evidence which supports the contentions that the construction of 
a swimming pool is feasible from a geologic standpoint. To begin with, the 
applicant's consulting engineer has submitted a letter (Exhibit 17) which 
confirms that a swimming pool can be built without creating adverse geologic 
impacts. The construction of a swimming pool is engineered to be 
free-standing, which means that the pool will have built-in retaining walls 
and the load of the pool will not be put onto the existing retaining walls. 
The pool is engineered so that the walls of the pool support themselves and do 
not require additional supporting walls. Thus, the construction of a swimming 
pool between the retaining walls will not affect or increase the pressure on 
the existing walls. Moreover, since water weighs less than soil, the removal 
of soil and the placement of water in its space would actually decrease the 
bearing on the walls were the retaining walls to support the pool. Finally, A 
question was raised regarding the bearing of the pool on the cut/fill slope 
(See Exhibit 19). Hhen a structure is built partly on fill material and 
partly on the underlaid bedrock, settling could occur at different rates. 
This is not to say that development can not occur in this situation; instead 
engineering parameters are undertaken to ensure stability. In this case, the 
County geologist has noted that this will most likely not be issue as the fill 
will be removed for the construction of the pool. Thus, the pool ts most 
likely to built entirely on bedrock and not on fill. Should the pool be 
constructed on fill, the stability will be addressed by the County prior to 
the issuance of any building permits. Therefore the construction of the pool 
will not create adverse geologic impacts or disrupt the geologic stabtltty of 
the area. . 

Staff has asked the County of Los Angeles about the construction of a swimming 
pool in this location. Staff of Los Angeles County Department of Building and 
Safety has confirmed that a free-standing pool is built with caissons which 
support the weight of the pool. There is no adverse effect on the retaining 
walls which results from the construction of a swimming pool. No evidence 
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which shows that the site is unstable or not able to support a swimming pool 
has been submitted by any party. 

The neighbors have not submitted a geology report or other evidence supporting 
their assertions that the pool will not be stable. Dr. Ramey has asserted 
that he has not been able to have a geologist inspect the site. However, the 
Commission notes that no direction was given at the hearing to obtain new 
information; the Commission requested copies of information already gathered. 
Nonetheless, the neighbors have submitted a letter from J.A. Pekarovic, a 
registered professional engineer {Exhibit 19). This letter states that the 
design of the pool foundation bearing on incompatible materials has no been 
addressed. The letter also states, with regards to the pool, that the 
undermining of the existing retaining wall needs to be addressed. Both these 
concerns have been addressed in the findings above which conclude that the 
construction of a pool in the transition of a cut/fill slope will most likely 
not occur. However if it does, 1t is feasible from a geotechnical 
standpoint. Further, the findings conclude that the pool will not adversely 
affect the stability of the retaining walls. 

The letter from the neighbors' geologist makes no claims of instability and 
does not provide any evidence that the proposed project is not feasible from a 
geotechnical engineering standpoint. The letter only states that issues need 
to be addressed. These issues have been addressed adequately. Based on the 
evidence that has been submitted, the Commission finds that the construction 
of a swimming pool and the retaining walls, both the existing and proposed, 
are feasible from a geologic standpoint and is consistent with Coastal Act 
Section 30253. 

Another development proposed on site is the drainage swale which has received 
a preliminary approval (approval in concept) from Los Angeles County 
Department of Flood Control. The drainage swale is effective in directing 
drainage off the site in a non-erosive manner. The consulting geologist has 
reviewed and approved the construction of the drainage swale. The County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Horks has issued an approval in concept for 
the placement of the drainage swale. The Commission finds that this portion 
of the development 1s consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

The proposed development also includes the construction of the playhouse and 
the removal of the encroachments on the eastern half of Yavapai Trail • The 
plans for these developments have been reviewed, approved and stamped by the 
applicant's consulting engineer. The removal of these encroachments will not 
adversely affect the drainage or stability of the site and will not contribute 
to erosion or instability of off-site properties. In fact, the applicant is 
proposing to retain the landscaping to mitigate erosion. Thus, the ComMission 
finds that there are no adverse geologic hazards created by any proposed or 
existing development on site which have not been adequately mitigated. 

Finally, Since this portion of the project calls for the removal of 
unpermitted development, the CoMmission finds it necessary to require the 
applicant to complete the reMOval of these structures in a timely manner. 
Condition 6 of the amendMent requires the applicant to remove the developaents 
which encroach onto the eastern half of Yavapai Trail within 90 days of the 
issuance of the penait. To ensure that the permit is issued in a timely 
manner condition 5 requires that the conditions set forth in the permit are 
met wtthin 45 days of the Commisston•s approval of the permit amendment 
application. 

1 
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Prior to the submittal of tnis application, the applicant built two homes on 
two separate parcels. One was built larger than proposed; the other smaller. 
In addition, the applicant failed to retire eight of the 17 lots requried to 
be retired prior to the construction of both residences. The applicant also 
constructed two retaining walls larger and longer than approved, backfilled 
the walls, and constructed a third wall and a stairway. Some landscaping was 
done on the undeveloped lots. Finally, the applicant constructed improvements 
in Yavapai Trail and on lot 52 without the benefit of a Coastal Development 
Permit. 

Although development has taken place 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. Review of this permit 
does not constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to any violation 
of the Coastal Act that may have occurred. 

G. Local Coastal Program. 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states that: 

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 this 
division and that the permitted development will not prejudice the ability 
of the local government to prepare a local program that is 1n conformity 
with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). 

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. The preceding section 
provide findings that the proposed project will be in conformity with the 
provisions of Chapter 3 if certain conditions are incorporated into the 
project and accepted by the applicant. As conditioned, the proposed 
development will not create adverse impacts and is found to be consistent with 
the applicable policies contained in Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission 
finds that approval of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not 
prejudice the County's ability to prepare a local Coastal Program for Malibu 
and the Santa Monica Mountains which is also consistent with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as requ1red by Section 30604(a). 

H. ~ 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires 
Commission approval of Coastal Development Permit application to be supported 
by a finding showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of 
approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(1) 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 ~dverse impact which the activity may have on the environment. 



4-94-195A3 {Eide) 
Page 24 

The proposed project, as conditioned will not have significant adverse effects 
on the environment, within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality 
Act of 1970. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, has been 
adequately mitigated and is determined to be consistent with CEQA and the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

0128R 
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ENGiNEERiNG CRoup, INc. 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

EIDE PROPERTY 
LOTS 48 AND 49, TRACT 9757 

AGOURA, CALIFORNIA 
-= = 

Proposed improvements to the site will entail the completion of a 3 to 4 foot high retaining wall 
on Lot 48 that is located above the existing wall on the north side of Yavapai Trail. The wall 
will extend approximately 29 feet as illustrated on the attached Site Plan. In addition, other 
improvements will entail the construction of a 15-112' by 22-112', playhouse (with electricity), 
with a 8' by 22-112' concrete patio. Other improvements will entail flagstone paths, walkways, a 
small rock waterfall (with a re-circulating pump) roses, cypress and birch trees, shrubs, grass 
areas, hedge, an electric spa, covered patio for house site at 1561 Lookout, and a pool at the 
southern end of Lot 49. Existing Other miscellaneous improvements are illustrated on the 
As-Built Grading Plan. 

These improvements entailed the movement of approximately 118 c.y. of earthwork to construct 
the retaining walls. The additional extension of the upper wall is anticipated to involve less than 
10 to 15 c.y. of earthwork. Proposed improvements will entail the movement ofless than SO c.y. 
of earthwork (estimated at 25 cubic yards). These estimates are based on the recent (December 
6, 1995 As-Built survey). 

Drainaae at the site will be achieved by sheetflow &om the existing natural slope to the existing 
retaining walls. All walls have been constructed with one ( 1) foot of freeboard and a graded 
earth swale. DraiJiaae is diverted down to Yavapai Trail, which is the path of natural, historic 
draiDage. Drainage is then conveyed alona Yavapai Trail, via the graded topography, alona the 
east side of the Bide Resic:leace. Drainage is diverted onto the Bide Driveway, and clown to 
North LookouL Gradients aloDa the earthen portion ofYavapia Trail (north of the residence) are · 
gende, and sbould iDhibit erosive flow velocities. The existina and proposed improvements do 
not adversely affect the overall draiDage conditions at the site. The existina and as-graded 
topography does not concentrate water onto adjoining properties, but rather diverts draiDage as 
shown on the As-Built Plan down the driveway to North Lookout in a controlled manner to 
reduce the potential of any adverse atTects of mudflows or erosion. 

All CODStruction and site improvements will be performed under the direction and observations 
ofRJR J!Da1neerin1 Group, IDe., project civU anclaeotechnical enafneers (Jerry Crowley, R.C.B. 
23325), • well as, project poloaiat (Jim O'Tousa, C.E.O. 1393). At the of 
coutructlon, RJR Bqineerlna Group, Inc. will prepare a final report and " 
reflect all Improvements. 

.. 
Exhibit 12: Letter f:om Engineett 
4-94-19SA3 

t ; . .r 

/ ,.. 



. .. . ' .. . 

Commissioner Rusty Areias 
19065 Portola Drive 
Suite K 
Salinas, CA .93908 

Dear Commissioner Areias: 

June 24, 1996 

At the July hearing of the Coastal Commission, you will 
be asked to review yet another permit amendment (the third) 
submitted by Harold and Barbara Eide, of 1561 Lookout Drive, 
Agoura-Hills, CA. As you know, you will be asked to vote 
"Yes" or "No" on this permit amendment. 

A "Yes" vote frorq you will mean the following: 

a. You do not care·.about. illegal dev•lopment. in t.he 
Coastal Zone and are willing to do nothing to stop it. 

b. You do not .care about preventing construction that 
presents a clear and obvious geological and fire hazard. 

c. You do not care abo~t maintaining views from public 
parks. 

d. You do not care about lies,, hal! truths and . 
omissions that are made to you by your staff under the guise 
of an "unbiased". staff report. 

e. You do not care about fraudulent statements made by . 
applicants. to obtain permi.ts that are then abused and 
ignored. . . 

f. You do not care about precedent and pr-eviously 
stated Coastal policy. · 

A "Bo" vote fro. you will mean that you are interested 
in ~pholding the' law and punishing people that abuse and 
ignore it. 

tt is that simple. 

tou may have voted on much of this amendment in 
Kov.mber lt9S. A similar permit requeat waa denied by you 
at that time. However, the aame reiueats, and more, 
designed apecificallr to cover up tlie 11isdeeds of the 
ap»licants and, apparently, to blunt the effect of pending 
lititation, are to be presented to rou again. we, th• 
outraged and concerned residents of the area affected and 

- abufed bJ these diahoa••' developers ••~ you, indeed, we 
i., ore JOU, to vo.te lo •· .. : Exhibit 13: Letter of Objection 

::; 4-94-19SA3 
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Page Two 1 Commissioner 

You may be familiar with this situation. You may have 
already made up your mind. Howevert 'if you are not familiar 
with it or if you Nould like complete and accurate 
information on which to base your decision, (information that 
is demonstrably not included in your staff report) it is 
enclosed in the package, with supporting documentation, that 
follows. Please read it. The rights of the neighbors of the 
area, the rights of visitors to Malibu Creek State Park and 
indeed, proper civil procedure demands that you review it. 
once you review it, your "No" vote ca~ be the only response 
appropriate. 

-

. 
T .,.• .,_ -_r 
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Page Three, Commissioner 
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JUL 2 3 1996 

CALit-01\Ntr-
COASTAl COMMIS~IUi·, 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISh<•, 

Ms. Susan Friend 
California Coastal Co1nmission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 S. California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Dear Ms. Friend: 

July 23, 1996 

This letter is to regretfully inform you that it is 
apparently not possible for me to get the written material 
pertaining to permit amendment #4-94-195A3 that you requested 
from me at the July hearing of the Coastal Commission to you 
prior to July 24th. The schedule of the civil engineer who 
reviewed the plans, Mr. John Pekarovic of Santa Monica, CA 
precludes him from being able to issue a written report on 
such short notice. Such a written report will be provided to 
you as soon as it is received. However, this letter is to 
summarize the contents of what will be in Mr. Pekarovic's 
report in time for you to include its findings in your 
report, should you so desire. 

The substance of this report will pertain to the 
retaining walls illustrated in the plans submitted for your 
approval. The report will note that, in the section of the 
plans submitted. to you labelled "B," (a cross-section of the 
hillside) beginning from left to right, you will see 
structures drawn as walls. 

a. The second structure, a retaining wall, is drawn to 
a height of ten feet according to scale, in excess of actual 
and permitted dimensions. 

b. The third structure, a retaining wall, is drawn to a 
height of ten feet, in excess of actual and permitted 
dimensions. 

e. The excavation for the swimming pool as shown 
undermines the footings of the third wall. This is 
completely irregular. Such substandard and dangerous 
construction would cause the wall to collapse into the 
excavation. This construction is improperly engineered. 

This letter also request that you address the following 
inaccuracies in the aforementioned plans in your staff 
report: 

a. The first structure drawn as a wall of approximately 
four feet in height does not exist. In fact, railroad ties 
have been placed at the base of the wall to diaauise ita true 
height (as illustrated in the plansf)/Exhibit 14: Letter from Dr. 

.. 
Ramey'~1 

~ 4-94-195A3 ·,.· ,·:· ' .. - ... ~,·:· .. 
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Page Two, Friend 

b. There is no gentle slope behind the proposed site of 
the structure designated as a "playhouse," as shown in the 
plans. There is a steep rock face immediately behind the 
proposed building site. 

The entire development is to be examined by a certified 
Civil Engineer within the next two weeks. Any pertinent data 
will be forwarded to you as soon as it is received. 

Additionally, this letter requests that you address the 
following items and correct the following inaccuracies 
contained in the staff report prepared for the last meeting. 

a. Please inform the Commission of the correct status 
of Yavapai Trail. Contrary to your assertions of your 
previous report, the Eides and the neighbors are NOT in 
negotiation with L.A. County to vacate Yavapai Trail. In 
fact, the state of Yavapai Trail is a matter to be decided by 
L.A. County Superior Court. The neighborhood claims a 
permanent easement; the Eides now claim that it is theirs! 

In addition, please note that the Eides will not retain 
full ownership of Yavapai Trail under any circumstances. The 
Millers and the Peeters would also retain significant 
portions of the trail, even if a permanent easement is not 
granted. 

b. On page 6, fifth paragraph, your report refers to a 
"pre-existing" road. '!'here never has been an existing road 
traversing the top of lots 43 to 49. The only road behind 
the properties in question has been Yavapai '!'rail. An upper 
road was previously illegally graded by the Eides. 
rurthermore, another illegally graded road was pioneered from 
Makoketah Trail (please refer to the parcel map) through lots 
51 and 52. L.A. County Building and Safety has issued a 
notice of grading violation to the !ides for this grading. 

c. Please note that the retaining walls have not been. 
built as permitted or proposed. 

i. 'l'he walls are larger than permitted. Please include 
the permitted heights of the walls in your report (the 
majority of the wall will be three to four feet in height), 
as well as the actual heights (at l•ast 7 feet and 5 feet 7 
inches, respectively). 

ii. Plat grading has occurred, which the Eides 
SPECIFICALLY aaid ther would not do. 

iii. The third (incomplete upper) wall was permitted by 
L.A. County based on the fraudulent atatement that a Coastal 
Permit had been obtained. 
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iv. The permit allowed for 166 cubic yards of grading, 
not 256. Your report notes that the previous amount of 
calculated grading was wrong. Please address the fact that 
since the walls were permitted after the fact that the amount 
of grading was known (In fact, the amount of grading 
increased due to the fact that the Eides added to the height 
of their walls after the permit was granted). 

v. The "improvements" on Yavapai Trail have not been 
completed. 

d. Your report noted that a permit application was 
denied in November. However, no specific reason for denying 
the permit was given. However, Commissioner Dorrill Wright 
stated that he remembered specifically the initial meeting 
where the sizes of the houses to be permitted were 
determined. He also stated that he was "deeply troubled" be 
the Eides continually building without permits, their obvious 
lies and by their destruction of the hillside. If it is your 
intention to tell the Commissioners why the previous permit 
was rejepted, this letter requests that you given them 
accurate information as to why it was done. 

e. Please address whether permit 4-94-195A has expired 
due to a failure to deed restrict lots, as required. 

f. You report erroneously states that development 
within a 90 foot boundary will not be seen from Mailbu Creek 
State Park. In fact, the entire development would be 
visible from the Park. We have shown slides demonstrating · 
this (they are now in your possession). Please address this 
inaccuracy. 

g. Please summarize how it is that staff considers five 
retaining walls, illegally graded flat pads, a pool, a 
waterfall, fencing, a patio and landscaping "minor" 
alterations in the landforms. 

h. In the original permit for the Eides homes. It is 
noted that in the opinion of the Commission, ANY development 
on the ridge line behind the Eide's home would adversely 
affect views and alter the natural landforms. Your opinion 
is now that development would not do this. Given that by 
definition, development is being proposed, how do you account 
for this change in opinion. 

i. Please address the rationale for even accepting this 
permit. Section 13166 of the Coastal Code would indicate that 
the permit application should be rejected outright. 



Page Four, Friend 

j . 
exis-t at 
walls of 
walls. 

Please correctly identify the retaining walls that 
this time. There are not three "semi-parallel" 
approximately 110 feet at this time. There are four 

i. The first wall is directly behind the Eide's 
residence and has no permits of any sort. 

ii. The second wall crosses Yavapai Trail and is 
approximately 55 feet long. 

iii. The third wall is over 110 feet long and encroaches 
on the Trail. 

iv. The fourth (upper) wall does not have a Coastal 
permit and the permits were issued by L.A. County Building 
and Safety in error (their words) due to an improper citing 

·of Coastal Authority. 

k. Please address the fact that the walls that you now 
propose to increase in eight feet in height were not 
engineered to be eight feet in height. The engineering 
requirements for an eight foot wall in completely different 
from a four foot wall. 

1. Please address the geologic hazards pertaining to 
the lowest retaining wall, the fact that the wall is not 
built according to permitted dimensions and give your opinion 
as to the geologic hazard proposed by placing a swimming pool 
directly behind and above a residence that has already 
sustained damage due to illegal grading (by the Bides). 
In addition, please address the issue of geologic instability 
even if the wall were to be properly constructed (an 
earthquake could cause water to overflow into the Miller's 
home). 

m. Please address the fire hazard issue of the 
"playhouse." Please be advised that a structure greater 
than 200 square feet more than 150 feet from the nearest road 
access is illegal, according to L.A. County Pire Department 
Code. A letter to this effect from Pire Department personnel 
is being sought, as well as their opinion as to the 
desirability of maintaining Yavapai Trail as a fire access to 
the back of the various properties. (Regretfully, there waa 
not enough time to get this letter to you prior to July 24). 

n. In a conversation with Steve Scholl on July 19, 
1996, he told me that staff had decided that this was a 
"neighborhood matter" that would beat be handled by 
permitting everything. If this is your position and the 
report is intended to reflect this bias, please state that 
fact in the report. 
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Page Five, Friend 

o. Please inform the Commissioners that the applicants 
are currently being sued in a class-action lawsuit by five 
families in the neighborhood for 19 separate violations of 
the Coastal Act. Please inform them that the merits have 
this suit have been sustained by the Superior Court and an 
appeal was denied. 

Finally, this letter is to request a copy of your staff 
report as soon as it is issued. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. I am 
sure that you want you staff reports to be complete, fair and 
accurate and I am confident that the enclosed information 
will help you in your efforts. 



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

HARRY W. STONE, Director 

July 11, 1996 

BUILDING & SAFETY / 
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

411~A~~, v~~:~~~o~oAD 1,_,-......,nD_J"f~(jt}fc:fi\Vlf~fj)) 
PHONE (818) 880-4150 ]~~CSU~~ 

Mrs. Barbara Eide 
1561 Lookout Drive 
Aqoura, CA. 91310 

Dear Mrs. Eide: 

RBTAZBIBG WALLS 8 1111 YAVAPAI TRAIL 

JUL 2 51996 

CALIFORNIA 
- COASTAL COMMISSION 
:~OUTH CENTRAl COAST DISTRICT 

At your request I am enclosing copies of the following 
permits: 

1. Building permit Nulaber 9744 issued on May 14, 1991. This 
permit is for the two most southerly retaining walls. 
The permit inspection record is on the reverse side of 
the permit. 

2. BuildillCJ permit Humber 1123 issued on SepteJBber 9, 1994. 
This permit is for the third or most northerly retaining 
wall. The permit inspection record is on the reverse 
side of the permit. 

3. BUilding permit NUmber BL 0910•9411040013 issued on 
Novembei' 4, 1994. 'l'bis permit is for a proposed 
extension of the third retaining wall. 

The following is a reply to your ~estion reqardinq a 
drainage plan for Yavapai Trail and adjacent areas. I have 
J:Maen inforaed by 0\U:' LOs ~ales CO\Ulty Ploocl Control 
Bngineer that a drainage plan baa been approved in concept 
tor fv.tur:e wroveaenu siltdect ·to obtainlnCJ approval from 
the conatructlon Division o! · tbe Dept. of P\lbllc Works for 
work in Yavapai Tr. and approval fr011 the coaatal Coaission. 

Permits from County 
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0\'loNER·BUILDER DECLARA1";(.::\i 

I hereby alfinn that I nm exempt from lhe Contractor's 
Lk:ensa Law for lhe following reason. (Sac. 7031.5) 
Business and Professions Code: Any cily or county whicfl'' 
1'8QUillJS a permit to construct. alter, improve, demolisll 
or 18plllr any structure, prior to ifs issuance, also requires 
the applicsnt lor such permit to file a signed statement 
thai he is llcensad pursuant to lite provisions of tho 
Contractor's Ucensa Law (CI1apter 9) (commencing will 
Section 70t10 of Division 3 of lhe Business and Professions 
Code} or that IHI Is exempt therefrom and ll1e basis for 

Ra .. ., the alleged exemption. Any violstio11 of Section 7031.5 
• Aalllu * . ~Ranl .. ud by any applicsnf for a permit subjects tile ;,pplicant to 

1W .. •Aff111 a cillil penalty of 1101 more tlum five l1undred dollars .... c.. .. (>' J$500).: 
1---------:::---..J---J.--il----------t...;.~~--:.=..:.;;.~--..Po=:Jo.:.L~-X~~~.a......;_~~:..c.. · 0 I, as owner of the property, or my employoos with 
.._.D!QIJII ai· ·· · · wagthe es.~ lfle!r sole

1 
comdpeednsatio

11
n. will do lhe 

5
work. and 

str ...... ure 1s not nten or o erod lm saln ( dlC:. 70·14) 
flllDIII 1111111 •• • • ' . Business and Professions Code: Tl1o Contractor's 

.. ,/} .J Uconse Law does nol apply to an owner of properly who 
..... ) . . \) fv' · · bulldf or improves theieon, and who does such work 

I . . e-" or through,. own emplo)'Hs, provided tltat SIICII \.(.) •· :-UZ.,tsvv ·. :?c)V / t. t:·· pro!lflmfiiJts are not lnlandtld or offered tor snle. If, 
......- · ·(\ • • , the building or improvement is sold wi111in onu 

·vl}\'\11 rr · .. ~~t:;.l) \ok )'Nrofcomplel.ion.lhsowner-bullderwillhavetheburdei 

0 2 Jhll 

iiiii;iiCiiiiD---f--ir-l---=-------t-,~;j~~;;;:~~~MM~1:G:. ;;J;""JZ~j~- of proving that he did not build or impro11e lor tho purpose 
-~ '( -·Fl ofsale. . 
~ JA ... .A-. 0 I, aa owner of the property, am exclusively I ruv•··.t jl • contracting wilh licensed contractors to construct lho 

1---=-----1---1---1---------tl~~-7:..g.~~::=,-7t-::'::-f~-:'::~_.::7..;;_+-- project (Sec. 70«) Business and E?rofessions Code: Tile 
...... .Conlraclor's Ucensa Law does not apply to an owner of 

• propetty who bulldtJ or Improves thereon, and wJJo 
.- contracts lor such projects. with a confraclor(s) licensed 

• pui'SWinl to the Contractor's Llc:ense Laws. 

· · . 0 I am exempt under Sec. ----· • B.&P.C. lor this 
• IIJIISA · ..... lulfi I 'It • •· • " 

'~"-----------------------------·------.._ ......... 
F lldiRI ... 
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OWNF.R·BUILDER Df:"':LARATIOc. 
I horeby aUirm that I am exempt from lllc Contra ... ,..; . 
license Law for lhe following reason. (Sec. 7031.5) • 
Business and Professions Code: Any city or coutlly which 
requires a permit to construcl, aller. Improve. demolisl1 • 
or repair any structure, prior to it• issuance, also requires 
the applicant for such /Hitmit to file a signed statement 
lhel he Is licensed pursuant to the provisions of tho 
Conlntctor's License 1.sw {CIYpter 9) (commencing with 
Section 1000 ol Division 3 ollhe Business and Professions 
Code} or lhatl~e Is exempt therefrom and tile b.1sis lor 
the alleged 6Xfmptlon::~y violation of Section. 7031.5 
by any appllca11t for a ·,.nnu· subjects tho ·aPI>(icant to 
a clllil penalty of not more than five hundred dollars 
{ISOO).: • ~ 

0 I, as owner of the property, or my employees wilh 
wages as their sole compensation. will do lho work. and 
the slructure is nollnlended or offered for sale (Sec. 7044) 
Buslne•• and Professions Code: Tlte Conrractor's 
License LfiW doea nol apply to an owner of property wh~: 
builds or improves thereon, snd wl1o does suc/1 wo .. ,.. 
hlnttlell or through his own employt16S, provided that such 
Improvements are not Intended or ollerod lor sale. lfi 
hDMW&t. the building or improvement Is sold within on& 
year of COII'fPhllion, the 01Nf161'·buildor will have tl1e burden 
of proving that he did not build or impro~te for tl1e purpose 
ofsale. · · 

0 I, as owner ol the properly, am exclusively 
contracUng wllh licensed contractors to construe! the 
profact (Sec. 7044) Susines.s and Professions Code: The 
Contractqr'a WeanS& Law dOflll ?Of '!PP/x to an owner of 
property 'wlto• builds or improves thereon, and wllo 
contracts for :wch projects with a conlractor(s) llconsed 
pursuant ro the Contractor's License Laws. 

0 I am exempt under Sec. • B.&P.C. lor thi~· 

reason ·· ... :" 
".. •.. \ .: 

Date · · •· Owner-·......:..---- .. III&Lvt>C:~ <;~IM ~ ~ INSPECTOR'S NOTES 
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I.OCAUIY: --
BUILDIMRMIT 

BL 0910 1,1 13 . ~ 

DUPLICATE 

-....aT CROSS aTIIIIET: 

·-r-,.,6 f.." r-~1' . WFJ ( .. .___ 

ex." e:,_~ ..s • ::> r--J 
CALABASAS/MAUBU II 091 0 
41 1 1 LAS VIRGENES 
CALABASAS CA 
Phone: (818) 880-4150 Ext: 
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EIDE, lWGD l 
1561 UXICI:UI' 111M 
.MilM, CNJF. 91301 

TB..NO: 
(818) 991-'7.525 

UC.NO; 
lDE 

YARD: HWY: __ , .. 
..._..... u..a.. M'fiUCANI': TB.. NO: SEWER MAP 

-.... - ElliE. IM1D I 
1561 UIII:.UIIliM 0·----.... .... CN.If. 9001 ..... .c. ..... _ 

(818) 991-1325 

--------._------- ARCHITECT OBEIIIGIN&R: TB.. NO: .... __________________________ __ 
UC.NO; c .... _ .... _ • ..,......,_ ... .____ -........ _, .. ___ ..._ ........... _ ....... """_ 

........ Otlld. . 

c .... _ .. ___ ---·-............ *" ...... .., .............. ------................... ...... .......... ...._ .......... 
............. , .... -. .. ca. 

·---
~----.... ------------------------------------........................... .,_.., ...... .,...... .. _,_ 
................. _ _,_........... ... qj ......... 
...... 111 I S II_C..., ___ ...... ,........, ............ ...... . 

................... -
.. 

BOote: PAOE: 

M IlliG fEIIMIT lSSU\NCe 
1£ S'IRCIG KJl'JCH OfiER 
01 IUID£t'K WJ0 EN·HC 
DZ FEIMIT W10 EN-HC 

PROP LINE: 

VALUAnON: 

QUANTITY: UOM: 

2500.00 IJAI..U1\TN 
Z500.00 VAW\TH 
2500.00 IJAI..U1\TN 

TOTAL FEES 

CMP: 
01 

AMOUNT: 

17.90 
0.53 

54.32 
63.90 

136.65 

\ 
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IUNS 1'0 APPIJCAN'I" 

10: REIUIND 
IMJ. DAll: ND. DAlE 

. 

Appnwals Date Receiwd 
Vas I No .... 

w.w C..dlicet8 1.-.... ~ 
!ll'lnt_ ... _ ..... 

. 

,. . 
IFenceJ lc.nap,J 

cConcJ ...-....,. 
tweldlniJ 
iLOt ,. 

. 
.. -• Date . -• -· ·-•• 

locltian ~ 
aYIRI' . 

Foundadans 
Slab 

. ..... 
I 

'I' 

I . 

·-CGrniCt. Palted 
Flnll - CENTER ON FRONT) 

-· . 

!tf!IFTO!!'! !f91IS 

. 

............... ..._ ..... CICICIIPM1' ....... A~-
·A---CIIIn'a..Aitiii._M_IDIIM.'ID.-.&18TIWI11E ----UUMIOIMMU8111L1 ___ 
.. c -c .. _ .... __________ ..,..... __ 
__.,_A,__,_~-----amt :::r.;:::""'····-lllfi'OMIII:riiCMMII _ _.,_CIIB:IU1' 

.. c .[] , _____ .,..... ____ ICMIIID 

.... .__.., ____ 1 ·-----_.,-.,mu:a,aw~~a&a_..._.._UILMICCJ!Iil----lll __ ,.... ______ ,.fBMfi'IIDM --· ,· -'-·-· . 
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OWNEJWMlDER DEClARATION . 
I herelly affirm that I 11m ex~~mpt from the Contreetor'1 Ucenu Law 
for the fallowing,...,._ (Secdon 703t.lil8uline11 and Profenlon1 • 
Code: Any city or --.y which requires a permit to conatruct, 
attar • .....,_, demolllb. or NP* any 1trucbn, prior to ita i .. uance. 
aleo NqUiiN the lfiPIIoant for auch permit to file a •igned mtemant 
that hel•lloemled pursuant to the prowlloM of the Contr41Ctor'a 
u..- lew CChaptet 8 Coomm•IIIIIICI with Section 70001 of Divi1ion 
3 of the au.lnna and Profelllona Codal or that he Ia exempt 
.......,._ and the llaala for the e8epd e-..ption. Any violation 
of Seotfon 7031.5 ltv -v eppllont for a permit aubjoch the applicant 
to • eMf pealllty of not more thin ftw hundred dollan !$5001.: 
0 I. • -ner ol the property, or my employeea with wages •• their 

_,. aompena•tlon. will do the work. and the alruebNo Ia not inunded 
or oftMid for a.a. cs.c. 7044) Bu.lne .. and Profonlon• Codo: Tho 
COntriiCtor'a l.ic:ecMe Law doea not apply to an ownor of proporty who 
llullda or lmprow• thereon, and who doe• auch work hlmcolf or 
tlwaugh hhl own -p~oyee-. provided t.het auch lmprovemonta ere not 
lnWndecl or offered for ..... If, howa¥41f', tbe building or Improvement 
k eold within- yew of compl.uon. the owner-builder will beve the 
llunlen of proVIno thet be did not llulld or Improve for the purpoae of ..... 
0 I, • owner of the llfVII'rly, 11m exdulively contrectlng with 

......... -*eotot. to .-truct the .-Ject f$ec. 7044J Bl.llinua 
and Profelllonl Code: The Contr11Ctor'1 UcenH Law doea not apply 
to • -.r of property who lluiJQ or Improve• thereon. and who 
conb'llotll for such .-Jecta with a contf41Ctorl•llicenud pursuant to 
the ContriiCtor'a ~ Law. 

0 I am exempt .....,. S.C. 
----------------------~ 

B. 6 P.C. for 'dll1 ..-. _____________ _ 

o ... 

Ownar 

f . 
ASBESTOS NOTIFICATION 

0 Notification letter sent to AQMD or EPA . 

0 I declare that notifloallon of asbestos removal is 
not applicable to addressed project. 

Signature Date 

REQUB1' BY: Xll:kkl(l( 
AOUT£ TO: IISOJIO 

.. 
,. .. 
.. 



THOMA! A. TlDEMANSON', Dl.....,t.or 

February 27, 1992 

Harold Eide 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

BUILDING AND SAFETY DMSION 

4111 NORTII LAS VlRGENES ROAD 
CAlABASAS, CALIFORNIA 91302 

TELEPHONE: (818)880-4150 

1561 Lookout Drive 
Agoura, CA 91301 

SUBJECT: GRADING AT 1561 LOOKOUT DR., AGOURA 

Dear Mr. Eide: 

This is to inform you that the gr~ding violation notice issued 
by this Division for the subject ~roperty was issued in error. 

Further review of records show that you have obtained the 
required retaining wall permits for the work and that the 
permits issued under the address 1611 Yavapai Dr., Agoura • 

. 
Therefore the stop work notice and violation letter are hereby 
rescinded and you may proceed with the project as' permitted. 
We apologize for the oversight of our record review and for any 
inconvenience this may have caused you. 

Very tr~uly yours, 

T.A TIDEMANSON 
Director of Pu~llc Works 

~-~-~ 
Grant Lawseth 
District Engineering Associate 
Building & Safety Division 

• 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

BUILDING & SAFETY / 
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
4111 NO. LAS VI:a.GENES ROAD 

CALABASAS, CA. 91302 
HAilR.V W. STONI, DlmtOP 

July 17, 199& 

Dr. David w. Ramey 
1611 Lookout D~ive 

PRONE (818) 880•4180 

Agoura Hilla, CA. 91301•2922 

Daar Dr. Ra .. y a 

3.1:&.:1. DY.UU nazz., DL!JIOO LUI 

Thi• latte~ ia in ~eapon .. to your lett•~ ot June 25, 1996. 
The Diviaion o! Bu1l41n; 1 Safety i• concerned about all 
Bui14int Cocla viola tiona. we :revret that we have been 
unauco•••ful 1ft cOJkl)letely a44reaairuJ all of your oonce:r:na • 

• 
~Exhibit Letter from County 
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Dr. Oavid W. Ramey 
July 17, 1996 
Paqe 2 of 4 

We would be happy to review any aubmittal you miqht refer to 
ua fro• a civil Engineer and any photoqraphs you have. You 
are alao free to review our photographa. 

Regarding Item #lc - Throuqhout the past 63 years, this 
office baa isaued thousands of Buildlnq Permita. It has been 
deter..ined that the beat way to refer to a permit, file a 
permit or retrieve a permit i• by street adareaa. Therefore, 
our policy ia to aaai~ avery permit a atraat addr•••· In the 
oaaa of a retainin! wall, a atreat addr••• should not be 
con•trued aa a mai inq addr•••, but only aa a filinq addreaa. 

Mr. Bide'• retaininq wall permit application waa ori;inally 
•ubmitted to ua u8ing hia home address. upon checkinq the 
plana it becaae apparent tbat the walla are not on the same 
property aa Mr. 11ae•• bema, they are in tact, aero•• the 
atreet (Yavapai Trail). It waa 4atenined. that the retaining 
walla ware located on lota whioh bordered Yavapai Trail. It 
waa alao determine« the retaininq walla ware located on the 
1tOO ))locJt of Yavapai Tz:ail. It waa alao 4at.en.ine4 that tba 
.retaining walla tenerally u:e located on the eaat 114• of a 
north•aauth 1traat an4 tbtrefora .. tabliah 1traet numbarinq 
policy Z'M\111'•• an o44 ftumbe:r. It was also det.eninad that. 
the retaining walll are within an approx~t• 1oo• to 200 1 

cU.atance troa where the 1600 block of Yavapai Tr:'ail Joeqina 
and th~efore a •t~eet addzeaa ali~tly vraater than 1100 
would be appropriat. uaina eatabliahed atr•et naaberiftq 
qu14elin••· Therafore u81nt all th••• eatabli~ad bouae 
numbering vuidalin•• it waa dateraina4 that 1811 Yavapai wa• 
an appropriate addraaa. we fail to underatand why, to •tate · 
tbe aadraaa, 11 fraudulent. We do realise that Yavapai Trial 
11 the property of tao• Aqel•• county. 
At the pfeMnt tiM a IIWiDiM »001 baa not Men IW.ittad. to 
thia ofliae to~: ou review. In tbe event a pool ia auJaittad. 
to thia ottice, all recauirecl &CJ'tftOY appzoovala au•t be 
raoaived and ou plan cmack a!'finec ¥111 obeoJc the ~ol to 
Mke aura it qoapl1•• witb all the provi•iona of the LOa 
Angel .. Bui141n; Coda before ~nr perai~ i• 1aaue4. 

Rea~di~ zt.. II - lacauaa the app~oved plan• do not bav• a 
detail ro~ tbe ~~ail and t:aab0&:4 wa .na11 :~ire tbe 
applicant to IUZ.it. an •ntinaenct detail t.q thia office to~ 
ov appztoval. '1M QUJ:cll:ail awtt. aoaply w1 tb an app:ovact 
•nviM~ad detail. 
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or. David w. Ramey 
July 17, 1996 
P•9• 3 of 4 

'l'he L08 Anc;el•• county zoni~ Laws control t.ha height of 
retaining walla in yards and Wbat may be placed on these· 
wall8 for aafeti proteotion. Because of the lack of 
conaenau• on th • i•aue, I au;;a•t Mr. Michael Bleacher, the 
local zoninc; Bnforo ... n~ Aqent, ba called out to the ait• 
to determined if there 1e a violation of the laws ot the 
DePU"taent ot l.e9ional Plam\1n.;. H11 phone n\lll\ber is {213) 
97l-6653. 

Tba 1••u• of a freebOard for the middle wall would have to be 
determined by our Plood Control ln9ineer( Mr. Mark Peatralla. 
After con•ultinc; with Mr. Peatrella, it 18 hie opinion that 
the oont.l'ibUto~ area behincl the middle wall, doe• not 
war~ant a freebOard or .wale, aa lon; •• they waintain a 1' 
slope in a weaterly direction. 

We intend to adue•• the aize of Mr. licle' • :bOlla when the 
coaatal comaiaaion mak•• a final deter-mination to tb• aquare 
tootac;e they will allow Mr. li4e to have. 

ae;a~dinv xt .. #4 • Althouvn we are not bancl writin; experts, 
we do not. believe ICz'. Bic:l• •4• ~ note you are 2:aferrlnv 
to. CUtOIIUlly, tha applicant. fill• out. the aicldla an4 the 
left ~ion• of the p~it and BU114in; and Safety fill• out 
the 2:l.,.,_t portion of the penit. We oan. only apeculate •• to 
vby thit note wu placed on the panit. 

ae;ucU.niJ lt.aa #!5 • Beoau•• theae we 'I.D.c. lou, we intend 
t.Q addr••• thi• ia•ue when the eoa•tal comai•eion make• a 
tiDal detenination •• to what they will require fx-oallr. 
Bide. 

==~X"g-u:a,ilft.tf:r::i:~o:.~iftvo:== :i1. 
~laift't. La ut•l•• Count.J Bebab. aDCI BUilcllnt :tnapeaur 
Tift at.vay, &ftw a field la~peation and photo•, z:eDQZ't.a that 
MiZino unaicrhtly • any exo••ive •t.ozoap exiet &101\CJ 
Yaft"l '1Ta11, uat. woul4 violate the LO• Aft9•1•• county 
~ilitation Ocdinance. · 
a.au«int :ttea 17 • You z:etezo' to tbe BiU. •• baVintJ an UCJlY 
1Nl14i~. Til' LOti AnGel• COU'ty 1Uil4Pav Code· doee not 
l"at\tla'ti ~Ohi'HOtlJ.IIal aeathetioa. Zt. 1• W\Cl•:r W'by you 
t .. .t.::t 11cle1a baa11tiM 1• da~U'OU OJ: 1• a 'tlu:eat. YOU 
at.a tbat the Di•eiiot At~•• ottioe vaa not 
»naented with a violation of the IU1141nt coela oaUMC:t ))y lb:. 
~lu ia not ti'1M. . 
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or. David w. Ramey 
July 17, 1996 
Page 4 of 4 

It is our intent to address each item you have listed as a 
concern of your• and your neighbors, and take all necessary 
action to correct any violation•· Please contact the 
undarsiqned if you have any further questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Harry w. stone 
Director of Public . 

~~ 
J(aren H. -reeter 
senior Building Bn,ineerin9 Inepeotor 
au114in9 & safety Land Development Division 

P.4 



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

HARI\V W. STONI, DlrtciOr 

July 18, 1996 

BUILDING & SAFETY / 
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
4111 NO. LAS VIRGENBS ROAD 

CALABASAS CA. 91302 
PHON! (Bla) 880•4180 

Dr. David w. Ramey 
1611 Lookout Drive 
Aqoura Hilla, CA. 91301•2922 

Dear Dr. Ramey a 

Th• ~·· of ·thia latta~ ia to oorraot a atat ... nt on my 
let.tez. t.o you clat.ecl JUly 17, 1tt6. bferenoe to Lo• Anqelea 
county own1n; Yavapai Trail ahould be OhaDCI1M!' to "Z.Oa AncJ•l•• 
count.r ha• a z-oac:l eaa_,.t on Yavapai Trail". ror further 
iftfonatioft re;ani~ thia ia•ue pleaae contact. 11r. Lance 
Cb'1ndle of Colllltnoticm Diviaion ot the DepaJ:taerat. of P\lblio 
Work• in Alba~• at. (111) 411-3121. 

Vu:y tZ'\llJ' J'C\11'8 I 

IIUI.Y W. l'l'OR. 

D1~ or of;;:;a~ 

XU'eft •• ., .. t .. 
leniOI' 8\1114~ Dtilleerinf Inapeatal' 
&Gilding 1 lafet.J' 1 ~• De¥e1o,.ent. Diviaion 

co 1 IWI&n Bianara 

P.S 



Mrs. Barbara Eide 

I~?@&~UW[g@ . 
JUL 2 51996 

_ CAUfO!lNIA 
·· ... i..OASTAI. COMMISSION 
)'.JIJTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 

1561 N. Lookout Drive 
Agoura, California 91301 

July 23, 1996 
Project 812.60-95 

Subject: PROPOSED POOL & EXISTING RETAINING WALLS 
1561 N. LOOKOUT DRIVE 
AGOURA, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Barbara: 

As requested, RJR Engineering Group, Inc. (RJR) has prepared this letter in regards to 
the proposed pool and existing retaining walls. We undersWtd that two issues have been 
raised. First, some question has arisen regarding the design of the existing retaining 
walls. The existing walls were engineered and designed by the previous consultant. 
Portions of the wall construction were observed by RJR. RJR did not observe all phases 
of the wall construction and it should be pointed out that in the County of Los Angeles, · 
wall construction inspections for the concrete and steel are not typically performed by the 
engineers of record. However, we are satisfied that the walls were constructed according 
to plans and are suitable for their intended use in accordance with the relevant building 
codes (Per Application lk. Permit 4-94-t9SA3). In addition, based on the design of the 
walls, the walls should be suitable for support of the hillside in connection with the 
proposed pool which will be of a free-standing design. 

Second, the proposed pool has not been dCsigned. Based on studies conducted by RJR 
and studies conducted by the previous consultant, the proposed loCation of the pool 
appear feasible and no sianificant hazards were identified in the area of the pool that 
would adversely affect the site or surroundina areas. However, the proposed pool plans 
and desip will be need to be evaluated and reviewed by RJR ftom a civil, geoloaic and 
aeotechnical viewpoint, and approved by RJR prior to the issuance of any permits. 

los Angeles County Office 
22525 PacifiC Coost Hwy., #202A 
Malibu, Colifornlo 93012 
1310) 456-9015 • Fa C310J 4U.271S 

u ...... r ....... r •...... • ",. Santa Barbaro County Office 
5733 Hellister Avt., #4 
Goleta, CalifOflllo 93117 
(lOS) 967-6515 • Fa (lOS) 967·3015 



EIDE/N. LOOKOUT DRIVE JULY 23, 1996 

If you have any additional questions, please give us a call. 

Sincerely, 

RJR ENGINEERING GROUP. INC. 

Jerry 

RJR INOINEIIUNO GROUP, INC. . PAGI2 
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J, S. -CoastrucUon oCl bousles (4741 
f'; sq. ft.+ ~741 sq. ft = s.4&2 sq. ~-Ui6 cahic yanlsof ......-. 
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w 00 D-.n:.....l ---1 · · 
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en deed restrictions on 171oCs 
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; -Opportunity ao se112 roes 
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'< 
0 

"' 0 
a ., 
CD 

-Constructioa of2 ~ ODC 

-Recmled open spKe deed 
:reslrictions OB 9 of J7Jols 

-Sold I TOC 

31o a feet io WaJwt 

-236~yadsor......-. 
(within tho m:&.-i~Fctfo diD 
op:o SI*Odrai resbictioo 
mpW:c:mad.) 

-Amc:aclcd m:aid)jcetto the open 
spKe deed JeSirictioa 1D allow bide 
yan1 impovanc:ats.(Biofs) -Allow back.ymJ improvemCDts 

wi1hia m:a subject to the opea space 
deed restddioa requhemeot (I lots) 
ID."ll as gradiag. eoastmction of a 
playhoUse. pool aod :nDining walls 
aad taXIDSirlx;tion of a driveway 

CGIIIIIIICtMnmissicJe. ~~~ 
Jaly 10, 1996 
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J A PEKAROVIC 

Dr. Dave Ramey 
PO Box 5031 
Glendale, CA 91221 

RE: 1561 Lookout Drive 

Civil Engineering & Construction 

At the request of Dr. Dave Ramey, the review of the plans for the proposed construction at 
1561 Lookout Drive was performed. The proposed construction at said site is to create a 
level pad along a hillside for a new swimming pool. This type of construction is not 
conventional and special attention needs to be paid at the engineering design phase to 
ensure a safe project. 
After careful review of the plans, it is my opinion that many engineering design issues were 
not addressed. To ensure the safety of the project the following issues need to be 
addressed: 

• The most ominous issue is the design of the swimming pool. The location of the 
swimming pool is at the transition of a cut fill slope. 'The desip of the pool foundation 
bearing on incompatible materials has not been addressed. The failure to address this 
issue could cause the failure of the pool structure and the loss of all the pool water onto 
the adjoining lot below. 

• The second issue which needs to be addressed is the undermining of an existing 
retaining wall which will occur during the pool excavation. Judging from the cross 
section on the plans. the pool excavation is located in the bearing influence area for the 
existing retaining wall. Tbe shoring of the retainin& wall during the excavati.on of the 
pool and the design of the pool wall for the additional loads superimposed by the 
existing retaining were not addressed on the plans. Failure to do so, will jeopardized 
the integrity of both the pool and the existing retainin& wall. 

• As per the plans, Sogtjpo "B" references a ten feet (10') high retaining wall in two 
locations. The construction de1ai1 for said walls was designed for a retaining height 
much less than that of a ten feet (10') wall. · 

AD. these issues need to be addressed for 1be safety of 1he project and for the safety of the 
adioinin.l proDertles. If you have any questions reaantin& these issues, you may call me at 
(310) 4$1-7222. 

Sincerely 

, L A ;A __ ------
Pekarovic, PB, oc 
560 

8719521 

808 4& St: i206 Exhibit 19: Letter frc:n geoloaist 
aubnitted by neighbors 

4-94-19SA3 


