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PROJECT DESCRIPTIOI\1: Four Lot Line Adjustments involving six lots. and a Lot Merger 
of ei•3ht (O) lot:; and t·esubdivision r·asultin(~ in three (3) 
lots. No new par·cels ar·e proposed. The four lot line 
c\djustment:> occurr·ed bettveen 1983 and 1908 l<JitllOut benefit of 

• a coastal development permit. 

• 

Existill~l lot Area( ~;t·o:s:;) Propo:;ed Lot Area(gr·oss) 
Parcel 1: 
Par·cel 2: 
Parcel 3: 
Pat"cel 4: 
Parcel 5: 
Parcel 6: 
Parcel 7: 

Plan Designations: 
Zoning: 

3.41 acres 3.44 acres 
3.00 acres 2.77 acres 
2.17 acres 2.54 acres 

19.79 acres 15.19 acres 
0.57 acres 1. 73 acres 
0.17 acres 0.36 acres 
0.19 acres 0.50 acres 

Residential I. Rural Land II and III 
1 du/acre. 1 du/2 acres, 1 du/5 acres 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Appt·oval in Concept. County o·f Los AngeJ.es Regional 
Planning Department. dated 1/29/96 for proposed Certificate of Compliance No. 
101.401: Completed Cet•tificate of Compliance Nos. 100.086. 100,270, 100,312. 
100.614. recorded April 6. 1983. October 25. 1985, April 9, 1986, September 8. 
1988. respectively. Depat·tment of Regional Planning. Los Angeles Courlty. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan: 
Coastal Permit P-4946, Gottlieb; Coastal Per·mit 5-88-997. Vails; Coastal Permit 
Application 4-96-150, Rein et. al .. 
.. ----~··-----.. ----------~----- .. _ ... ______ ... _. ___ ._ .... _____ .. _______________ ·---··-·-------------·--
SUMMARY OF Sl'AFF RECOMM£::1\!0ATION: Starf r·ecommend:s C\PPf't>\tr:\1 of the four· (4). "a1'ter 
-th_G_facF·~--·lot-iine-aciju5tinen'ts. and a MQr~jer of eight (8) contiguous lots and a 
resubdivision resultinr~ in thr'(H! (3) lots. rho pr·oject :dta is located within 
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Topanga \..anyon about four and one half (4 1/2) miles inland. A significant portion • 
of some of these lots include oak wood land habi tc-~t designated as ESHA. A total of. 
fourteen (14) parcels are reconfigured. many of which are restricted as transfer of 
development credit lots. After· the four· ( 4) lot lim~ adjustments and the lot 
merger and resubdivision (involving eight (8) lots) are completed, seven (7) lots 
will remain: no new pal"cels are created. Each l"econfigured parcel either has an 
existing residence or includes a building site(s) for a future potential 
residence. The r·esultant parcel sizes meet the minimum parcel size required in the 
Los Angeles County Land Use Plan. except for parcels 6 and 7 which each include an 
exhting r·esidence. 

The Commission hereby !l!.':i!..fl!:~ a permit for the proposed development. subject to 
tht.~ conditions belovJ. on the ~:wounds that. t-\s conditioned. the development will 
be in conformity with the pr·ovisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act 
of 1976. will not prejudice the abilit.Y of the local government having 
jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal program conforming to the 
provisions of Chaptet· 3 of the CocMtal Act, and will not have any significant 
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

1. ~.Q.t.~£!L_ o~ __ _]_g.££..!..P.!.._~.!1d Ac~ngw~.~J!g.m.en't:_. The permit is not valid and 
dove lopment shall not commence until a copy of the per·mi t. signed by the 
permittee or authorized agent. acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions. is r·eturned to the Commission office. 

2. ~~P.!..ratjon. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 
years ft~om the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasona.ble period of time. Application For· extenn ion of the permit must be 
made prior· to the expiration date. 

3. fP..InP.U~.I')f.~. All development mu~t occur in :1trict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be 
ravievJed and .xpp1··oved by the sti:1ff and may require Commission appr·oval. 

4. !1!.1!!:1!.:ru'~J.:§\!! . .t~D.· Any questions of' intent or interpretation of any condition 
will be rasolved by the Executive Director· or the Commission. 

5. J:n~?.e...ct~.:t::J.9n.~-· The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and 
the development during construction. subject to 24-hour adv«nce notice. 

6. ~.tt:l9...nJ!lJiln~.· The permit may be assigned to any qualified person. provided 
assi~~nee files with the Commission an aft1idavit accepting all ter·ms and 
conditions of the permit. 

• 

7. ~.r.m.L.~.!'l~- Congit!Q.l1.!L.Ii~!.L.with_.,1h~_Land. These terms and conditions_shall be • 
perpetual. and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to 
bit"ld all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms 
and conditions. 



• 
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The pr·oject site is located within Topanga Canyon on the east side of Topanga 
Canyon Cre~k and Roa.d and west of Silvia Park, about four· and half (4 1/2) mil~s 
inlar1d fr·om the coast (Exhibits I and II). The four "after the fact 11 lot line 
ad·justments involvin~1 six (6) par·cels (Exhibit III) include five (5) existing 
residences. each on a separate parcel (parcels with a residence are marked with 
an 1 R •). and two (2) und~veloped or vacant parcels (parcels marked with a • V •). 
Note: Parcels one through four are the original parcel numbers in the 
subdivision approvl~d in 1979. For the pt.ll"pose of this repor·t and easier 
identification of the other three affected parcels. these parcels are numbered 
t'ive. six and seven: these are not the actual parcel numbers in the or-iginal 
Tract Map approved around 1924. 

In 1924. Tract No. 6943 created a large parcel about 28 acres in size surrounded 
by a lar·~1e number· of small lots to the ~.>Jest and south. Exhibit A iclenti fies 
this lar·ge parcel in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Build Out Study completed 
in 19'i'IL Exhibit A idf.mtifi~H~ all ~<:~xistin~'J panels at that time. 

ln 1979. the Commission appr·o\/ed a four· lot subdivision of this large 28 acre 
p<:u"cel, Cocts l:al P~H"mi t P--4946, which cn.~c:\t~~d pa;'·cals one - four o·f Parcel Map 
No. 6501. ,~ecorded in 1981 as noted on Exhibit B. The Commission's approval 
j·"equit·ed th€! l''econ1ing of a d<~Gld r{~:;tr:iction prohibitin'::1 ftwther· subdivision of 
thG!se four· lots. except for· Parcel four· which is pr·ohibited t.~om fur·ther 
subdivision until ttH?. t:~pplicctb!~ Local CO<.-\stal Pn)gr·am is cer·tiHed. 

In 1983. a Lot Line Adjustment was r·ecorded affecting parcels one. three and 
four (Exhibit C). Pa1·"ceh orH:'l and ttw~H~ wen~ incn~ased in size by n~ducing the 
size of parc<-:!1 four·. No coastal permit was approved for this Lot Line 
Adjustrm.mt n1cor·ded in 1.983 and the next three lot line <>ld justments reco1•·ded in 
1985. 1986. and 1988. 

In 1985. a portion of parcel two was merged with an adjoining parcel (parcel 
seven). not a par·t of the or·iginal four lot subdivision (Exhibit 0). This Lot 
Line Adjustment 'eliminated' a portion of parcel two through the merger with an 
adjoining lot of Tract No. 6943. marked on Exhibit 0 as parcel 7. 

In 1986. a portion of parcel number four was merged with an adjoining parcel 
(marked as par·cel 5 on Exhibit E). not a part of the original subdivision. This 
Lot Line Adjustment 'eliminated' a portion of parcel four through the merger 
with adjoining lots ot' Tract No. 6943. 

In 1988. parcels one and three were enlarged by merging land from parcel four 
(Exhibit F). 

Today. the appHcant pr·oposes to mer~.1e old parcel one with f'ivl~ existing 
Ti"an:~t'c~i~ of IJevelopm~mt Cr•E:Jdit (TOC) lots (lots l•lhich h<>\cl dc\/eJ.opm'mt dghts 
tt·ansfen"ed to other· lots and ther·efor·e have no de\lelopm~H'lt r·ights) and t~.>Jo 
urw~~strict~~d small lots and n~subdivide the par·cel into three (3) lots (Exhibit 
G). The applicant has char·acterized this as Lot Line Adjustment !\lumber· 5. The 
fi\/e TOC lots t~Jl'!i"€! connected to pat··cel om~ c\t the time the de\lelopment rights 
wet"c r·estl"icted. 
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The seven parcels resulting from the four lot line adjustments and the lot 
merger and n"!subdivision are noted in the following list identifying the sizes • 
before and after the resultant parcel reconfigurations. 

Existing lot Area(gross) Proposed lot Area( gross) 
Parcel 1: ~.41 acres 3.44 acres 
Parcel 2: 3.08 acres 2.77 acres 
Parcel 3: 2.17 acres 2.54 acres 
Parcel 4: 19.79 acres 15.19 acres 
Parcel 5: 0.57 acres 1. 73 acres 
Parcel 6: ().17 acres 0. 36 acres 
Par·cel 7: 0.19 acres 0.50 acres 

Staff notes that the applicar1ts havl~ describE:~d and characterized the lot merger 
and resubdivision as lot line adjustme1,t number five (Tentative Lot line 
Adjustment Map No. CC :LOl. t\01). As descr·ibed b.Y the applicant. beginning with 
eight (8) contiguous lots. a series of lot line adjustments and merger·s would be 
made, re:1ulting ultim<:"\tely in thr·ee reconfigured lots at the conclusion of the 
adjustments. This description originally appeared in the applicant's "project 
description" .:"\nd other par·ts ot1 the application. The County of los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning issued its approval in concept for· development 
chal"acterizad as a seri.es of lot line adjustments. Despite this 
characterization as a lot line adjustment. the Commission considers the subject 
development to be, effectively. for the pur·poses of analysis under the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. a division of land consisting of a merger and 
resubdivision of' conti~~uous parcels . 

._Jhile the Commission is not bound by the definitions set forth in the California • 
Subdivision Map Act when it considers pr·oposed development. those definitions 
are useful here by way of illustration. For example, a lot line adjustment is 
described generall.Y as an ad.justment between two or mot"O existing parcels. where 
the land taken fr·om one parcel is added to an adjacent parcel. A merger and 
resubdivision is a type of subdivision. It differs from a lot line adjustment 
in that two or more separate, contiguous parcels that were previously subdivided 
ar·e merged into one parcel and then r·esubdivided into a different configuration 
of parcels with different parcel ·boundaries. In this application, eight 
conti~~~..tous par·cels are bein.::1 mer·ged into one parcel and then the remaining 
parce 1 is rasubd i v ided into three different parce Is. In this way, a merger and 
resubdivision can differ from a firgt--time subdivision in that a merger and 
resubdivision may not. as with this application. involve an increase in the 
total number of' parcels after the proce:ss has c<>ncluded. 

ln summary, the four previous 'after· the fact' lot line adjustments have 
resulted in the r·econfigt.wation of' six parceh. The proposed lot merger and 
resubdivision will now mer·ge eight separate but contiguous parcels and result in 
three newly n~confi~~ut·ed lots. number 18 in Exhibit G to parcel labeled 6 
(actually parcel number 17 in Tract 6943). 

Tho los Angeles County land Use Plan designates portions of these parcels as: 
Residential I. one d11Jelling unit per acr·e: Rural Land II. one dwelling unit per 
two acres: and Rural Lrmd III. one dwellin~~ unit per five acres. The resulting 
parcel configurations meet the Land Use Plan densities with one exception. One 
non-confor·min~~ pared, (actually parcel number 17) is proposed to be merged with • 
another non-conforming par·cel (actually parcel number 18) to increase its size: 
Parcel 6 (actually parcel number 17) already includes an existing residence. 
(Exhibit G) The resulting merged parcel will continue to be non-conforming at 
0.5 acres w:ithin an area designated f1or one dwelling unit per acre. This parcel 
is located within a designated disturbed oak woodland. 

.... -
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Althou~Jh the par·cels are located within a designated disturbed sensitive 
t'e50UI"ce an:!a, a distt.wbed oak v1ood!and, the lot line adjulStm.;:mts do not result 
in tho r<~moval of any trees or vegetation. or require any grading. 

Section 302~)0 (a) of the Coastal Act pr·ovides that nevJ development be located 
withih or neai•' cxistin··~ de:we!oped <>H'<:.~a:; able to accomrnodc\tt~ it, IIJith adequate 
public s<~rvices. whe1•·e it wi 11 not have significant ad11erse effects. either 
indi\ddually or cumulative!~t. on coastal r·esoui"ces: 

New residential. commarcial. or industrial development, except as otherwise 
pt"ovided in this division, shall be locab~d within. contiguous with. or in 
close proximity to. existing developed areas able to accommodate it or. 
when:"! such areas are not able to accommod~te it. in other areas with 
adequate public ser·vices and where it wi 11 not have significant adverse 
<ilffects, either individually or· cumulatively. on co<~stal resources. In 
addition. land divisions. other than leases for agricultur·al uses, outside 
existing de11elopt~d an~as shall be pennitted only when;) 50 percent of the 
usable par·cels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would 
be no smaller than the average size of surrounding pal~cels. 

Section 30105.5 of the Coastal Act defines the term "cumulati11ely", as it is 
applied in Section 30250(a) to me~n that: 

the incremental effects of an individual project shall be reviewed in 
conjunction with the effects of past projects. the effects of other 
curr·ent pr·ojects. and the eff<:!cts of probable future pr·ojects. 

In addition. the car·tified Land Use Plan contains the f:ollol1Jin~1 policies 
!"eqar·dinf~ lot line adjustments and land divisions liJhich are applicable to the 
pi"Opos~\d development. lhe LlJP polic:ies cited below haiH.l been t:ound to be 
consistent with the Coastal Act and then.~fore, may be looked to as ~Juidance by 
tht~ Co1nmhsion in deter111iniw~ con:dstm1cy of the propo~ed pro·ject: with the 
Coastal Act. Policy 271 states. in part, that: 

"!eliJ de11elopment in the Malibu Coastal loM ~hc\11 be ~~uided b~t the Land Use 
Phtn Map and all pertinent over· lay categories. The land use plan map is 
inserb~d in the ins ide back pockt~t ... 

The land use plan map presents a base land use designation for all 
proper·ties. Onto this are O\/erlaid three resource protection and 
management categories: (a) significant environmental resource areas. (b) 
siqni ficant visual resource al''tHJ~.s. and (c) significant hazardous areas. 
For those parcels not o11erlaid by a resource management category, 
de11elt)pment can normally proceed according to the base land use 
classification and in conformance with all policies and standards 
contained herein. RGs idential density shall be based on an average for 
the pr·oject: gensih_.~:l:_~Jf!.§\rds £!.!Jd o_t~~r regu~_r:..~~[lts _ _gf..._!bJLE.Jan._shillll 
D.Q~ .. !i.l.P..P.JY...~~~L19.t __ U!J.tg_ .. l.'~~i!!l.l!.~m.sm~1!..:. (emphasis added) 

Policy 273(d) provides that: 

In all other instances, land divisions shall be permitted consistent with 
th~~ density del>ignated by the Land Use Plan Map only if <-lll pan~els to be 
Cl''eated contain suf'ficier1t area to site a dwellin~J or· other· pr·incipal 
str·uct:w"e consistent •,Jith the LCP. All land di11i:dons lShall be consid€lred 
to be a conditional use. 
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The Coastal Act requires that new development. including land divisions, be 
permitted only where public services ar·e adequate and only where public access • 
and coastal resources wi 11 not be cumulatively affected by such development. 
The Commission has repeatedly emphasized the m~ed to addnas s the cumulative 
impacts of neiiJ development in the Malibu and Santa Monica Mountains area in 
past permit actions. The Commission has reviewed land division applications 
to ensure that newly created or reconfigured parce 1s ar·e of sufficient size. 
have access to r·oads and other utili ties. are geologically stable and contain 
an appropriate potential building pad area where future structures can be 
developed consistent with the r·esource protection policies of the Coastal 
Act. In particular. the Commission has ensured that future development on new 
or r·econfigured lots can muunnze land·form alteration and other visual 
impacts. and impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

The Commission has found that minimizing the cumulative impacts of new 
development is especially critical in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area 
because of tho large number of lots t>Jhich alr·eady exist. many in remote. 
t~uggod mountain and canyon areas. Fr·om a comprehensbte planrling perspective, 
the potential development of thousands of existing undeveloped and poorly 
sited parcels in these mountains creates cumulative impacts on coastal 
resources and public !Z'\cces s over tim~. BecO\use of the lar·ge number· of 
existing undeveloped parcels and pot<mtial future development. the demands on 
r·oad capacit~t. public st<H'vices. rec!"eat:ional facilities, and beaches could be 
expected t() grow tremendously. 

The applicant pr·oposes. as described above in the Project Description section, 
to adjust the lot lines of six existin~J parcels throuqh ·Four lot line 
adjustments. and a lot merger of eight contiguous lots and resubdivision 
resulting in three lots. The f:o•.Jr· lot line adjustments and lot merger and 
resubdivision reconfigure these parcels to expand the size of five of the 
existing parcels. while redudn~~ the size of two ot' these parcels (parcel 2 
and 4). The proposed lot merger and resubdivision (Exhibit G. Tentative Lot 
Line Adjustment Map Certificate of Compliance # 101.401) modifies the 
configuration of eight existing legal parcels, resulting in three new 
parcels. In the end. five of these parcels have existing residences while 
three par·cels are vacant. (see composite adjustment map Exhibit H) 

This area is part of th(~ Topanga Cany()n small lot subdivision. There are a 
number of such small lot subdivisions throughout the Santa Monica Mountains 
which wer·e subdivided in the 1920's and 1930's into very small 'urban' scale 
lots. Those subdivisions consist of parcels of less than one acre but 
gener·ally ran\:1ing in size 1'rom 2.000 to 5.000 square feet. The small lot 
subdivision portion of the proposed project site is steep and includes 
numerous oak tr·ees. These exhtin~ .lots range in size from about 5,000 to 
7, 500 square feet. The remainder of the proposed project site consists of 
five lar~~er pat·cels r·anging in size t'rom 0.57 acres to 19.19 acres. The 
proposed reconfiguration will result in seven parcels ranging in size from 
0.36 act·es to 15.19 acres. T'het·e1'or·e, the applicants are pr·oposing to 
reconfigure the proposed project site so that the size range of the seven 
parcels wi 11 be less than tho tho existint.:t range. In othE.H" words. the 
proposed parcels will be more like each other in size rather than the existing 
confir;Jut'<!\tion ~vhen'! some lots an.1 quite large and some lots are extr·emely 
small. 

• 

• 
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In past per·mi t actions. the Commission has looked to the land use designations 
of the cer·ti fied Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan for· guidance on 
the maximum allowable den~it!t and inhmllit~/ of' land use that may be per·mitted 
in any pmt"ticular ar·ea. The Land Use Plan designated the the proposed project 
site t'ot· tl·wce densit_y cmtegories: omL Resid(mtit.-\1 I which allows one 
dl!Jelling unit per one acre of land: two. Rural Land II which allows one 
dvJGl 11 in~1 unit pet· tt<Jo acres of land; and thn:!e. Rural Land III which allows 
for one dwelling unit per five acres of land. 

Based on these density desi•:.:Jnations. the pi"oposed n'lconfigured parcels do 
confat~m with the maximum allowable density. except for two parcels whi<:h are 
lf~ss than one acr·e in size. However. the n~con'figuration IIJill result in these 
two smaller parcels incr·easing in size with no overall increase in the density 
of the proposed project site. Further. these two small parcels will be 
increased in size to more closely conform to density standards. Lastly, only 
one parc{~l. Parcel number four. 11Jill continue to be of a siza to potentially 
allow it to be divided into three parcels. according to the land use plan 
density desi9nation of one dwelling unit par· five acr·es. 

Althou(3h the cer·tif'it~d Land Use Plan pr·ovid(:~s standards fo1" density and 
intensity of development. the Commission must also n:view land divisions for 
consistency vJith the Coastal Act. In this casE:!, because the proposed project 
site is located outside the developed coastal ten·ace area. the criteria 
provided in Section 302!.;0 (a) is applicable. This sE.'!ction provides that land 
divisions shall be per·mitted when: one, 50 percent of the usable parcels in 
the c;u··ea have been developed; and two. the created par·cels would be no smallE.'!r 
thmn the a\terage size of the surround in~:~ parcels. These requir·emants are to 
ensur·a that developlll~.mt in at··t~as th1~t haifa adequate public seJ"Vices. In other 
words. this policy is to pre11ent the 'leap fragging' of new developm~mt into 
undeveloped at''eas. theweby pnwcmtin~-1 the potE:mtially s igni t::icant advl~rse 
impacts of such development on coastal resources. 

The first technical requin:mant of Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act is 
regar·ding land di\tisions outs :ide existlrv;:1 developed ar·eas. That section 
t~equires that such land divisions be permitted only where 50 percent of the 
usable pat·cels in the ar·ea have btH.m developed and where oth~~r cri ter·ia are 
met. The Commission has found. in past permit decisions, that "existing 
developed ar·ea" for the Malibu area applies onl_y to the urbanized strip. or 
coastal terrace. along Paci fie Coast Highway, and does not apply to the 
interior of the Santa Monica Mountains. The Commission has further found that 
the area addressed by the 50 percent criterion is the market area, amounting 
to the entire Malibu/Smnta Monica Mountains coastal zone. Within that area. a 
majority of the existing parcels ar·e not yet developed. thus causing all 
proposed land di1tisions outside the coastal ter-race to fail the required 50 
percent test of Section 30250(a) . 

Based on these concerns. tha Commission. in the past. found no alterna_tive to 
denial of a number· of land di\tis ion per·mi ts. It was only w:it:h the institution 
of the transfer· of development credit program that the Commission found a 
mechanism by which the cumulative impacts could be mitigated and the 50 
percent requirement could be mat. The creation of new parcels is mitigated by 
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the extinguishing existing parcels. thereby ensuring that no net increase in 
the ovE:H'all number of lots occurs within th~~ mat"ket area. Since the number 
of usable parcels is not increased by land divisions. the 50 percent criterion 
is. in effect. met. In the case ot' the proposed project characterized by the 
applicant as lot line adjustment number five. eight existing parcels would be 
merged and resubdivided into three reconfigured lots. As such. no additional 
parcels would be cr·eated. The maximum density allowed and the total number of 
residential units that could be permitted on the proposed project site would 
not be altered by this portion of the proposed project. Therefore. in keeping 
with the Commission's prior· actions determining that ensuring no net increase 
in the overall number of lots met the 50 percent criterion. the proposed 
project is consistent with this requirement. 

With regard to the average lot size standard. the first step to making the 
determination required under Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act is to choose 
a representative "surrounding area". Next. utilizing assessor's records. the 
number ot' parcels IIJithin the sut~rounding area •.<Jould be deter·mined. Lastly. an 
a\lerage lot size analysis would be made on the surrounding area. To determine 
the appr·opt'iate sLwrounding iU'ea in the Santa Monica Mountc:\ins. the Commission 
has. in past permit decisions. considered the average and median lot size 
IIJi thin one·--quar·tE:~r of' a mile. taking into account major topographic features. 
In the Billings \1. California Coastal Commission case. the court examined the 
use of an adthmc~tic mean to deb:.~rmine the size of lots that IIJas typical for a 
geographic area. In Billings. the court rejected the Commission's past use of 

• 

the arithmetic mean to detet··mine the "&.vet··age" lot size and r·athc-i!r found the • 
use of a median or mode to be more appropriate. The Commission has found that 
the mode rlS a method of calculating thE~ averagel! is of limited utility. and has 
determined that the median is the best method of determining the cwerage lot 
size. In Billings. the cour·t also n~jectE~d the ar·bitraw·y delineation of a 1/4 
mile r·adius as the sole criterion for determining the appropriate surrounding 
area. and instead t'ound that it was appropriate to also take into account 
major topographic features to delineate the surrounding area. 

In this case. staff determined the appropriate "surrounding area" and 
calculated the "average" lot size. The proposed project site is located on 
the east side of TOpanga Canyon. Stc\ff deter·mined that the major topographic 
featut~es that define the sur-rounding area is this canyon. As such. the 
surroundirv:~ area was defined as including the slopes of both sides of the 
canyon down to the canyon bottom. Within this surrounding ar·ea. which 
includes three small lot subdivisions. staff identified 581 lots. The median 
lot size of the surrounding area is about 6. 500 sq. ft. Based on this 
analysis. even the smallest of the n'!configured lots at 15.682 sq. ft. would 
be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. consistent with 
Section 30250(a). 

As notad above. th0. Commission has. in past p0.rmit dadsions. consistently 
t~equit~ed that the cumulati\le impacts of' n<~w parcels created through lot line 
adjuslmant b~~ m:iti~~ated b.Y the n~tit·ement of an equi\lalent nurnbe1" ot' lots . 
throu~jh pat~ticipation in the Transfer of Development (TDC) Progr·am. The TDC 
pr·ogrc:-\m has r·esulted in the r·etir·t~ment from development of' existing. poorly· 
sited. and non-confot~ming parcels at the same time that new parcels were 
cr·eated thr·ough :;ubdivision. Thel! intent is to ensure that no net increase in 
residential units results from the approval of new subdivisions while allowing 

• 
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development to pr·oceed consistent with the requirements of Section 30250(a) of 
the Coastal Act. 

In this case, the proposed lot line adjustment number five is not a typical 
subdi\tision but a merqel'' and res.ubdivision of contiguous pi:\rcels. This 
portion of the entire project site consists of thr·ee existing parcels. The 
pr·oposed rn~~ryet· and r·asubdi11ision liJill n:lsu.lt in tln·Qe n~cont'igun::d lots. As 
such, no additional lots will be created. If this proposed project involved 
an or·dinar·y t'irst-·time subdi11ision of pr·operty ct'&ii\ting additional parcels. or 
if the parcels in11olved werG! not contiguous. the Commission would find it 
necessc\t'Y to requir·Q mitigation for· thQ cumulati11a impacts of creating the new 
parcels or newly configured parcels in or·der· to ensure consistency with 
Section 30250(a). In th.i s ca~a. contiguous lots will be merged and 
n~subdivided into the same number of reconfigured lots. Therefore. the 
Commission finds that a t"&\'!jt.tir{~ment to mitigate the Ct'·eation of new lots 
tht"ough participation in the TOC progr·arn is not appropriate. 

In addition to the previously noted criteria. Section 30250(a) states that new 
deltE:!lopmE:Jnt should be located wh0re it L•Jill not have significant adverse 
effects. either individually or cumulatively. on coastal resources. It is. 
thus. necessary to also rE:lview the proposed project for any significant 
impacts on coastal resources. 

As discussed above. the applicants propose the subject lot reconfiguration in 
Ol"der to facilitate r·esidential development of the proposed project site. The 
existing small lot subdivision lots are very small in size and very steeply 
sloping. It would be vE:Jr·y difficult at bE:lst to pro1tide a dd\leway, fire 
department turnaround. garage. septic system and home on each of these very 
small lots, in par·ticular for the pa!"cel labeled number· 6 which is actually 
lot number 18 (Exhibit G). It is likely that large amounts of landform 
alter<sd;ion and oak tree n~m011al ~11ould be neces~sary to de1telop the lot. The 
cumulative impacts of' de11eloping these small lots with residences would be 
substantial. Yet. the lots an~ existing h1gal lots. Instead. the applicants 
ar·e pr·oposing to ni!configure the proposed project site:'! such that only one home 
t•Jould be constr·ucted in the small lot ar(~a as lot numben; 17 and 10 would be 
mc~rgE:ld together and known as par·cel 6 in this report. The remainder of the 
pr·op<>Sti.1d proja~t sitli.'l alloliJ t'ot· the p!~OIIlSlon of bt~ilding pads where 
residenc~~s could be built in the f-'uture on two of the remaining undeveloped 
pat·ce ls. numb€!!"s bJo and t=out·. 

Section 30240 ot' the Coastal Act states that: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependE:lnt on such 
resour·ces shall be allowed within such areas. 

(b) Development in an~as adjacent to environmentally sensiti\le habitat 
ar·eas and par·k s and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to 
pr·evtmt :impacts which would si~Jnificantly degrade such areas. and sball be 
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 
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The scenic and vi sua! quali ti<~s of' coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resourc'~ of public impot·tance. Per·mil;ted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect \dews to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal aroas. to minimize the alteration ot1 natur·al 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 char·acter of its setting. 

The proposed project site is located on the east side of Topanga Canyon. There 
are no environmentally sensitive habitat areas on the project site. However, 
Topanga Creek opposite Topanga Canyon Road beyond the project site is 
designated as ESHA in the Land Use Plan, Further. a long the lower portion of 
the project site and along the bottom of the canyon the Land Use Plan 
designates the al"ea as di stur·bed oak woodlands. Excessive grading or 
vegetation removal on the proposed pt~oj ect site could directly impact these 
ESHA' s by contl"ibuting to increa:u.H.i runoff or sedimentation. Additionally, 
excessive landform alteration could adversely impact the visual resources of 
the area. T'he entire pr·oject site includel! road accel!s to each reconfigur·ed 
parcel from either Topanga Canyon Road or a private dr·iveway accessed from 
ropanga Ci!lnyon Road. All of the r~el~ultin':~ pat·ce!s ar·e developed with a 
residet'lce except for three parcels. Potential road access and building pad 
locations are identified for~ "~ach r·E:~conf'igured par·cel (new parcels one and 
two. Exhibit G and old parcel four. Exhibit H). These pads would be located 
on the fh1tte1" por·tion o1J el'~ch lot in close proximity to existing the road. 
Staff's visit to the site confirmed that the proposed building pad locations 
are the t'latter an.Hxs of the sites and that there is the potential to create 
driveways from the existing private road to each potential building site. It 
appean~d to stc:\1:f that a drivevJay and home could be provided on each of the 
proposed sites which could minimize landform alteration. Of course. grading 
plans have not been submitted and the applicants do not propose grading for 
roads or· pads at this time. At such time as applications for structures on 
each reconfigured parcel are reviewed. it will be necessary for the Commission 
to ensure that landform alteration, including grading and vegetation removal 
is minimized and that proper drainage is incorpor·ated into the design. 
Therefore, as proposed the project is consistent with Sections 30240 and 30251 
of the Coastal Act. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states. in part. that new development shall: 

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

(2). Assure stability and str·uctural integrity. and neither create nor 
contribute sit.;Jnificantly to erosion. r~eologic instability, or destruction 
of the site ot·· surrounding at~ea or in any way requir·e the construction of' 
pr·otective de.vicos that would substantially altet" natural landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. 

• 

• 

• 
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Th~~ proposed development is located in the Santa Monica Mountains. an area 
which is generally considen~d to be subject to an unusually high amount of 
natur·al hazards. Geologic hazards common to this area include landslides. 
ei~osion. and flooding. 

The resulting parcel reconfigurations wi 11 provide for potential development 
of thn:!e s0parate pc\r·ceb that each have one and two flat building pads. 
respectively (new par·cels one and two. Exhibit G) and continue to allow two 
potential building sites on old pal''cel four (Exhibit H). Regarding ne11J parcel 
one. a coastal permit (5-88-997) was approved for the constr·uction of a 
n~sidence in 1989 by the Commission. ~Jo r·es:idence IIJas constructed and the 
coastal permit has expil"ed. The Commission found the site stable from a 
g0ologic standpoint i:·md IIJas abh~ to accommodate a septic system consistent 
Lilith plumbing cod<i! requirements. Two level building sites exist on the new 
pr·oposed par·cel b ... Jo (Exhibit G). Ttllo n~!ativ,~ly level buildinr::J sites exist on 
old piu·cel four. Giv<i!n the close pt·oximit.Y to this building site on par·cel 
one. thE.~se sih~s IIJill also most lik,dy hc>\Vt~ adequate geologic stabilit~t and 
p<:!t··colation r·ates to accommodate a sin~~~'~ family residE.mce. If residential 
dav~dopment :is propost:.~d on these s ih~s :in the futur·e th:i s development IIJi 11 
t··equir<~ a more detailed geologic assesment to ensur·e the proposed structures 
c\!''e stable fi''Om a geologic standpoint. 

How~:!vet', based on the preliminary geologic assessment. future residences can 
be locah~d in geological! y stable a1"~~as. Th~refon~. as pi"Opost~d the project 
is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act . 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The biological pt·oductiv:i ty and the qw"li ty of coastal IIJaters. str·eams. 
wetlands. estuaries. and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations 
of madne or·~~ani sms ii\nd for· the pr··otection of human hE~al th shall be 
maintained and. where feasible. restored thr·ough. among other· means. 
minimizing &.dltei~se effects of IIJaste IIJatet' discha1"g~s and entl"ainment. 
contt"o1Hn9 runoff. pr·eventing depletion of' ground wat~:!r' supplies and 
substantial int~r·fat···enc<:! t>Jlth sw-F<i\ce !IJc>.ter flm•J. encow·aging IIJaste water 
r·eclamation. maintaining natut·al 11egetation buffer areas that protect 
riparian habitats. minimizing alteration of natura! streams. 

The Commission recognizes that the potential build-out of lots in Malibu. and 
the r·est.tl tant installation of septic systems. may contdbute to adver·se health 
effects and geologic hazards in the local area. As noted above. one of these 
pai"CG! 1 s. ne11J parcel one inc lud~d an appi''OIH~d coastal penni t 5-88--997. The 
coastal p<:!rmi t included the construction of a sewage disposal system. as 
approved in concept by Los Ang<:!les Cl1unty Health Depar·tment. As noted above 
the n~sidence and sewage disposal system was not constt'·ucted and the permit 
expit·ed. 

The applicants do not. at this time. propose any construction of structures or 
septic sysh:1ms. At such tim(~ as coastal devE:!lopmtmt p~:!t~mit applications are 
reviewed for development of the reconfigured undeveloped lots. a full geologic 
~11aluation wh:ich includes pei~colation testing IIJi 11 be necessary to_ ensure 
adequate percolation exists to accommodate effluent disposal. However. based 
on the staff's preliminary geologic assessment. future r~sidences can be 
located such that adequate septic systems can be provided. Additionally. any 
proposed septic systems for structures on the reconfigured lots would be more 
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widaly spac<~d than if structures were constructed on the existing lots. For 
the small lot portion of the pr·oposed pr·oject site (parcel labeled 6, Exhibit • 
G), only one septic system would need to be pr·ovided under the proposed 
reconfigur·ation. Ther·efore. the project as proposed is consistent with 
Saction 30231 of tha Coastal Act. 

In conclusion. the proposed merger and resubdivision of eight parcels into 
three parcels. and the four lot line adjustments discussed above is consistent 
with the 50 percent and the average lot size criteria of Section 30250(a). 
While two of the proposed lots will not be completely consistent with the land 
use desigr.ations of the LUP. no additional lots wi 11 be created and the 
overall density of the proposed project site will not be increased. In fact 
the total number of lots will decrease. Finally. although site-specific 
evaluations .,Ji 11 have to be made at the time that coastal development per·mit 
applications are submitted for structures on the reconfigured parcels. the 
proposed project will have no adverse impacts on coastal resources. 
Therefore. the Commissior. finds that the proposed project is consistent with 
Section 302!>0(a) of the Coastal Act. 

In addition. the reconfigured parcels will be effectively prohibited from any 
further land divisions, with the exception of par·cel four. because any further 
divisiorts would not be in conformance with the undflrlying land use plan 
density designations. The only parcel that could potentially be divided under 
the Land Use Plan designations is parcel four which i.s located in an area 
designated for five acn~ m1mmum parcels. Prior to these lot line • 
adjustments. this parcel (Exhibits Band H) was 19.79 acres in size: in the 
end it '»ill be 15.19 acres in size. ther·eby continuing to provide acreage for 
a potential of three lots. This par·cel appears to have only two potential 
building sites, hovJQVer. rhct•e·fot'EL the pt•oposed four lot line adjustments 
and the par·cel merger and resubdivision is in conformance with the guidance 
provid~~d in the de\telopment policies of the Los Ange!Gls County Land Use Plan 
and Chaptar three policies of the Coastal Act. 

Although development has taken place prior to submission of this permit 
application (lot line adjustments one. two, three. and four discussed above). 
consideration of the application by the Commission has been based solely upon 
the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Review of this per·mi t does not 
constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to any violation of the 
Coastal Act that may have occurred. 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states that: 

(a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program. a coastal 
developmEmt permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the 
commission on appeal. finds that the proposed development is in conformity 
vJi th Chapter 3 ( comm~mcing ld th Section 30200) and that the pet·mi tted 
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to • 
pr·epa!"E.'! a local coastal pr·ogram that is in confor··mi ty .,Ji th Chapter 3 
(commencing with Sactior. 30200). 
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Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a 
coastal permi~ ~nly if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local 
gover·nment having jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program which 
conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The preceding sections 
provide findings that the proposed project wi 11 be in conformity with the 
pro11isions of Chapter 3. The propos~~d development will not create adverse 
impacts and is found to be consistent wHh the applicable policies contained 
in Chapter· 3. Ther·efore, the Commission finds that appr-oval of the proposed 
development will not prejudice the County of Los Angeles' ability to prepare a 
Local Coastal P1•·ogram for this area of the Santa Monica Mountains that is also 
consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by 
Section 30604(a). 

l~e Coastal Commission's permit process has been designated as the functional 
equivalent of CEQA. Section 13096(a) of the California Code of Regulations 
r·equit--es Comm:lssion appt'Oital of Co<~:stal O~weloptoent Permit applications to be 
suppol''ted by a finding showing the application to be consistent with any 
applicabh~ r·eqt.!il"0ments of CEQA. Section 210U0.5 (d)(2)(i) of CEQA prohibits 
a pt~oposed de\telopment fr·om being approved if there are feasible alternatives 
or feasible mitigation measures a11ailable that would substantially lessen any 
sit;.~nificant adverse impacts that the activity may have on the environment. 

There <ilr~~ no feasible alter·natives or mitigation m~~asures available which 
would lessen any significant adverse impact that the activity may have on the 
envit-onm~~nt. T~er·efore, the Commission finds that the proposed pr"oject will 
mitiqate the identified impacts, is the least environmentally damaging 
fe<.~sible i-lltel"native and is found consistent with the requin'!mEmts of CEQA and 
the policies of the Coastal Act. 
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