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STAFF REeoRT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NO.: 4-97-74 

APPLICANT: Remote Communication Systems, Inc. AGENT: Carolyn Ingram-Seitz 
CRCSI) 

PROJECT LOCATION: A parcel on Castro Peak, east of Latigo Canyon Road, 
Malibu; Los Angeles County. APN: 4464-022-013. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Removal of concrete and trash on site; recompaction of 
site; reconstruction of fence. Placement of eight 20 ft. high monopole 
antennas on six foot high chain-link fence, placement of self standing 50 foot 
high antenna, placement of three 120 sq. ft. pre-fabricated structures on a 
new concrete pad, a fourth 260 sq. ft. pre-fabricated structure on a separate 
concrete pad, utilities and appurtenant equipment (i.e. generators and fuel 
tanks). 

lot area: 
Building coverage: 
Pavement coverage: 
landscape coverage: 
Parking spaces: 
Project density: 
Ht abv fin grade: 

20.18 acres 
1,100 sq. ft. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
26 and 50 feet 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in Concept from los Angeles County 
~epartment of Regional Planning 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan. 
Coastal Development Permits 4-94-203 (GTE Mobilnet), 4-94-234 (GTE Mobilnet), 
and 6-97-009 (Pacific Bell Mobile Services). 

SUMMARY OF STAFF REQQMMENDATIQN: 

This is an after-the-fact application for the removal of concrete and trash on 
a vacant lot previously housing antenna and associated buildings, and the 
placement of structures and antenna for the same purpose. There are two other 
sites adjacent to the subject property which have similar service equipment. 
This project was originally processed as a de-minimus waiver; an objection was 
given by a neighboring property owner. Therefore the Commission determined 
that a coastal development is required for this project. Staff recommends 
approval of the project with special conditions regarding abandonment, 
revegetation. and condition compliance . 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commis.sion adopt the following resolution: 

I. Approval with Qond1t1ons. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for 
the proposed development on the grounds that 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. · 

II. Standard Conditions. 

1. Notlte of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The· permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the 
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission 
office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 
years from the.date this permit is reported to the Commission. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 

.l I 

• 

reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must • 
be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any 
special conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans 
must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission 
approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any 
condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site 
and the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit. 

1. Terms and conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall 
be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee 
to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the 
terms and conditions. 

III. Special Conditions. 

1. Future Redesign of Teletommunjcations Facilities 

Pr1or to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall 
agree in writing that where future technological advances would allow for 

• 
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reduced visual impacts resulting from the proposed communication facility, the 
applicant agrees to make those modifications which would reduce the visual 
impact of the proposed facility. If, in the future. the facility is no longer 
needed, the applicant agrees to abandon the facility and be responsible for 
the removal of all permanent structures, and restoration of the site 
consistent with the character of the surrounding area. Before performing any 
work in response to the requirements of this condition, the applicant shall 
contact the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission to 
determine if an amendment to this coastal development permit is necessary. 

2. Revegetation Plan 

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall 
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, two sets of a 
revegetation plan, prepared by a qualified biologist, resource specialist, or 
landscape architect. for the areas disturbed outside the fenced communication 
facility. The plan shall detail the areas cleared of vegetation and indicate 
any regrowth of native and/or non-native vegetation. The plan shall show the 
removal of invasive plants on site; native vegetation shall not be removed. 
The plan shall incorporate the use of native plants and se~d consistent with 
the vegetation in the immediate surrounding area. 

The revegetation plan shall be implemented no later than October 1, 1997. 
Should tnere be no rain by that time the applicant may request an extension of 
time. In no event, should the planting occur later than February 1, 1998. 
Such planting shall be adequate to provide 90 percent coverage of the site 
within two years and shall be repeated, if necessary, to provide such 
coverage. · 

3. Condition Compliance 

The requirements specified in the foregoing special condition that the 
applicant is required to satisfy as a prerequisite to the issuance of this 
permit must be fulfilled within 45 days of Commission action. Failure to 
comply with such additional time as may be granted by the Executive Director 
for good cause will terminate this permit approval. 

STAFF NOTE 

This project was originally processed by Commission staff as a De~Minimus 
waiver. The site was posted and scheduled to be reported to the Commission on 
May 13, 1997. On May 8, 1997, Commission staff received a letter fr~m a 
neighboring property owner objecting to the proposed waiver (Exhibit 9). The 
author of the letter. Darrell Bevan, claims that information submitted by the 
applicant was incorrect, that violations existed on site, and that the 
proposed site is not needed as services are available on Bevan's site. Mr. 
Bevan also spoke at the Commission hearing and requested denial of the 
application. The facts, stated in the letter of objection, regarding the 
development previo~sly on site, and currently on site are not completely 
accurate. A complete description·of the development previously on site and 
currently proposed is described below. In order to provide the Commission 
with complete and accurate information on this site, the application was 
pulled from the District Director's Report rendering the need for a coastal 
development permit. 
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IV. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Project Description and Background 

This is an after-the-fact application for the removal of concrete and trash 
from a previous communications facility and reconstruction of a new 
communications facility. The new construction consists of two concrete pads 
for a total of four structures and a small parking area. The structures 
consist of three 120 sq. ft. pre-fabricated communication housing structures, 
and the fourth is a 260 sq. ft. prefabricated concrete storage building. 
There is a fence surrounding the approximately one acre communication facility 
with eight 20 foot high monopoles attached. There is a temporary tower 
comprised of three 35 foot high telephone poles, in a row, with antenna above 
bringing the height of the structure to approximately 50 feet. There are 
miscellaneous equipment structures such as a generator, back-up generator, 
fuel tank, and an 80 sq. ft. storage shed (See Exhibit 5). A trench outside 
the fenced area was dug to install underground utilities cables to a 
telephone/utility pole outside the fenced area. The applicant also cleared 
all vegetation in at least a 100 feet radius around the fenced area.· Finally. 
there is a small recreational vehicle outside the fenced area which is for 
security guards when they are on site. It is not intended to be used as a 
residential unit. · 

This site was previously used as a communication facility by another lessee of 

• 

the property (See Exhibit 7). The structures which were previously on the • 
site included a chain link fence with approximately twenty 20 foot high 
monopoles attached; a concrete foundation for pre-fabricated structures, a 
generator and other appurtenant structures. There was also a utility pole 
used to convey utilities to the subject site. Upon termination of the lease, 
the previous lessee removed all structures, concrete foundations, fencing and 
antenna from the site. The site was left with trash and concrete rubble. In 
addition, the previous lessee graded part of the site and left a trench in the 
middle of the. road to inhibit access. The current lessee removed the trash, 
fixed the trench and recompacted the site. This action is a part of this 
application. 

The communication facility is situated over approximately one acre on a 20 
acre lot off of Castro Peak Motorway <See Exhibit 6). The subject lot is not 
located in a wildlife corridor or significant watershed. Access to the site 
is by Castro Peak Motorway, a unpaved fire road with access from Latigo Canyon 
Road (See Exhibits 1, 3, and 4). Immediately adjacent to the site are two 
other communication facilities. The first is a County owned and operated 
facility on a .46 acre lot; the Qther is located on a 2.36 acre lot and owned 
by L. Darrell Bevan. National Park Service property is located immediately 
south of the subject site. 

The application lists both RCSI and L.A. Cellular as applic~nts for the 
project. Both RCSI and L.A. Cellular have submitted letters authorizing 
Carolyn Ingram-Seitz to represent them for this application. Moreover, a copy 
of the lease between the property owner, Ellen Fielding, and the lessee, RCSl, 
is included in the application. L.A. Cellular is a third party lessee, • 
leasing a portion of the site from R.C.S.I .• 
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B. Environmental Resources and Visual Impacts 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

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 . 

In addition, the Malibu Land Use Plan contains several policies regarding the 
control of runoff, minimization of water pollution, the development on 
ridgelines and the protection of scenic resources. These policies have been 
used by the Commission as guidance in past permit actions. For example, 
Policy 82 suggests that new development shall minimize grading to reduce the 
effects of runoff and erosion on coastal resources; and Policy 84 suggests the 
use of landscaping plans for stability and the minimization of the fuel load. 
Policy 96 suggests that·water quality be protected from pollutants and 
runoff. Policy 125 suggests that new development be sited and designed to 
protect public views from designated scenic highways and scenic coastal 
areas. Policy 130 states, in part, that new development in highly scenic 
areas should be sited to protect views, be compatible with the surrounding 
area, and minimize landform alteration. 

Solstice canyon, south of Castro Peak motorway is a significant watershed. 
The watershed actually includes both the main canyon and Dry Canyon, a small 
tributary to the east; both canyons contains significant wildlife values. 
includes a perennial stream, a waterfall and riparian woodland with stands of 
sycamore and white alder as well as high scenic values. Although the site is 
not located within this watershed, it contains a significant stand of healthy 
chaparral vegetation, and thus provides the same value as the watershed below 
for nesting, breeding, and feeding of native fauna. 

The subject lot remains heavily vegetated with native vegetation, including 
sage and Manzanita, with the exception of the one acre communication facility 
and the access road. During development on the site, the applicant cleared 
vegetation for a distance of at least one hundred feet downslope from the 
access road. Some of the vegetation removed was on National Park Service 
land. The National Park Service has already requested that the applicant 
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reseed disturbed park land, which the applicant has done. The excessive 
removal of vegetation on steep ridgeline slopes has the potential to create • 
adverse environmental impacts on canyons and streams below by increasing 
sedimentation and siltation of streams. Increased runoff from steep ridgeline 
slopes does negatively impact canyon and stream habitats below by covering 
vegetation, and feeding, nesting and breeding grounds with sedimentation. 
Increased siltation in water courses can deplete oxygen sources, cover the 
natural stream bottom with soil, and bury feeding, nesting and breeding 
grounds. 

Moreover, This amount of clearance exceeds the allowances set forth by the 
Fire Department and the Coastal Commission. In accordance with the Fire 
Department standards, the Commission allows for the clearance of all 
vegetation for a maximum radius of 50 feet around structures. The next 50 to 
150 feet around a structure may be thinned of vegetation; however, total 
clearance of all vegetation is typically not permitted. The purpose in 
retaining some vegetation is to provide habitat and erosion protection. The 
Fire Department suggests, and the Commission allows, for the reduction in the 
fuel load through the removal of dead brush and the reduction in the height of 
remaining plants. The removal of all vegetation on a steep slope will result 
in surficial erosion which in turns increase sedimentation and siltation 
downslope. In addition, an increase in surficial erosion can le~d to 
instability of the slope. Therefore, the Commission requires the applicant to 
submit a revegetation plan for those areas cleared of vegetation. The plan 
shall outline the areas cleared and indicate the vegetation which is 
regrowing. All non-native, invasive plant material shall be removed; native 
vegetation should remain. The plan shall detail the plants and or seeding to • 
be done to revegetate the area. The Commission further requires that this 
plan be implemented before the 1997/1998 rainy season. In no event should the 
revegetation occur later than February 1, 1998. 

The subject site also has the potential to create adverse visual impacts. The 
subject site is located on the top of a major ridgeline in the Santa Monica 
Mountains. The subject site is located on a major ridgeline with little 
development in the area. The Castro Peak ridgeline is a LUP designated 
"significant ridgeline." Significant ridgelines constitute a scenic resource 
of the Coastal Zone due to their-visibility from many vantage points. The 
site is also visible from the 101 Freeway in some locations. 

There are two sites immediately adjacent to the subject property which also 
have communication facilities. The County site has a large tower, fencing, 
and a small structure. The site to the east has a large tower with several 
dished antenna attached, several monopoles attached to the top of telephone 
poles, and equipment structures. Previously, on this site, there was 
previously a communication facility on this site with monopole antennas 
attached to fencing and a tower, as evidenced in Exhibit 4. 

The proposed development is consistent with development in the surrounding 
area. The proposed twenty foot high monopoles are attached to the six foot 
high chain link fence. They are not as bulky as ttle adjacent towers or 
telephone poles with monopoles, and thus are not as visible. The temporary 
tower comprises three 35 foot high telephone poles placed in a row with • 
various antenna attached at the top. This tower is proposed to be temporary 
until such time that both Regional Planning and the Commission approve a 
permanent tower. This temporary tower is visible from scenic lookouts; 
however, the temporary tower is lower in height that the towers on the other 
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lots. The Commission finds that the monopole antennas and temporary tower do 
not create a significant adverse visual impact as seen from nearby scenic 
highways. 

Similar communication facilities have been approved in other areas with in he 
Coastal Zone. As noted above, on the adjacent lot, owned by Mr. Bevan, the 
Commission has granted waivers for additional antenna on the existing adjacent 
tower [Coastal Development permit Waivers 4-94-016 (PacTel Cellular) and 
4-96-117 (Ai rtouch Ce 11 ul ar> J. 

In 4-94-203 (GTE Mobilnet of Santa Barbara), the Commission approved the 
installation of cellular ~elephone repair facility at Diablo Peak on Santa 
Cruz Island. This development included several appurten~nt structures and 
accessory units such as storage buildings and generators. The Commission 
approved the project. and a subsequent amendment to the project (4-94-203A) 
subject to nine special conditions. The conditions related to fire 
suppression and protection, protection of native habitat. future development 
and abandonment of the site. In 4-94-234 (GTE Mobilnet of Santa Barbara), the 
Commission approved a similar project, to that described above. for a cellular 
repeater facility on Mt. Pleasant on Santa Cruz Island. That permit was 
subject seven special conditions including fire suppression. protection of 
native habitat. future development and abandonment. · 

In San Diego, the Commission approved the construction of a wireless 
commu~ication facility with four panel antennas on a 32 foot high steel pole 
and an equipment pole just east of interstate 5 under coastal development 
permit 6-97-9 (Pacific Bell Mobile Services). This permit was approved 
subject to 1 special condition which required that the applicant agree that 
should technological advances enable changes to occur to minimize visual 
impacts, those changes shall occur. The condition further required that 
should the development become obsolete the site shall be restored. In this 
case, the proposed development is a replacement of communication facilities 
that previously existed with new communication facilities. The subject 
development does not expand further than the existing graded pad on site. No 
permanent tower is proposed at this time; no development exceeds the height or 
bulk of the neighboring tower on Los Angeles County property to the immediate 
south of the subject site. The proposed project thus ·wi 11 not create 
significant adverse visual impacts as proposed. 

However. the Commission acknowledges that the applicant is currently seeking a 
conditional use permit (CUP) from Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning for a permanent tower on the site. Should the applicant receive both 
a CUP and and coastal development permit for this tower. the existing tower, 
and possibly the monopoles, may become obsolete. Further, in the future, the 
communications equipment on site may become obsolete all together based on the 
advancement of technology. Should this occur in the future, there may be no 
need for the existing equipment on site. Although the individual effect of 
this development is not significant, the cumulative effect of additional 
towers and structures on this ridgeline, as technology progress, can create 
adverse visual impacts. Therefore, in the event that future technological 
advances allow for a reduced visual impact, the Commission finds it necessary 
to require the applicant to agree to make those modifications which would 
reduce the visual impact of the proposed facility. Likewise, if, in the 
future. the facility is no longer needed, the applicant shall agree to abandon 
the facility and be responsible for the removal of all permanent structures, 
and restoration of the site as noted in special condition 1. 
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The Commission finds that only as conditioned is the project consistent with • 
Sections 30231 and 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

C. Violation 

This application includes the after-the-fact request to remove concrete and 
trash from a communication facility site and establish a new communication 
facility site. Placement of structures, minor grading to install underground 
utilities, and clearing of vegetation occurred without the benefit of a 
coastal development permit. 

Although development has taken place prior to submission of this permit 
application on lot 1, consideration of the application by the Commission has 
been based solely upon the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Approval 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. 

D. 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 in 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 
provides findings that the project as conditioned is in conformity with the 
provisions of Chapter 3. As conditioned, the 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 
development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the County•s ability to 
prepare a Local Coastal Program for Malibu which is also consistent with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by Section 30604(a). 

E. ~ 

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, to be consistent with 
any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i} of CEQA prohibits a proposed development 
from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impact which the activity may have on the environment. 

There are no negative impacts caused by the proposed development, as • 
conditioned, which have not been adequately mitigated. Therefore, the 
proposed project is found consistent with CEQA and the policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

2291M 
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4-97-074 circa 1983 
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PP 44740 REQUIREMENTS FOR CONSIST~CY 2/12/97 

Approved for replacement of two portable unmanned communications 
equipment shelters, one portable storage container and appurtenant 
ground support equipment in connection with and accessory to the 
continuation of a non-conforming co .. unication facility that 
includes 14 existing twenty foot hi9h aonopole antennas. Site · 
development vi11 also include establiahaent of an aaateur radio 
station with antenna structure in conformity with the standards of 
Section 22 .• 52.1430 of the Zoning ordinance, attached hereto. All 
developaent will take place on existinq concrete slabs that have 
been previously used tor the sa .. purpose and within. the perimeter 
of· the existing graded developHnt site with no new grading 
necessary. The subject property requires recordation of a clear 
cert.lficata of compliance prior to approval ot conditional Use 
Penit case No. 96•054, for expansion of this co-unications 
fac.ility. 

The subject property is located in the County's coastal zone and 
requires approval of a coastal development perait by the California 
coastal Commission due to_ the erection of the new antenna 
structure. Tbe develop•ent site is located just northerly of the 
Eastern Wildlife Corridor and not within 200 feet of either the 
Newton Canyon Inland lnviron•entally Sensitive Habitat Area and a 
r-nant of tie La Sierra Inland Environmentally Sensitive Habi-tat 
Area, all asldesignated in the Malibu Local Coastal Plan. The 
proposal is, therefore, exempt froa the requirement for a 
recomaendation by tba county's Envir~n•ental Review Board. 

Runoff fro• i•pervioua surfaces shall be collected, retained and 
·dissipated on-site in such a aanner as to not cause erosion into 
cold Creek located tp the west. A~l graded slopes shall be 
replanted with native, non-invasive species. · 

· Exhibit 8· 
4-97-074 • County Approval 
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May 7.1997 

SUI&Ul Friend 
Califbmla C'.oastal Comrnlssktn 
19 South ·ealif'omia St., Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Reference: Application 4-97-074W 

Dear Ms. Friend, 

L. Darren Bevan 
1164 Amberton Lane. 
Newbury Park, CA 91320 

While vilitina your oftioe today to obtain Wor.rnatlon rcprdina Rllkfua appJication 1br a Waiver PM I 
revicwecl an applioation for a waivor on tho property~ to ~'Dine. 1 was M'plised at tbc 
inaccur8eies and mislcadina nature or the applicadon. The foUo'\lrifta arc soJDe oftbc discrepaDeles I 
noted. I will provide you supportiDa evidence to 1111 claims if you desire. I do not believe tbo 

. requested waiver is in the best interest of the Commission or the tcDants being served. 

Tbe applicant was listed u Remote CommunioatioDS (RCSI) and L. A. Cellular. L. A. CoUular 
TelophoDe Company (LACTC) Is a cJicnt of mine operation 1Jll<ler authoritY of CONDlTIONAL USB 
PERMIT CASE NO. 88-021-( 4) gnmted on June 6, 1988. No information is provided iDdfcatins 
authortbip of the appHcation by LAcrc. 

The response to your request fOr proof of ownerthip makes DO referenco to Remote Commuoicatlons 
or L. A. CeluJar. 

At the timo RCSI's tOok possession of the property it had been returned to it's origiDal undcvcJoped. 
stato in accordance with the tenns of tho previous lease. There were no buildings or structures 
damapd. or destroyed on the property. 

Previous to their removal the foUowJDa items. as shown on the photographs in yom flle. wen: 
A. S4 square foot trallor {not a structure) used for equipment. 
B. 499 gaJlon propane tank on a trallor. 
C. Solar panels to ~ battcrie$ dcUveriag an average power ot 100 Watts. 
D. ·48 square wut pnJcn shekel containing one 4kW cmeraency generator. 
B. 14 antennas 20 fbot hfab. . . 
F. 175 feet of chain link ftmce approximately 7&et JUsh. · 
0. One (1) concrete pad UBCd only for parking. 

Items claimed by R.CSI to be on the property dutma thiS period but. In filet, were aot: 
A. Aolemul structure or tower over 20 teet talL 
D. Over 800 square Act of portable btrilctinp on cement·pads. 
C. BxtensioDS of coiiJIIJel'cial clectdcity and telephone. 
D. 1000 pHon tuc1 tank. 

Exhibit 9: Letter of Objection 
4-97-074 received for waiver 

·•• ·•·••••••••-•M-·----



PH:tE No. : 80S 499 9905 
"' .·· . ' ~ 

Ma':j. es 1997 e: s~ P02 , ,.. 

Violationa of tho PP44740 Rt~QuntBMBN'rS POlt CONSlSTENCY 2112/97 exist incJuding b 
tbllowina espaaaloa1 of site \,y RCSl that never previously exlstod: 

A. Over 600 ~quare feel of' oommunicatlon cqulp.cllCill buJldlogs. 
. B. Maaaive antenna IUJ'Port structure approxlmta1cly 36 feet wide X $0. feet high. 

C. tJndcrpound commprc1al Bdlson power of 400 Amps at 1201240 Volt$. 
D. Underaround ~ <JTB tcLsphone Unos. 25 pab. _ 
R More than two acreet ola--cut of natural 'V~Dgef.at.ion. No ropJantlna or nmo1f 

contn•las required. 
F. Extensive grading wltboui D permit roaultmg hlu uitattion ftom the County of Los 

Anaeles. . 
0. lnvnhm,tary use of private cltivewa7 without oascment for access or egress. 
H. lastallation ofthroe (3) pnerators each rated at 60 Jc.W. At least one ofwhfcb 

has been rurmirl1 ccmtinuouliy sioue April II, 1997 without requited peunits. 
I. Installation of 500 pJ1on propar.tO tank. aad 660 pDon dlelelibel tank. 
1. lbstallatlon 6Qd uporation ofcoJIJDlUDioation equipment 8Dd bui1dina without flnt 

obtaimna a conclitionaJ wrc permit or a required buiJdlDa permit ftom the Co\Jilty of LOJ 
Ao~eles. 

K.. Operation ofPUC rcgullted services in vioJadon ofOeneral order 159A 
L. IDstaDat.km ofu many u thirty (30) aJJtelmU rqlng up to SO feet hJah. 
M. R.cproiCilltatlons to teftantleDd otbcra tbat al permits and authodzatiom laaTe 

.,._obtaioed. . . . 

lt it olcaf that there are raunavus violatiorts iDo1udloa Tide 22 of the ZonfDa Code. Nonoo.Dtbrmir)l 
use was terminated upon the removal ofnoncombrmiD& bulldma or structure according to 22.56.1540 
A. 1. 8ven if it could bet arpcl that tho bulldiDp or stnJct.ulel were damaged or destro~ authodty · 
fbt robuiJcliDa ofUke for like must be at a coat offfJCODStruotion not to excoed SO porcellt oftbe total 
market value as defined in 22.56.1510 G. A fi1o ~ been opened in tbe ZoDinJ .BDIJrcement 
depatbncnt of County ofLos ADpJoa DepartmeDt ofRegioftll PJaaning idcmtUicd IS ftJe ## 970937 to 
io.vestipte tbe matter. 

\ 

There has been and continues to be adequato IDd permitted faoilides for aU private amd public needs 
1br comrmrioation equipneat and anter1nat on Cutro Peak 8micinJ the West ead ofLos A..,. 
County and the Conejo Valley. There isnojusdficatiOn to thoproliintionoflaclHdes onto Jaod 
cfeclanatod l>r Al·l 1119· The Count)' otLos Attplca maintaiDa a site which it ...._ with State 
aaencies itlc1udiui CHP. The Fedcralaovcmmertt also hu a facUlty in operation ad.Ja=lt. My 23 
acre property is permitted and has been used to 8ar'Yfoo private tdccommuuicatlon.providen and 
telephone companies. Thero is adequate 8J*e oa my property to scrvJco aU the needs in the 
ibreaeeable &tore. This fllcllity Is avaDable to othDr site provJdors, including R.CSI. 

It is my I'CICOMmDDdatkm that Ramote Commaaications be deofed their request tor waiver uutil such a 
time that their application and~ aoourateJy reflect tho iwts. . 

s~. 

~~~ 
L. Darrell Bevan 

k.. ..... 
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