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APPLICATION NO.: 5~97-300R
" APPLICANT: Dr. Mohamed Nasr AGENT: Mr. Vahram Jebejian
PROJECT LOCATION: 2273 Warmouth Street, San Pedro

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a 12-foot high, 70~foot long retaining wall on
the bluff face; deposition of fill on the bluff; extension of cement patio

over the bluff face to the wall; and stepped side walls running
perpendicular to the retaining wall., Construction also includes an
approximately 720 square foot wood deck with wooden stairway leading from
the patio down to the deck; 450 sguare foot lawn area located at the base
of the wall; planter; approximately 3.5 foot high retaining wall on the
bluff immediately seaward of the deck and lawn area; and pipe and board
retaining structures seaward of the lower retaining wall, on a 10,220
square foot lot currently improved with an existing 2,665 square foot
single~family residence with attached 693 square foot garage, patio cover,

area.

‘ swimming pool and cement patio that covers the majority of the rear yard

COMMISSION ACTION AND DATE: Denial. February 3, 1998

ROCEDURAL NOTE:

The Commission’s regulations provide that at any time within thirty (30) days
following a final vote upon an application for a coastal development permit,
the applicant of record may request that the Commission grant a
reconsideration of the denial of an application, or of any term or condition

. of a coastal development permit which has been granted. 14 Cal. Admin. Code
1310%9.2.

The regulations state further that the grounds for reconsideration of a permit
action shall be as provided in Coastal Act Section 30627 which states:

The basis of the request for reconsideration shall be either that there is
relevant new evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable diligence,
could not have been presented at the hearing on the matter or that an
error of fact or law has occurred which has the potential of altering the
Commission’s initial decision.
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APPLICANT'S CONTENTION:
*

The applicant’s representative contends that errors of fact and law occurred
at the hearing which have the potential of altering the Commission‘s initial
decision and that there is relevant new information that was not presented at
the Commission hearing.

s Y OF STAFF RE A N:

The staff recommends that the Commission deny the request for reconsideration.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The staff recommends that the Commigsion adopt the following resolution:

I. Denial of Rgconsigggggigg

The Commission hereby denjes the request for reconsideration of the propossd
project on grounds that the applicant has not presented any new relevant
evidence, which in the exercise of reasonable diligence could not have bean
presented at the hearing, nor has there been an error of fact or law which has
the potential of altering the Commission’s initial decision.

II. [Eindings and Declarations.

A. The applicant’s representative requests a reconsideration of a permit
denied by the Commission. At the February 3, 1998, Commission hearing the
Commigsion denied permit 5-97-300 (Nasr). The permit application was
described as follows:

Conatruct a 12~foot high, 70-foot long retaining wall on the bluff face;
deposition of fill on the bluff; extension of cement patio over the bluff
face to the the wall; and stepped side walls running perpendicular to the
retaining wall. Construction also includes an approximately 720 sgquare
foot wood deck with wooden stairway leading from the patioc down to the
deck; 450 square foot lawn area located at the base of the wall; planter;
approximately 3.5 foot high retaining wall on the bluff immediately
seaward of the deck and lawn area; and pipe and board retaining structures
seaward of the lower retaining wall, on a 10,220 square foot lot currently
improved with an existing 2,665 square foot single-family residence with
attached 693 square foot garage, patio cover, swimming pool and cement
patio that covers the majority of the rear yard area.

The project was proposed on a 10,220 sguare foot lot located on Warmouth
Street in the San Pedro area of the City of Los Angeles. The project site was
improved with an existing 2,665 square foot single-family residence with
attached 693 square foot garage, patioc cover, swimming pool, cement patio and
side retaining walls. The northern half of the lot, where the existing
residence and swimming pool are located, is level. Approximately 62 feet
south of the residence the lot begins to slope at a 1:1 gradient. The slope
descends for approximately 170 feet down to a rocky beach.

The applicant and applicant’s representative were sent and received notice of
the scheduled Commission hearing. Staff also talked with the applicant’s
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representative prior to the hearing and discussed the hearing date. Further,
after the applicant’s representative requested a postponement from the
December 19%7 hearing staff informed the applicant’s representative that the
next available hearing would be in San Diego, February 3-6, 1998. The
applicant and applicant’s representative were again sent and received notice
of the scheduled Commission hearing. Despite the advance notice, the
applicant failed to attend the hearing.

B. Applicant’s Grounds for Reconsideratiocn

As stated, the applicant‘s representative is requesting a reconsideration on
the grounds that there is relevant new evidence which, in the exercise of
reasonable diligence, could not have been presented at the hearing on the
matter and that errcors of fact and law had occurred which have the potential
of altering the commission’s initial decision. Listed below are summaries of
the applicant’s contentions and Commission’s staff responses (see
representative’s letter for a complete written description of each of the
applicant’'s contentions. Exhibit #1).

1. Applicant’s Contention

Error of law or fact: Approval of project would not set a dangerous
precedent inasmuch as the enclosed stringline Map demonstrates that the
neighboring properties on both sides have fences and retaining walls
extending further out on the bluff.

Staff Response

The applicant contends that staff made an error of fact or law in stating that
approval of the wall on the bluff face would set a precedent because
neighboring properties on both sides have fences and retaining walls extending
further on the bluff. The adopted Findings state that the proposed
development raises a precedential issue of extending flat bluff top
development seaward over natural bluff faces by fill and artificial
construction. Such structures are inherently unstable because the underlying
bluff is a structure which over time will erode. This is especially true in
instances such as this where the bluff is composed mostly of landslide

debris. The adopted Findings aleo acknowledged that there are existing decks
and retaining walls built out near or at the edge of the bluff. However,
these developments were existing prior to the passage of the Coastal Act and
the Commission has never approved any development on the face of the bluff in
this area after the Coastal Act was enacted.

The applicant contends that a stringline map would have demonstrated that the
neighboring properties’ developments extend further seaward than the
applicants. A structure stringline map was not presented by the applicant.
Furthermore, even if one had been submitted, a stringline map would have only
shown the relationship of the proposed structures with the siting of other
structures whose existence predates the passage of the Coastal Act. Such a
stringline map would not have altered the Commission’s decision to deny the
requested permit. The Commission denied the project because the project was
being built on the bluff face and because of the adverse impacts that would
result from this development in particular. The siting of other structures
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prior to the passage of the Coastal Act would not affect this analysis.
Therefore, there was no error of fact on the part of the Commission that would
have altered the Commission’s initial decision.

Finally, although not alleged by the applicant, the Commission also finds that
even if the applicant had presented a structure stringline map at the hearing,
such map would not constitute relevant new evidence for the reasons stated
above. Therefore, the applicant’'s reconsideration request must be denied.

2. Applicant's Contention

The existing retaining wall has been legalized by the City of Los Angeles
Department of Building and Safety as of 5/17/96.

Staff Response

This assertion is not an assertion of an error in fact or law that would have
had the potential of altering the Commission’s initial decision. Nor is it
relevant new information which could not have been presented at the hearing.
The findings adopted by the Commission indicate that the project was reviewed
by the City and that the City issued an Approval in Concept for the proposed
plans, reviewed the applicant‘’s geologic report, and required as a condition
that the applicant record a Convenant and Agreement Regarding Maintenance of
Building. (These City approval documents were presented to staff by the
applicant). Moreover, local actions by the City of Los Angeles’ Department of
Building and Safety are not relevant to determining the project’s consistency
with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, there was no error in fact or
law on the part of the Commission that would have altered the Commission’s .
initial decision nor is the applicant’s assertion relevant new information.
Therefore, the applicant’s reconsideration request must be denied.

3. BApplicant’'s Contention

A Safety Factor of 1.5 was demonstrated by a geclogic report prepared by
Technosoil, dated 10/7/97.

Staff Response

The applicant contends that there is information that indicates that the
project could be constructed to meet the City’s minimum factor of safety of
1.5. The applicant did not submit a geologic report prepared by Technosoil
dated 10/7/97. The applicant submitted a geologic report prepared by
Technosoil, dated July 11, 1997. This is not new information. Moreover, the
submitted July 1997 report included a statement that stated that based on a
stability analysis the slope’s factor of safety exceeds the City’'s normally
accepted value of 1.5. Since the information that the applicant is referring
to was included in another geologic report that was submitted by the applicant
and this informaticn was included in the record before the Commission, there
is no new information which could not have been presented at the hearing, or
an error of fact or law which has the potential of altering the Commission’s

initial decision. Therefore, the applicant’s reconsideration request must be
denied.
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4. A cant‘g C

The County’s Department of Beaches and Harbors inspected and concluded
that the structures are not detrimental to the beach below.

Staff Response

This statement is an assumption on the applicant’s part. The County’s besaches
and Harbors Planning department staff inspected the site and submitted a
letter to Commission staff regarding their investigation. The letter was
attached as Exhibit No. 8 of the staff report. The County determined that the
structures may have encroached onto County property, however, given ite
location the structure would not impact public access or recreational use
since there were no trails along the bluff. The letter does not state that
the County found the structure not to be detrimental to the beach below. And
as stated above, the letter was included in the record before the Commission.
Thus, this 18 not relevant new information which could not have been presented
at the hearing. Further, the County’s action on the project is irrelevant to
whether the proposed project is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
Therefore, there is no error of law or fact which has the potential of
altering the Commission’s decision. Therefore, the applicant’s
reconsideration regquest must be denied.

5. Applicant’s Contention

The applicant states that any change to the existing physical condition at
the top of the subject bluff would affect the stability and structural
integrity of the existing home and drainage. Furthermore, restoration of
the bluff could not approach original condition.

ta Respons

First, it must be emphasized that removal of unpermitted structures and/or
restoration of the impacted site is not a basis for determining a proposed
project’s consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 1In deciding whether
to approve development, the Commission consider’s the project as proposed.
The proposed project did not include restoration or removal. Thus, the
Commission reviewed the proposed construction for consistency with Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act. Therefore, there is no error of law which has the
potential of altering the Commission’s decision.

In addition, the two geologic reports (Sclus Geotechnical Corp, dated November
i3, 1995; and Technosoil, Inc., dated July 11, 1997) that were prepared for
the applicant’s proposed structure and the two gectechnical evaluations (AGRA
Earth and Environment, dated August 26, 1994 and December 15, 1994) that were
prepared for the applicant’s insurance company do not provide any evidence
that the proposed structures were necessary for the support of the existing
residence or swimming pool. 1In fact, as reflected in the Commission‘s
findings it was the opinion of the geologist for the insurance company that
the structure did not support the swimming pool or residential structure.

Potential restoration of the bluff face was discussed on page 10 of the staff
report. The applicant did not provide any evidence that would indicate that
restoration of the bluff would be infeasible or would create further slope
instability. The information from the geologists indicates that the wall was
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not necessary. The aerial photographs indicate that a retaining wall was not
previocusly existing to support the existing swimming pool or residential
structure. Thus, even if restoration was relevant to the Commission’s action
on the proposed development, the evidence indicates that the unpermitted f£ill
could be removed and the slope restored to its predeveloped condition and
revegetated with drought tolerant vegetation to protect the restored slope.
In addition, since thig information was discussed in the staff report and
presented to the Commission this is not new information. Therefore, there is
also no new relevant information which could not have been presented at the
hearing. Therefore, the applicant’s reconsideration request must be denied.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the Commission finds that there is no relevant new
evidence or information which, in the exercise of reasonable diligence, could
not have been presented at the hearing or that errors of fact or law occurred
which had the potential of altering the Commission’s initial decisien.
Therefore, the applicant’s reconsideration request is denied.

0479F




S V. K. JEBEJIAN - ARCHITECT _ |
P. 0. BOX 771 TUJUNGA, CA. 91043 - 0771 8185%3%58 FAX 818 352 8865

. AmEanrE
‘ CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION O vl E,,@aa%
: 200 OCEANGATE. 10 TH FLOOR 1 8 1598
ONG BEACH. CA. 90802 ' |
’ COASTAL SOMNiISSION

RE; §-97-300 REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF DECISION TO DENY APPLICATION
BY CCC 2 3 98 AT SAN DIEGO MEETING. SINCE RECENT INSPECTION BY V. K. JEBEJIAN
HAS REVEALED SMALL LANDSLIDES ON NEIGHBOR BLUFF BOTH SIDES, AND NO DAMAGE
TO NASR BLUFF.

DEARAL,

PLEASE SCHEDULE A RECONSIDERATION HEARING FOR THIS APPLICATION FOR THE |
FOLLOWING REASONS ;

1 ERROR OF LAW OR FACT :

A APPROVAL OF PROJECT WOULD NOT SET A DANGEROUS PRECEDENT
INASMUCH AS THE ENCLOSED STRINGLINE MAP DEMONSTRATES THAT THE NEIGHBORING
PROPERTIES ON BOTH SIDES HAVE FENCES AND RETAINING WALLS EXTENDING OUT

- FURTHER ON THE BLUFF THAN THE SUBJECT NASR PROPERTY.

.’ 2 THE EXISTING RETAINING WALL HAS BEEN LEGALIZED BY THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY AS OF 5 17 96.

3 1.5 / 1 SAFETY FACTOR WAS DEMONSTRATED BY A NEW SOIL AND GEOLOGY
REPORT AUTHORED BY TECHNOSOIL ON 10 7 97 THAT WAS APPROVED BY THE
GRADING DIVISION OF THE LOS ANGELES ~ CITY DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND
SAFETY. ~

4 BEACHES AND HARBORS DEPARTMENT HAS INSPECTED AND CONCLUDED THAT
THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS ARE NOT DETRIMENTAL TO THE BEACH BELOW.

5 ANY CHANGE TO THE EXISTING PHYSICAL CONDTION AT THE TOP OF THE SUBJECT
BLUFF WOULD AFFECT THE STABILITY & THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF THE EXISTING
HOME BY UNDERMINING OR WEAKENING THE BLUFF, WHICH 1S NOW WELL
. PROTECTED AND PROVEN STABLE BY THE ABOVE MENTIONED TECHNOSOIL
REPORT. '

IXHIBIT NO. 1

A - DRAINAGE - AT PRESENT ALL SITE WATER AT TOP OF SLOPE IS CONDUCTED
TO THE STREET.

\pplication Number

B SLOPE STABILITY - THE EXISTING WALL HAS SEALED AGAINST WEATHER AND
PROTECTED THE TOP OF THE BLUFF FROM EROSION AND SURFACE
SPAULING.

California Coastal Commission




C  RESTORATION OF THE BLUFF TOP COULD NOT APPROACH THE ORIGINAL
CONDITION: THEREFORE IN MY OPPINION IS NOT A REASONABLE SOLUTION
TO THE CCC OBJECTIVES.

. © ATIMNT: REVISED STRINGLINE MAP / 3 3 98

EXHIBIT NO.

Application Number

£-97-309R

Caiifornia Coastal Commission l w
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. APPLICATION NO.: 5-97-300
APPLICANT: Dr. Mochamed Nasr AGENTs Vahram X. Jebejian
PROJECT LOCATION: 2273 Warmouth Street, San Pedro

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a 12-foot high, 70-foot long retaining wall en
the bluff face; deposition of f£fill on the bluff; extension of cement patio
over the bluff face toc the the wall; stepped side walls running perpendicular
to the retaining wall. Construction also includes an approximately 720 square
foot wood deck with wooden stairway leading from the patio down to the deck;
450 square foot lawn area located at the base of the wall; planter;
approximately 3.5 foot high retaining wall on the bluff immediately seaward of

. the deck and lawn area; and pipe and board retaining structures seaward ¢f the
lower retaining wall, on a 10,220 square foot lot currently improved with an
existing 2,665 square foot single~family residence with attached €93 square
foot garage, patio cover, swimming pool and cement patio that covers the
majority of the rear yard area.

Lot areas 10,220 square fset
Building coverage: 3,385 square feet
Zoning: Rl-1

Plan designation: Low Density

LOCAIL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Appr:dvnl in Concept; Convenant and Agreement
Regarding Maintenance of Building; County Beaches and Rarbors approval letter,
dated December 11, 1996.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: San Pedro certified LUP; Coastal Development
Permits #5-95-140(Nasr), #5-85-460(Dinsmore).

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial because the development raises a precedential issue of
extending flat bluff top development over a natural bluff face by fill and

. artificial construction and would substantially alter the natural landform and
crsate geoclogic instability.
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STAFF NOTE: While the applicant contends that the retaining wall is needed to .
protact the stability of "his property” svidence supplied by the applicant
does not support his contention. The applicant has submitted no information
showing that the wall is necessary to protect either the pre-existing
single~family house, swimming pool, or the siope as it existed prior to the
project’s construction. Instead, the wall protacts the fill placed on the
slope behind the wall sc that the backyard could be extended seaward
artificially and that other amenities could be built over the bluff face. The
applicant’s initial geologist, from Solus Geotechnical Corp., indicated that
the wall supports the f£ill placed without a permit.

The proposaed projesct was originally scheduled for the January 1997 Commission
hearing (application no. 5-95-294). The applicant peostponed the hsaring to
prepare a response to the staff report and recommendation. The project was.
rescheduled for the April 1997 hearing. At the April hearing the Commission
granted a second postponement and the project was rescheduled for the May 1997
hearing. On May 8, 1997, the applicant’'s representative submitted a letter
withdrawing the application. The letter stated that a new application would
be submitted within 30 days along with new gectechnical information pottainiag
to slope stability.

On September 22, 1997, the applicant submitted a new application with a new
geotechnical report prepared by Technosolil, Inc., consulting geotechnical

engineers (July 11, 1997). The new application was scheduled for the December

1997 hearing. On November 11, 1997, the applicant’s representative submitted

& letter (fax) requesting a postponement. Due to the regquest the project was
rescheduled for the February 1998 hearing. .

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
The staff recocmmends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:
Renial

The Commission hereby denies a permit for the proposed development on the
grounds that it would not be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act of 1976 and would prejudice the ability of the
local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a hoeal Coastal
Program conforming to the provisions of the Coastal Act. :

IV. [Findings and Declarations.

A. Project Description

The applicant proposes to construct a 1l2-foot high, 70-foot long retaining
wall on the bluff face; deposit £ill behind the wall and over the bluff face;
extend cement patio by 1,050 square feet over the bluff face; extend side
retaining walls down the bluff face running perpendicular to the 12-foot high
retaining wall. Constzuction also includes & 720 square foot wood deck with
wooden stairway leading from patio down to the deck; 450 level lawn area on
the bluff face and seaward of the retaining wall; lower 3.5 foot retaining
wall on the bluff face seaward of the wood deck and lawn area; and a pipe and

board retaining structure ssaward of the lower wall. The proposed project is
located on a 10,220 square foot lot currently improved with an existing 2,665
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square foot single-family residence with ittachod 693 square foot garage,
patio cover, swimming pool, cement patioc and side retaining walls (see Exhibit
). . ;

The proposed project was constructed in 1994 without the benefit of a Coastal
development Permit nor City permits. Commission staff was notified of the
development by one of the applicant’s neighbors. After a thorough
investigation and search of Coastal Commission and City of Los Angeles’
records, staff determined that the development was unpermitted. The Property
owner was notified and a Coastal Development Permit was subseguently submitted
by the applicant.

The proposed site is a 10,220 square foot lot located on Warmouth Street in
the San Padro area of the City of Los Angeles. The northern half of the lot,
where the existing residence and swimming pool are located, is level.
Approximately 62 feet south of the residence the lot begins to slope at a 1l:1
gradient. The slope descends for approximately 170 feet down to the rocky
beach.

The applicant contands that a retaining wall existed in the same location as
the new l12~-foot retaining wall and the applicant simply improved the wall by
increasing the height by approximately 3 feet. The wood deck and stairway was
constructed prior te increasing the height of the wall. After the wall was
increased in height the applicant deposited fill behind the wall, extended the
cement patio slab, added to the wood deck, added landscaping, and constructed
& lower retaining wall (See Exhibit #3).

The applicant states that the reason for extending the height of the wall was
to address ercsion problems caused by water leakage from the previously
existing solar panels. The applicant states that the panels were damaged by
the November 18, 1994 Northridge earthgquake.

The project is sited within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles and
the County of Los Angeles. The cement patioc extension, 12-foot high retaining
wall and approximately 6 feet of the wood deck and lawn area are under the
"Jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles. The remaining scuthern (seaward)
portion of the applicant’s property, which includes the scuthern § to 10 feet
of the wood deck and lawn area, and the 3.5 foot retaining wall, lies on
property owned by and within the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles

© {ses Exhibit #2).

The City of Los Angeles has issued an "approval in Concept” for that portion
of the project that lies within the City‘'s jurisdiction. As part of the
grading approval the City reguired that the applicant sign and record a

'~ "Covenant and agreement Regarding Maintenance of Building” (see Exhibit #7).
The document was recorded by the Los Angeles County Recorder‘s office on April
12, 1998,

The County of Los Angeles Department of Beaches and Harbors has submitted a
letter to the South Coast District office approving that portion of the
project that encroaches onto County property (see Exhibit #8).

As show below, the applicant has not demonstrated that the wall is a 3 foot
extension atop a pre-existing wall. For purposes of this permit the entire
12-foot wall, backfill, cement patio and other improvements south of the
12-foot wall are before the Commission as new development.
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B. Develcpment History
According to City building records, building permits were issued in 1968 for '
the single-family residence and swimming pool. The single-family residence .

and swimming pool were completed in October of 1968 based on the issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy. There are no records of retaining walls or cement
patioc being approved. However, according to the City, the absence of a
retaining wall on the building permit is not uncommon for that period since
permits routinely did not include details such as retaining wall location.
Furthermore, hardscape, such as patios, do not require permits, therefors,
there would be no permits on record for the patio.

In 1979, City building records indicate that solar panels, for heating the
swimming pool, were added to the site. The building permit indicated that
grading would be involved. The type and amount of grading was not specified.
The solar panels were installed along the southern portion of the lot. The
panels were sited on the descending slope south of the swimming poecl and
approximately 5 feet beyond (downslope from) the original edge of the cement
patio area. The panels extended perpendicularly approximately 40 feet from
the western property line. The sclar panels were installed by the previous
owner of the property. While placement of solar panels would have required a
Coastal Development permit, there is no evidence that the owner at that timc
applied for a permit.

Based on the 1987 and 1993 aerial photographs and building permits the solar
panels were placed approximately 5 feet beyond the edge of the original cement
patio on the sloping portion of the lot. Aerial photographs clearly show the
S-shape edge of the original cement patio. The original patio edge was
located approximately 35 to 40 feet from the linglc-family residence (see
Exhibit #4).

Aerial photographs indicate that the wecod deck and stairway leading from the
level cement pad to the deck were built between 1987 and 1993. The deck was
located down slope and adjacent to the solar panels (see Exhibit #5). The
stairway was located adjacent to and parallel to the western property line.
While placement of the wood deck and stairway would have required a Coastal
Development permit, there is no evidence that a permit was applied for. The
deck and stairway were constructed by the applicant.

The 12-foot high retaining wall is located a variable distance from 13 to 18
feet seaward (south) of the original cement patio edge or approximately 10
feat seaward from the original bluff edge (see Exhibit #6).

According to the applicant, there was a retaining wall underneath and on the
downhill side of the solar panels that supported the panels and cut slope (see
drawing submitted by applicant, Exhibit #3). The solar panels were installed
on the slope in 1979 by the previous cowner. After the panels were removed by
the applicant the retaining wall was increased in height to its current height
of 12 feet above the slopes grade, and the planter and lower 3.5 foot
retaining wall was constructed.

Aerisl photographs taken in 1986, 1987, and 1993 show the solar panels.
However, it is impossible to determine whether or not a retaining wall or some
type of supporting wall existed underneath the solar panels. However, based
en the aerial photographs it is evident that if a wall did exist and supported
the solar panels the wall did not extend across the entire width of the
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property as does the current wall.
. Furthermore, after inspecting the wall theré is no evidence to support the

applicant’s contention that there was a previously existing older wall and
that new bricks were added onto the existing wall. The entire brick wall
appears to be homogenous in appearance. The masonary work (bricks and me:tczr
appears to be identical or uniform from top to bottom. Therefore, the entire
wall appears to be new construction. There is no svidence that would support
that construction was repair of an existing wall or refacing of an existing

w.ll.

Based on the information gathered by Commission staff, the 1l2-foot retaining
wall, £ill, patio extension, side retaining walls, wood deck, stairs, planter,
lawn area, and lower retaining wall all appear to be new development and
constructed after the enactment of the Coastal Act and therefore requirss a
Coastal Development Permit.

.

In past Commission permit action on the site the Commission, in November 1995,
approved a second etory addition over the existing single-family residence
[{5~95~140 (Nasr)]. The second story addition is currently under
construction. The proposed project is physically separate from the existing
residence and approved second story addition.

€. Geology
Section 30253 of the Ccastal Act states:

New development shall:

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

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

The San Pedro certified LUP designates the bluffs as a Geologically Hazardous
Area (Appendix B of the LUP). The LUP states in part that:

New development, including additions to and remodels of existing
structures, along coastal bluffe shall not be approved unless it minimizes
risk to life and property, assures structural stability and integrity for
the sconomic lifetime of the development...

The existing residential structure, which was constructed in 1968, is located
on a bluff top within a level area in the northern half of the lot. The
southern half of the lot slopes at a 1:1 gradient down to the rocky beach.

A geclogic report prepared for the construction of the existing single~family
residence, by Robert Stone and Associates (1968), states that the property is
underlain by an ancient landslide. The report further states that the
slide-affected bedrock beneath the property showed no significant disruption
and concluded that residential construction was feasible and that all
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g;rmannnt construction should be setback at least "10 feet from the top of the
uff"”. .

Based on the Robert Stone and Associates report the City of Los Angeles’

Building and Safety Department granted approval of the original residence with
& geologic requirement that stated:

2. The proposed dwelling and swimming pool shall be locate behind a 42
and 31 foot clearance, respectively, from the top of the siope.

Based on site visits and a review of the site plan it appears that the

dwelling and swimming pool where constructed consistent with the above City
setback requirement.

The proposed development consists of a 12-foot high retaining wall on the ,
bluff face along the entire 70 foot width of the property. The wall has besn .
backfilled and raised to extend the yard area over the bluff face anéd coverad
with a concrate slab constructed at grade, level with the pool deck, and
extending approximately 12-feet above the bluff face grade. Along the side
property lines are stepped walls running perpendicular to the 12-foot high
wall. These walls appear to be tied into the main wall. At the base of the
12~high wall, along the western half of the property, is a wood deck. The
deck is raised approximately 3 feet above ground level by wood piers. Along
the eastern half of the property is an approximately 3 foot high retaining
wall that is backfilled and used as a planter. Immediately south of this
planter is a level lawn area. An approximately 3.5 foot high block wall,
topped with a wrought iron railing, is constructed seaward of the wood deck .
and lawn arsa. Pipe and board retaining structures have besn constructed
downsiope of the lower wall. '

On November 13, 1995, a geologic report was preparsd for the applicant by
Solus Geotechnical Corp. The report indicates that the site is situated
within the confines of a known ancient, inactive landslide, as indicated in
the Robert Stone and Associates, March 14, 1968 report. The Sclus report also
indicates that the landslide was inactive and stable and concludes that there
are no known active landelides or significant or potentially active faults in
the surrounding area.

With regards to the proposed development the Solus report indicates that the:

+ee 12 foot high retaining wall... appears to be in good condition...
plumb, and free of cracks or other evidence of deterioration... The block
cells [of the 3 foot high retaining wall (plantar)] are not grouted and
the wall exhibits cracking, rotation, and disrepair... The block cells of
{the lower 2 foot high block wall] are not grouted... [The] stepped block
wall [that] runs perpendicular to the main wall {has sxperienced a] large
separation crack... between this wall and the main wall. The southerly
and of this wall appears to be settling and creeping toward the bluff
face. The pipe and board structures are constructed with plumbing pipe,
redbar, fence stakes, and household lumber. They are in disrepair.

The Soclus report concludes that: .

The [larger] wall appears to have been properly constructed and is in good
repair. It shows no evidence of cracks, rotation, settlement, slippage or
creep. The wall appears to be stable. The wall is considered an
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important part of the devalopment, and is providing support for the rear
yard area.

The Solus report further concludes that:

Removal of the wall could create a hazard for the structures and could
Create adverse drainage conditions on the bluff face... The lesser
retaining walls, the pipe and board structures, and the wood deck... do
not appear to have been properly constructed. These improvements should
be removed from tha site...

In response to an insurance claim by Mr. Nasr, a geotechnical evaluation was

conducted for Allstate Insurance. The report for Allstate was prepared prior
to the Solus report. The geotechnical evaluation was conducted by AGRA Earth
and Environment. The evaluation produced two reports. The first report was

dated August 26, 1994 and the second was December 15, 1994.

AGRA drilled three geotechnical borings on the property. Two borings wers
drilled adjacent to the house. ‘The third, boring B-1l, was drilled
approximately & feet behind the large retaining wall. The report indicates
that from the boring (B-1) it was determined that:

«vo the upper 3 feet of backfill materials were found to be compacted to
only 69 percent of the maximum dry density [Los Angeles City guidelines
require £ill to be compacted to at least 90 percent], and the
consolidation test-pressure curve shows that the material at 2 feet below
the surface may continue to consolidate under normal lcads; therefore,
further distress associated with settlement may be expected. Downslope
adjustment may also continue due to the naturally dynamic nature of near
surface scils on the shorecliff.

The report further states that:

The surficial stability of the seabluff was cbserved to be affected by
erosional and slope-creep [processes]... In this area, both soils and
landslide "float™ outcrops were observed to be loocse and unstable.

The backyard improvements within the influence of the steep seacliff
should be considered to be temporary and subject to ongoing creep and
potential downslope failure.

The Solus report did not conduct any subsurface excavations and according to
the geclogist for Solus, Solus did not review the reports prepared by AGRA.

As part of the City of Los Angeles’ geotechnical review of the project the
City reviewed the Solus report. The City did not have the opportunity to
review the AGRA reports. However, because the wall was already constructed,
the City’s grading department could not determine if the wall'’'s design
pressures were adegquate for the area since geologic informatien of material
behind the wall was not provided. Therefore, since the wall was already
constructed and necessary geotechnical information was not available to
determine if the wall was constructed properly the City decided to waive
gectechnical approval upon the applicant’s reccrdation of a "Covenant and
agreement Regarding Maintenance of Building". The document, which has been
recorded by the applicant, states in part that the applicant is aware that:
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design pressures may not be appropriate and/or adeguate since the geologic
information of material behind the wall is not provided by our design
consultant. We also recognize that the wall does not conform to code
reguirement in regard to the setback distance between the wall footing and
the descending slope surface... Furthermore, based on field
obsarvations... rebar placemsnt in the wull is ltas than that required by
design calculation.

Based on the Sclus and AGRA geotechnical reports it is evident that the bluff
area is unstable and subject to surficial creep and ercsion. Aerial
photographs show that the natural slope lies 10 to 15 fest further inland trou
where the large retaining wall and other structurss currently exist.
Therefore, the improvements proposed by this permit application are located
seaward and downslops of what was once the original or natural bluff edge and
in an area designated in the San Pedro Land Use Plan as a geologically
hazardcus arss. Based on the geologic reports and the City’s reviaw, this
area is considered as a geologically hazardous arsa. PFurther compounding the
potential hazard is the fact that the large retaining wall, lower walls, wood
patic are not constructed properly, as stated in the Solus report and

applicant‘’s recorded "Covenant and Agreement®” document. Such construction can

add additional weight to the unstable slope and exacerbate erosion.,

Although the Solus report states that the mesa area at the top of the bluff is
considered stable for construction the report states that the bluff is not
believed to possess a factor of safety of 1.5. The Solus report states that
the geotechnical factor of safety for the slops was not determined because:

the data required to perform the analysis is off-site, and could only
be acquired by very deep(l70+ feet) borings.

Subseguent to the gectechnical report prepared by Solus the applicant
submitted a new soil and geology investigation report. The report was
prepared by Technosoil, Inc., on July 11, 1997. The report states that:

«». Based on a stablility analysis, the factor of safety with respsct
to gross stability of the portion of the slope analyzed exceeds the
normally accepted value of 1.8.

The Technosoll report appears to base their stability analysis on one é4-foot
deep boring located approximately 20-feet behind the large retaining wall.

The report states that the stability analysis only pertains to that portion of
the slope where the boring was taken. The analysis does not include the
portion of the slops whers the retaining walls are located and the area
immediately downslope of the walls which would indicate the stability of the
area immediately behind and in front of the wall.

The Technosoil, Inc. report concludes that in order to comply with the current
setback reguirement for the foundations located adjacent to an existing slope,
it is recommended that the existing large retaining wall be underpinned by
2-foot diameter friction piles in terrace deposits and bedrock underlying the
subject site. The foundation of the wall is located seaward of the geologic
setback line drawn from the tos of the bluff to the top of the bluff which
indicates a plane of stability. To comply with the setback requirements the
friction piles must be drilled below this line and into bedrock, as proposed
by Technesoil, Inc. The City of Los Angeles’ Department of Building and
Safety (Letter dated October 24, 1997. Ses Exhibit #9) has reviewed the
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recent report by Technosoil, Inc. and based on the report’s calculations have
determined the report is acceptable for the proposed underpinning of the
existing large wall.

Based on the concluesion and recommendations made by Technosoil, Inc., it is
evident that the large wall is not constructed properly and additional
protective and stability measures are necessary to ensure that the wall will
be constructed properly and geoclogically safe. None of the geologic reports
submitted contend or represent that the wall is necessary for the stability of
the house or the former sloping backyard area. The reports indicate that the
retaining walls support the £ill and cement patio extension and that
additional measures are necessary for wall stability.

ssu

The proposed development raises a precedential issue of extending flat bluff
top development seaward over natural bluff faces by fill and artificial
construction. Such structures are inherently unstable because the underlying
bluff is a structure which over time will erode. This is especially true in
instances such as this where the bluff is composed mostly of landslide debris.

In past permit actions the Commission has found that development on steep
bluffas have been found to have the potential to significantly exacerbate the
natural process of erceion in conjunction with erocsion caused by wave action
on coastal bluffs. 1In Coastal Development Permit application 5-85-460
(Dinsmore) the Commission denied the development of a stairway down & coastal
bluff due to the potential erosion and landform alteration that would be
caused by the construction and placement of the stairway. Erosion rates are
greater when structures are built on the bluff face. Rain water running off
such structures over time tend to undercut and erode the area of the bluff
immediately behind the structure. Additionally, the loss of vegetation
through the altering of the natural landforms would increase the srosion
potential. Moreover, the planting of ornamental landscaping, that may reguire
- frequent watering, will also increase the erosion potential.

Furthermore, the placement of structures on the bluff face could necessitate
the placement of protective measures, such as gunite or additional retaining
structures to protect the encroaching structures if and when they beagin to
"fail. Technosoil report recommends that the retaining wall be underpinned by
2 foot diameter friction piles. The Solus report also recommends that the
wood deck and lower retaining structures be removed and that remedial measures
may be necessary to protect the main wall from adverse geologic conditions.

" Such measures, as proposed by both geotechnical reports would result in
further alteration of the natural landform and lead to further instability of
the bluff face.

Even though the geclogist (Sclus) states that removal of the main wall would
create a hazard for the structures there is no evidence provided by the
applicant that subsurface exploration was conducted by or reviewed by Solus
that would substantiate the statement that the main wall is necessary to
protect the house and pool. Moreover, in a telephone conversation with the
geologist from AGRA, who was involved with inspecting the site, the geologist
stated that it was his opinion that the wall does not support the existing
swimming pool and residence.
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If the unpermitted fill is removed and slope restored to its predeveloped
condition and revegetated with drought toclerant vegetation the removal of the
wall should not create a hazard to the development or propsrty. There is
evidence that the bluff face is geologically unstable. Because the walls and
£ill do not support the bluff or structures removal of the walls will not
create a hazard. Additional drilling for pilings, however, will penetrate
unstable material and if not carried out properly could cause further slope
stability problems. The placement of the proposed structures, as currently
designed and constructed, will contribute to the existing hazard and will
¢ause further ercsion due to additional water runoff or failure of the wall.
As stated in the geotechnical reports submitted for this project the retaining
walls are not constructed properly and will regquire additional protective .
measures on the bluff, Although the Techneseils Inc, report states that the
large wall could be structurally strengthened, the retaining walls and
backfill alter the natural bluff face and there will still remain a
possibility that the structures will fail and pcuu a8 hazard to ths public down
on thc rocky beach below the walls.,

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project will adversely
impact the stability and structural integrity of the bluff, will contribute to
erosion, will alter the natural landforms along the bluff and will likely
require construction of protective devices that will substantially alter the
bluff. The Commission, therefore, finds that the proposed project is
inconsistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act and denies the proposed
project.

C. Visual Resources
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as 8 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 certified LUP states in Part that:

+««A primary concern of the Specific Plan is to protect ocean and coastal
view as seen from public areas such as highways, roads, beaches, parks,
trails... It is intended that development be designed and sited to protect
views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimice
alteration of natural landforms, to bes visually compatible with the
charactar of surrounding areas, and to restors and enhance visual gquality
to the sxtent feasible.

The subject property and surrounding area is designated residential. The
surrounding area consists of single-family residences that were constructed in
the late 1950‘s and 1960‘s. All blufftop lots are developed with
single-family residences. BSome of the lots have decks and retaining walls

»
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built out near or at the adge of the bluff. Thess structures were built prior
to the Coastal Act. With regards to Commission permit action for this area

" there are no records of any permits being granted in the area, except for the
applicant’'s second story addition (CDP 5-95-140).

At the foot of the 120 foot high bluffs is a rocky beach and Royal Palms Beach
Park., The area is designated as a Recreational Area in the San Pedro
certified LUP, From the beach one can see a number of the residential decks,
walls, and fences along the bluff. Visibility of the propcsed development is
limited. However, all existing development along the bluff has existed prior
to the Coastal Act and is located atop the bluff and does not extend down the
bluff face as in this case.

The proposed project is visible from the public beach. Although the proposed
project and other structures are visible along the top of the bluffs from the
public beach, the majority of the bluffs are undeveloped and remain in their
natural state. The approval of develcopment on the bluff face may lead to .
additional homeowners constructing or applying for permits for similarly
placed development. Such development will have an individual and cumulative
adverss visual impact from the beach below. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act
states in part that views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas
shall be protected and to minimize the alteration of natural land forms. The
San Pedro coastal bluffs are a scenic and visual rescurce and should be
protected as a resource of public importance. Although development exists and
is currently limited in public wvisibility, the construction of additional
structures on the bluff face would individually and cumulatively degrade the
unique scenic and visual quality of this coastal area and further alter the
natural landform along the bluff, Therefore, the Commission finds that the
proposed project is not consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

D. Local Coastal Program

{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 Coastal Program that is in
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3.

On September 12, 1990, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications,
the Land Use plan portion of the San Pedro segment of the City of Los Angeles’
Local Coastal Program. The certified LUP contains polices to guide the types,
locations and intensity of future development in the San Pedro coastal zone.
Among these polices are those specified in the preceding section regarding
geoclogy and visual resources. Currently, an implementation plan for the San
Pedro area has not been submitted. Therefore, there are no specific policies
as to bluff top development.

As stated in the preceding sections the proposed project is inconsistent with
all relevant pelicies of the LUP. The Commission, therefore, finds that the
proposed project is inconsistent with the LUP and with the Chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act and will prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a
Local Coastal Program implementation program consistent with the policies of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as reguired by Section 30604(a).
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E. Unpermitted Development

Recent site improvements include twoe bluff face retaining walls, £il1l, stairs, .
a wood deck and a cement patio extension, along the uppsr portions of the
descending slope, south of the existing residence. Thess recent improvements
are physically separate from the existing residence and the proposed second
story addition. There are no records of permits issued for this recent
development. Therefore, the Commission finds that the existing development
was placed without a coastal development permit, thus it is unpermitted. and
staff is currently investigating this development as unpermitted development.
As demonetrated in the preceding sections the CCC has found the proposed
project to be inconsistent with Sections 30251 and 30253(b) of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act. The project is already built and is causing ongoing adverse
impact on the coastal rescurces of tha area whers it is located. The existing
structures are contributing to the hazardous nature of an identified unstable
bluff area.

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

r. CEOA

Section 13096(a) of the Commission’'s administrative regulations raquires .
Commission approval of Coastal Development Parmit applications to be supported
by a finding showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of
approval, to be consistent with any applicable regquirements 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.
Thers are negative impacts caused by the proposed develcopment which have not
been adequately mitigated. Therefore, the proposed project is found
inconsistent with CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act,

- 01716
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF BEACHES AND H SC Ei V

Decenmber 11, 1996

STAN WISNIEWSK! . LR 1995 xsmrv corruEs
- DIRECTOR | WUikoy DEPUTY DIRECTOR
COUSTAL con A supITH KENDALL
Mr. Al Padilia (]}
Coastal Program Analyst SOUTH Cousy ggf,'f A DEPUTYDRLCTOR
California Coastal Commissien , a

245 West Broadway, Ste. 380
Long Beach, California $0802-4416

Dear Mr. Padilla: .
COASTAL PERMIT APPLICATION #5-95-294 (Nasr)

This letter 43 in respeonse to your reguest for a statement
- regarding the izmpact of a possible encroachzent on County -
-owned property at Royal Palms Beach. Ihis possible
encroachment involves a deck and retaining wall built at the

rear ©f a hoxme, owned by Mr. Mohamed Nasr, at 2273 Warmouth
Street, San Pedro. It was apparently discovered becauss

gr. Nass has applied for a Coastal Ferzit to add en to his

cuse.

Our dnvestigation of this matter invelved a site visit, en
Novenber 5§, 1996, by Mr. Grey Woodell, Planning Specialist.
In addition, I walked the property boundaries of Royal Palms
Baach, as they vers described by the Califernia Department ef
Packs and Recreation, which was the previcous owner.

Mr. Woodell met with Mr. Nasr and his architect, V. XK.
Jedbejian. Mr. Weodell <reviewed the Ccastal Permit
Application, Mr. Nasr's dmprovezent plans, as vell as a
survey and topography map supplied by Mr. Nasr. Although the
County's property line cannot be easily identified on the
site, it appears that Mr. Nasr's retaining wall and deck may
encroach on County preperty. The extent of the encreoachzent
ds approximately 8 feet vide and 70 feet long. (Ses enclosed

phetograph.)

* My inspectien of the County's ;ropc:"tg line revealed that the
County owns a near vertical, undeveleped 2luff face, which
extends approximately eone-half mile up coast from the
developed portion of Royal Palms Beach. (See enclosed map and
zarrative description provided by the California Departazent
©of Parks and Recrestion.) The property that Mr. Nasr may
Rave encreached on is at the top ©f the pluff, completesly
dsclated from public access. ZThers 48 no pubdblic access from

IfEXHIBIT NO. § .
Application Numbe[ 8

| RAX: (310) 8218348
(310)208-9503 13837 PLJt WAY, MARINA DEL REY, CALIFORNIA 90252
INTERNET: NEp/Avww £05.10 C2ARDSSCNSS .



Mr. Al Padilla
December 11, 1996
Page 2

Warzocuth Street, nor are thers lny trails up the bluff frem
the rocky shoreline at the bottom, or across the bluff from

‘either end. In fact, there is no practical recreaticnal use

of the bluff., Alsc, since there are no level areas at the
top of the bluff, and becauss the State lLands Commission owns
the tide and submerged lands at the foot of the bluff (there
is no "beach"), the County-owned land is not develcpable for
public recreation.

According to Mr. Nasr, the retaining wall, which may be on
County property, wvwas built in 1954 to sclve an erosion
preblex caused by an earthgquake. The County did not accept
title to the property until September 15, 1995. (See enclosed
Grant Deed.) VWhen the transfer of the State Dbeaches was,
negotiated, the County accepted the property vith 211’
existing easements and encumbrances. 81nc¢ Nr. Nasr's wall
and deck were built prior to the County's ownership, and
because 4t was not identified as an encrcachment by the
State, it 43 a preexisting condition that the County
inadvertently accepted.

Civen that the extent of the encroachrent, if any, would be-

time consuming and costly to identify, and since it has
absolutely no impact on public access or the recreational use
of the County's property, we do not believe it d4s in the
public's best interest to pursue ¢the matter further.
Nr. Nasr's recuest for a Coastal FPermit should be evaluated
on the basis of its other merits alone. However, the County
pust reserve its right to reguire Mr. Nasr to remove any
develcopment that encroaches en County awned property if 4t i»s
ever deemed to infringe on the public's zight to nccc:l and
Tecreational use of the property.

Thank you for bringing this matter te cur attention. By copy
©of this letter, we wish to thank Mr. Nasr and his architect
for their cooperation and courtesy. .,

I there are any gQuestions rogtrdiag this matter, please call
me at (310) 305-9573.

Very truly yours,
BTAN WISNIEWSKI, DIRECTOR

Dean B. St

Dean R. Smith
Executive Assistant

SW:DRS:D>e
Encleosures
C: Ncohamed Nasr

»



BLUE SUBJECTARROWS POINT
TO COUNTY PROPERTY LINE

.

This -picture shows the patio of
Mohammed & Joan Nasr, 2273
Warmouth St. San Pedro. CA. Mr.
Nasr’s property abuts Royal Palms
County Beach. Mr. Nasr's property is
on the lefi side of the line. with Royal
Palms being on the right side.

In the 1954 earthquake. & pool filter
ruptured in Mr. Nasr's back yard and
thinking that the property linc was
lower. 8 retzining wall and a deck
were built to stabilize the bluff.

In October. 1996. Mr. Nasr requested
a coastal permit to build a second
story on his house. It was at that time
that he Jearned his 1994 constructed
deck and retaining wall were
encroaching on County property an
average of § foo from one end of his
property 10 the other.

11-6-96/GW:gw
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NARRATIVE BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

* '3
.o
.o . . P
* ) .
P
-

Roysl Palms State Beach

The area involved in the Operating Agreement between the State of Californta,
Department of Parks and Recreatfon, and the County of Los Angeles as added to
the contract by Amendment No, 1, executed by the State of California on March

" 22, 1988, 13 graphfcally referred to on Royal Palms State Beach Operating

Agnimnt Boundaries Map, Drawing No. 23668 (attached), and verbally described
as follows: - |

Beginning at the point of intersection of the top of the bluff with the
southwesterly extension of the centerline of "Western Avenue” (Point
®A®): thence northwesterly down the bluff-and arcund the Sanftation .
District property fence and up the rock wall to a point 65' beyond the
end of the wall; thence, westerly, to the northeasterly end of the '
" Sanitation District property fence; thence, :antfauiug up the dluff to a
point midway up the bluff in-1ine with the scutheasterly corner of f.hg
property on 1ot 124; tht;ncc. westerly, along the bluff, to the end of the
cyclone fence surrounding the mobile home park located adjacent to and
easterly of the Los Angeles city Haftg boundary (Pofnt "B"); thence,
southwesterly, along the Los Angeles eity Vimits boundary, and down the
bluff, approximately two hundred fifty (250) feet to the mean high tide
T1ine of the Pacific Ocean (Point °C"); thence, southeasterly slong the
sean ;uh tide 1ine approximately four thousand (4,000) feet back to, and




L around and fncluding, the rock Jetty to n.point where the southwesterly
. extension of the centerline of ®Western Avedur® fntersicts the mesn high
' tide Yine (Point "D"); thence, ncrth_g;st.eﬂy aiong the easterly gide of

. the rock Jetty to Point "A",

Excluded from the above-described ares are the fenced-in Los Angeles County
Sanftatfon District pump facilities Tocated approximately two hundred (200)
- feet northerly of Point "A" on attached wap, Drawing No. 23588,

*

~ KOTE:

The foregoing description has been prepared by visual surveillance to be used
as an adminfstrative guide and 1s not intended as a Tegal survey description.

-
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GRANT DEED

Pursuant 1o the provisions of Section 5002.6 of the Public Resources Code, the STATE OF

CALIFORNIA, through its duly appointed, qualified and acting Director of the Department of
Parks and Recreation, bereby grants to the County of Los Angeles, s body corporate and politie,
in trust for the people of the State of California, the following described real property in the
County of Los Angeles, State of California:

All that real property in the City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, State of .
California conveyed to the State of California by the Final Order of Condemnation,
recorded January 5, 1961, in Official Records Book D1083, Page 201.

EXCEPTING AND RESERVING to the State of California all minera! deposits, not previously
reserved in other documents of record, as defined in Section 6407 of the Public Resources Code
below a depth of 500 feet, without surface rights of entry.

- THIS DEED IS MADE SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING EXPRESS CONDITIONS
- SUBSEQUENT:

(1)  The real property and improvements herein conveyed shall be used, operated and -
maintained by the County for public recreation :.nd beach purposes in perpetuity.
- . iR

@) No new or expanded commercial development shall be allowed on the gramed real
property.

() Any project for new or expanded noncommercial development on the granted real
property shall not exceed an estimated cost limitation for each project of two hundred fifty
thousand dollars ($250,000), as adjusted annually to reflect the California Construction
Index utilized by the State of California, Department of General Services. Any
suthorization for new and expanded noncommercial development shall be imited to .
projects that provide for the safety and convenience of the genera! public in the use and .



®—

enjoyment of, and enhancement of, recreational and educational experiences, and shall be
. consistent with the use, operation, and maintenance of the granted lands and
improvements herein granted in trust. The per-project limitation in this paragraph ghall
apply in the aggregate, 50 that not more than the amount specified herein may be
expended for the project as 3 whole, regardless of any division of the project into phases
or parts. "Project” means the whole of an action that constitutes the entirety of the
particular type of new construction, alteration, or extension or berterment of existing

" structure.

Notwithstanding the above, the county shall be permitted to implement the
state-approved local assistance grant (project number SL-19-003) to the county
approved in the Capital Budget Act of 1988 for noncommercial development to
_rehabilitate the existing park infrastructure at Royal Palms State Beach. '
(4)  The granted lands and improvements may not be subsequently sold, transferred, or
encumbered. “Encumber” includes, but is not limited to, mortgaging the property,

- pledging the property as collateral, or any other transaction under which the property

would serve as security for borrowed funds. Any lease of the granted lands or
improvements shall only be consistent with the public recreation and beach purposes as
herein conveyed.

Upon an intentional material breach of any condition, the State will terminate the County’s interest
in the real property conveyed hereunder pursuant 10 Civil Code Section 885.010 et sequitur.

Each of the foregoing express conditions subsequent shall also be covenants by the Grantee for
use and development of the granted real property, and equitable servitudes upon the interests
granted herein, which may be enforced through injunction for specific performance or preventive
relief .

" THIS DEED IS ALSO MADE SUBJECT TO all valid existing contracts, leases, encumbrances

and claims of title which may affect said parcels.
1"

CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE
This is to certify that the interest in real property conveyed by the within deed
or grant to the County of Los Angeles, a governmental agency, is hersby accepted
under authority of a resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors of said County
on March 13, 1978, and the Grantee consents to the recordation thereof by its duly

authorized officer.
Dated ; 18" 194G <

By —————
John £. Anderson
Mapping & Property Management
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
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Octuber 24, 1997 = '
Tog# 22617 ;
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1 SOILS/GEO) OGY FIVE - 2

Mohamed Nasr
2273 Warmouth St
- San Pedro, CA 90734

TRACT: 22374
1.OT: 98
LOCATION: 2273 Warmouth St

CURRENT REFERENCE REPORT DATE(S) OF
REPORT/LETTER(S) NO. ROCUMENT PREPARED BY

Soil Report G-1510-FG 10/07/97 Techoosoil, Inc

PREVIOUS REFERENCE REPORT DATE(S) OF
REPORT/LETTER(S) NO_ DOCUMENT

Geology/Soil Report G-1510-FG 07/11/97 Technosoil, Inc
Request for Modification 2122 - P 120695 Bldg&Safety

The current and previous referenced reports concerning underpinning of an existing retaining wall
have been reviewed by the Grading Section of the Department of Building and Safety. According to
the reports, the descending slopcéalculates to be grossly stable, however, the site is located on & large
prehistoric laodslide with questionable stability. Addidonally, 8 10-inch-wide tension crack was
identified beneath the site. It is the opinion of the consuitants that this crack was caused by lurching
of the slopc during an earthquake. The reports are acceptable for underpinning of the existing mll.
provided the following conditions are complicd with during sim development: .

1. In order to best inform fumure owners of the potential for distress and siope movement from
the prehistoric landslide and future earthquakes, notice of this lerter and the consuliant's
reports shall be recorded with the Office of the County Recorder, (Note: The standard
agreement form must be approved by the Grading Section prior to being recorded.)

2 All conditions of the above referenced Request for Modification shall spply. | .
- 3. The geologist and soils engineer shall review and approve the detailed plans prior to issuance

AN BOUAL EAIPLOVIMENT .
PTORTUNITY ~ APFIRMATIVE ACTION S Auma
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Page 2
2273 Warmouth St

of any permits. This approval shall be by signature on the plans which clearly indicates that
the geologist and soils engineer have reviewed the plans prepared by the design engineer and
that the plans include the recommendations contained in their reports.

4. All recommendations of the report which are in addition to or more restrictive than the
conditivns contained herein shall also be incorporated into the plans for the project.

S. The applicant is adv;i.sed that the approval of this report does not waive the requircments for
excavations contained in the State Construction Safety Orders enﬁ:;ced by the Statc Division

of Indusirial Safety. "

6. A copy of the subject and appropriate referenced reports and this approval letter shall be
' attached to the District Office and ficld set of plans. Submit one copy of the above reporis
to the Building Department plan checker prior to ixsuance of the permit.

7. The geologist and soil engineer shall inspect the excavations for the footings o determine that
they arc founded in the recommended strata hefore calling the Department for footing
inspection.

t 8 Prior to the pouring of concrete, a representative of the consulting Soil Engineer shall inspect
and approve the footing excavations. He shall post a notice on the job site for the City
Building Inspector and the Contractor stating that the work so inspected meets the conditions
of the report, but that nu concrete shall be poured until the City Building Inspector has also
inspected and approved the footing excavations. A written certification to this effect shall be
filed with the Department upon completion of the work.

9. All friction pile or caisson drilling and installationshall be performed under the inspectionand
approval of the Foundation Engineer.

10.  Piles shall be embedded into bedrock a minimum depth of five feet below the bedrock/termce
matcrial contact or the lowest upen crack obscrved in the footing excavation. This shall be
determincd by dowa-hol¢ inspection as recommended on page 5 of the July 11, 1997,

-

Engineering Geologist I Geotechnical Engineer [

DP/TRS:dp/urs o
2617
(213) 485-3435
e Technosoil, Inc
Jim Jebejian
SP District Office

e s smees s w B .




SYATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, . 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

{562) 590-5071
ADDENDUM
DATE: January 29, 1998
To: . Commissioners and Interested Persons
FROM: South Coast District Staff
SUBJECT: Commission Mesting of February 3, 1998, Page 6, item l6.e., -

permit no. 5-97-300(Nasr), Los Angeles County.

The South Coast District office has received a letter from the applicant’s:
representative, The letter provides the applicant’s ressponses to the
Commission’s staff report. The Letter is attached.

0377¢
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To CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION - Hearing of 2-3-98 10:00 am.. tom TU 18

QGentiemen:

Because It s possible applicant (properly owner Dr. Nasr by his agent Mr, Jebejian, architect) ma
oniy be given five minutes to argue his case, he is submitting his statement in rasponsa o staff
roport dated 11-8.97 re Application #5-87-300 as follows:

Page 1 (Jast paragraph) of the staff report states the lssue befors the Commission to be thaet, to
grant applicant a permit for his existing retaining wall and connecled incidental construction

would creale # precedent of aliowing the exdending of the fiat biutf due 10 afteration of the natural
land form and would create geoiogical instability.

The staff report (p. 2, pars. 4) says the “proposed” construction mainly consists of sn
unpemmitied retaining wall. Applicant contands thiat the wall was built prior to his acquisition of
the subject property and that he has since done what was necessary 10 legalize the wall.

Dr. Nasr purchased the sublect property in 1984, Rk is described 85 a 3-bedroom residence with a
pool which overtcoks the ocean. Beyond the pool, thare was a retaining wall which had solar
pancls 1o heat the pool mowrtied on H. During the January 1894 earthqueke, those panels and
the wall were damaged. The panels were removed and shortly thereafter, Dr, Nasr visited the
San Pedro Los Angeles Building Dept. to request permits to repair the damage and remexial
work necessary to protect his property. He was told that he did not need & permit 10 repair an
exisling wali or pluce an on-grade slab (pool decking); nor did he need a permit to build a
retaining well of three feel or less. When he stantad his repalr work, o noighbor calied the City
eompisining of "new consiruction” which triggered all subsequent events. it may appear at first
glance that four years is 8 long time not to have his problems resolved; however, in an effont to
iflustrate his diligence in attempling to get his permit, a st of all action {aken as evidenced by
writings has been attached s Exhib#t A, This exhiblt clearly shows thst over 100 decuments
were prepared in @ series of S5eo-saw efforts to obtain the necessary permits, not to mention
innumerabie telephone calls end trips to the City. There was something being done at least
once, and ususlly several imes, each month.

On page 3 of the siaff repont, last paragraph, # is argued that applicant has not demonstrated
fhat the wall pre-axisted his purchasing of the property, Aithough no records of a permit could be
found, staff concades (P. 4, para. 1) that this was not unsommon in 1968 when the lol was

- rec ptiex s issued in 1979 for the instatiation of solar panels and
gradmg n &njudlon :herewcth (Page 4 para 2 to 5). U stands {o reason they were installed on
the retaining wall where applicant sncountered them upon his purchasing the property. if at the
time of the issuance of that building permit a CCC permit had been required, surely the City
would have insisted upon it and would not have 18susd its penmi in the absance of the latier,

Staff furthar concades (P. 4 last pars) that serisl photographs of 1886, 1987, and 1982 do show
the solar panels but that the wall Is nof visible; however, because of the sheer size and weight of
such panels it is logical to conclude that they were originally instalied on the wall. In addition,
applicant was told by city officials that 1t Is their interpretation of the aeris! photographs that the
wall is visible together with the panels.

Refersnca is made on P. 8, para 6 of the staff report to two geology reports of 1968 and 1885
which conciude that an anclent (16 000+ years!) landslidge undartying the property Is inactive and
stable. Hence, this should not be an issue hers. Nevenrheless, the question is addrasased cleasrly
in the 7-11-97 Technosol! report. Page 5 poragraph 3 of that report rexds: “Boscd on the stoblifty
annlysis. the facior of safely with respect to the gross stabifity of the portion of the siope excesds



San-28-98 08:852P V. K. JIM JEBEJIAN - ARCH S18 352 3503 T P.O2

e normally accepled velue of 1.5 A factor of safaly ot 1.5/ means tha siops would not fail,
This safety factor Is exiremely conservative and applicant contends that the Technosoll report
adequately addresses any doubt about the Issue of sufficient slope stability, which was CCC
staff's iast concem prior to the most moant application.

Staff further makes reference (P. 8, para. 2 and las! pars, continuing to P. 8, para 1) to other
geology reports which contiude that the urea is unstable and that the wall shoutd have
undsrpinnings. The City determined this would be aoreptablie. Apparently, staff believes
permii such underpinnings and allow the wall {o remain would set an undesirable precedent.
(P. 10, para 2). The fact is there are other retaining walls, decks, #ic., in applicant's
meighborhood; and that no previous permit for & retaining wall can be Tound in the records is not
o unusual as to be proof in and of iiself the wall was built after the passage of the Coastal At
The fact alsc amains that the wall either has 10 de permitted upon compliance with the
conditions imposad, or has to be removed. Either action requires a CCC permR. Futhermore,
there I8 no argument that applicant gver refused compliance with any condition of requirement
Imposed by eilher the City or COC staff, but at this ime spplicant is confused and feels
opprested by the continuous addition of new criteria in order jo obtain CCC staff sporoval,

To an impartial observer, k wouk! appear that the City and CCC were pisying ping-pong with Dr. -
Nasr's applications. Duiing the past four years, he odiained no fower than fSroe of sach of the
{ollowing: CCC permit applications; City grading pammits; City bullding permits; as well as City
CEQA exemptions, each time paying s new fea. Each time, the criteria were ¢hanged, requiring
him to {ake new and different mitigation steps. He hired sn architect; Solus Geotechnical :
Consurants; Davis Engineer; Smith-Emery Civil Englnesiing; Techonsoil Consultants; Beryl
Lockhart Dellling; Lou Prata Consultants; attomeye; and lastly @ planning consuttant. The cost?
Asironomical - not 1o mention the mental and emotional siress the appiicant has been subjacted
to becauss of various discriminating remarks and threats made to him during the course of the
events and cuiminating in certain oriminal actions applicant was foroed to ning against &
neighbor due 1o trespass ono his property, which was substantisted by third-party winesses.

In sxamining Appiicant's ExhiDit A, a reasonable person coukd come 1o the conciusion that Dr.
Nasr had avery reason 1o believe on af jeast seven gitterept pocasions that he had compleled all
the requirements (& reGsive the panmits desired. Those dales were s {ollows (please refer fo
Exhibit A for the specifics):

October 94 - 8 months after origina! application (City Notice Of Noncompliance released)
May 95 . ancther 7 months thereafier (Cily say$ 0.X. 10 get CCC spproval)

Auguzt 95 - another 3 mormths thereefter (Clty Affidavil "cisars way for CCC permit)
October 96 - another 2 months thereafier (CCC recommends approval)

December 95 - anothar 2 months thersafier (City issues CEQA exemption re wall)
January 96 - another month thereafter (City issues bkig. permit)

May 86 - anothar 4 months thereafier (City tssues notice of compliance and cartificste of
oocupancy for wall)

Each time, he was told that he was “now” in & position to procead. Eadh time, someons then
came up with a new twist. in the ping-pong gams For example, after 2 % years, he was told that
since 2 portion of the property had been deeded to the County, he aiso nesded County approval.
Fortunately, the County did not participate In the ping-pong gamae but gave is biessing.

CCC personnel has in the past aliuded thot Dr. Nasr has not been diligent in pursuing the
necessary parmits, when in fact he has taken alf the steps outlined in Exhibit A to comply. Htis
amazing to ponder what hoops CCC staff can make you jump through and stiif not grent permite
for & pre-sxisting will . or, for that matter, for s demolition pennit.

Staff further concedes (P. 11, para 3) that the project's visibility from the ‘public beach” is
Emited. The public boach that is usable is a fong wary sway. The arss below appiicant's property

NOOsUN-.

%



. —— — e e ¢ W w= o wem o

Jan-28-98 068:82P V. K. JIM JEBEJIAN - ARCH 818 352 3503

“,. rocky accumuliation which cannot be reached except by boat or by a 3+ mile hike across the
rocks from the public beach which is in actual uss. It is & rasé excaption for anyone o be seen in
the arva below the applicant’s property. Thorofore, 8 concem that something might fall from

applicant’s property and injury someone is misplaced.

Staff also concedss (P. 11, para 5) that the City's LUP Locai Coastal Program has as yet no
impiemantatin plun subsnitted for the 3an Padro area. Therofore, this IS not an Issue,
Apglicant simply fails 1o understans how the proposed project can be found *Inconsistent with
CEQA" when no fewer that three CEQA Notices of Exemption hava been issued 10 him by the
City. Applicant believes that the rea! raason for the permit denial is that the above-mentioned
neighbor (the same who calied the CCC and utlered recial slurs towands applicant} has bragged
{o him that she has a friend at the CCC who will make sure he hever recetves any permil. Ris
Applicant's desire that the Commission earnestly investigate this alfegation which, if found true,
wou!g ralse serious constitutional and other Issues. It should not come as a surprise that Or,
Nasr feels oppressad ant singlad out by the ever-lightening requirements imposed upon him
when, as far back as Octoder of 1895, he was ied (o believe that approval wes imminent.

Applicant heraby respectfully requests approval of the/pending application by the Commission,
V;Zt
v

jE.BE.JIAN. Aschitect

E. Nasi. M.D.
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Exhibit A: Chronology of events Dr. Nasr project

(subsequent {0 January $4 earthquake and Dr. Nass being told by San
PearonA. Bidg. & Bafely that he does not need 8 permit)
02-10-94 CCC Hand-delivery of stop work on retaining wall order
02-18-84 City scnds official Ntc. To gain entry at 10:00 en 3-14-04
03-23-84  City/Garth lssues Order to Comply H75174: slop work & demol.
or submit pians, permit, geol. & soil repont
03-30-94 Clty issues oonditions of approval; City circulstes memo on
sppioval of retaining walls construction w/o Inspections
04-05-84 COCC recrived pormit app ., mjectad as incomplots
7/20/94 deadiine 10 retumn executed waiver of legal argument atiachment
04-10-04 CCC issues deficiency list for parmit; rejects Minasian app.
04-20-84 CCC status #r, re wbove, deadling 7-20-94
05-03-04  Jim App to city f extension to 8-1-84 re order to comply of 4/3
06-01-94  Jim/Nasr app { CCC permit w/reference to prav. permit 5-54-94
. 08-04-94 Jim App to Chty Bidg. & Safety San Padro requesting extens. To .
173795 {waiting for geol. Keport) re 4344 order to comply; pd. $80 .
11, 10-31.84  City Ntc. Of non-complisnce recorded as $4-2113923
released S/17/98
12. 02-06-95 CCC retums 4/5/84 Nasr app for permit 5-04-04 as Incomplete
13. 02-21-85 CHy issues first CEQA Notice of Exemption
14. 03-13-85 CCC Hr Nasr re violation V-5-5P-54-002 and Stop work order
15. 03-16-85 Solus proposal to Nasr re foundation study for addition
18. 03.22-65 CHy spp { bidg permlt walledd & Cert. Of Oce; fee pd 3,841.55
17. 03-24-85 City memo re necessity lo notify neighbors prior to bidg permit
18, 04-04-08  Aeped {in CCCH-18-07 itr) Nast signed waiver of legsl
argument {L.e,, SA,; laches; estoppel) form and withdrew App. 5-95-204
18. D4-12.85 City grading pre-inspection report wicond. + CCC approval nesd
20. 05-01-8% 5olus geotech study re addition
21. 5/5-26.95 Jim: City Grading app. wipians re imporvaxpont routes $331.30;
not approved and conditions imposad (Log #39508)
22 051585 City sapproval in concept; and CEQA Nic. Of sxemption
issusd (Log » 85-0414)
23. 05-31-95 CCC permit fae $500 receipt for 5-95-140 (addition)
24. 08-19-95  Solus addendum to 5-1-85 reporl & r@4PONSe 10 Tty tech
review sheot of 5-5-88 (not approved); Log #15086
25. 06-20-85 CCC deliciency letter requires:.
8. structursl engineering report
h. geology report

d. stringline map showing seaward development. Deadline 30 days or
proof of weliideck pre-axisting; will split app's for wall and addition
28, 07-17-85 Jim Nrio CCC re proceading wiadd & requ. 80-duy ext. f sep app wallideck
27. 07-18-85 CCC Itr Nasr re permit 5-95-140 and viol. 5S5P94-002
28, 08-14-95  Jim Requ. f. modi. Of bidg. Ord. At City w/ list of conditions and special
condition to record affirdavit owner aware old landslide may u:;a “&:;unwdo& I:ss;;hinr
togetherw/ City app. £. Didg. permit and certif. Of oooupancy, {
29. 08-26-95 cn;n-mm issuws 2* Order to Comply H88283 (remove walls or get permits)
30. 08.31-85  Jim itr CCC encl Affid required by City Grading clearing way f. CCC parmit
31. 08-31-95 Nasr records affidavit regarding future unstable slope 95-1427304 $10
32, 10-03-95 CCC KleirVSF Iir to atty Quinn, llinois notit. Viol. Elevated to 8F deadiine
12/1545 tor new app & conditions imposed: City approval rasolves em 28, geousol;

Huang inspection
33. 10-04-85 &10-10-9S Hiinols atty, Forwerds letters CCC to Nawr

SOONS N & wpa
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84 101085 CCC staff report re 5-95-140/addRion recommends approval

85. 10-18-85 Prata note on City/San Pedro app thet oy have to go downown

38. 10-25-98 CCC hearg nic 11-14-85 rv 5-05 140 w/ staff raport recommends approval
w/spes cond. Re future developmt [apperently subsequently changed to 11-18)

87. 10-31-85 CCC hesarg. mc. 11-16-05 re 5-85-140; Jim fax Nass re haring; also mentions
gerial pix of wall 187041990 “Dale" at City offices has

38. 11-21.85 CCC Nt¢. Of intent to Iasue pasmit 5-25-140 for entry addition

39. 11-22-05 Nusr executss author. Jim to sgn pammits at City

40. 11-23-95 Jim City raqu.f.modif. of bidg. ord. To waive permit & inspect. Of wall; denled
12-6-95 w/ conditions of approval (Log #2122; pd. $105)

4. 11-20-05
42, 12-05-85
43. 12-03-98
4. 12-1395

for piles

45, 12-21-95

48, 12-21-85

Nast exccutes affidavit re maind, Of prop Jdisclosure wall

Solus to Nasr addendum 1o gectech report

Davie Engineering rebar datascan certified test report to Pruta

Jim City App grading Imporexport; fee pd. 148.30; recommend. 40-R. setback

City CEQA Nic, Of Exemption re existing retsining wall; Log CE05-1077
City itr o CCC approving walis/deck in concept w/City land use reg's.,

entiding applcent to CCC Admin, Cosstal Dev. Permit attached City Planng. Dept. affid.
By Jim In conjunciion wiplanng dept.; City/Gong notas CZCA dearancy needsd from city

47. 01-04-98 Chicago Title records release of vbinyation under TD prev.ownar 86-15748; also
11/8/90 copy of TicorNuw reconiveyance and 8/22/84 Ticor title Ins. Nasr; deed from state of
o0ouniy recorcca 85-1527008; snd previous owner's agreement 1o record/sone 3-22-859
geol.renort of Roberi Stone attached

48, 01-16-06 CCC status letter re 5-95.284 notes siringiine map deficiency - due 2-28-06

40, 01-25-08 Jim City App.f.bidg. pertt and cest Of occupancy; fees paid 208.40

50. 01-26-98 City issuss DulMding permit

51. 0130 88 CCC itr Lou Prata re subordination agreement Specia! Condition § (re future

development requiring new permit) remaining unsatisfied on permit 5-95-140

82. 02-16-68
53. 03-04-66
54. 04-03-9¢

CCC issues coastal dev pestriii 5-65-140; Nase acknowiedoed 7-12-98
Smith-Emery/Civ.Eng. repont to Prata verifying size/spacing wall reinforcemt.
Nesr executes CovRApreamt re maintance of bidg pertalning to disciosures re

walls; approved by City Bidg&Safety for recording; recorded bes-587760 on 4-12-98

$5. 05-006-98
58. 05-17-96
87. 06-02-86
38, 07-22-96
58. 08-12-98
60. 08-19-08

Bolus tr Nasr re wall is needed to provide stabifity; and Is pre-existing
City issuas Notice of Compiiznce

CCC itr Naor that wall & deck will be danied uniess; sas 08-10-08 kem
City permit work form signed off at public counter

8olus fax Jim rough draft of report

Solus Geotechnical Report conclusions resolve CCC lasuss

A. Comment I,

I (Qonl) wall sethack min, 10A. (is 14 1t)

k. (flood) tiood/rainfall erosion minimizad due o natural lot contours &

retaining walis ,

#i. (firs hazard) concrete decking provides fire buffer;

and B. Comment Ii: that stabiitty & struciural integrity not be affecied gue to

srosion, peol. insiabiity, or destruction of site:

Iv. Original landsiide 18,000+ years ago & considered inactive; city issued
wall permit. Wall contiitutes {o stabilty ana enhances erosion cortrol;
dossnt atter natural appearence bacause not visibie from beach.

Note: parsgraph comments referning 1o reports by “Foroon intemal.® And *Agra
Earth & Envir.” As potential hazard appear to predate biig. Permit.; paragraph ve.
a. geol. Blope stabiiiky sssumnptions
b. allematives for sbove
C. explan. F. Soilus report that “the wall was constructed concurrently with initial
development” : current wall is partial repair of orfg. devel. + some new constr.
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81. 08-22-96 Jim fax to Al Padilis w/ notes re history 1/64 EQ caused 2/84 removal of
damaged solar panels to heat poot: fix wall and cement behind it (walls 3’ or less & paving
on grade does not require permits); neighbor called & complained, resulting in CCC action

62. 08-24-98  File fowarded to atty, Geo. Deukmejian

63. 10-30-86 CCC Al Padilla itr Jan notifying encroachmt. Onto county prop. & requiring

X a. survey site plan and
b. county review and approval

84. 12-03-96 CCC Steff Roport/denial for 1-7-87 hearing on wall app. 5-95-204

65. 12-11-08 County Itr to CCC: wall does not encroach on public access to beach

88. 12-19-66 Chty Bidg&Safety correction & 610p work notics

67. 12-20-06  Jim tax above mc. Yo inspecior Huang requ. permiss. To proceed

68, 12-20-96 City (Otis Slaughter, insp.) itr Jim need geol report to Inspect footing .

89. 12-28-89¢  Jim/Nasr ir CCC denial of app roquast hearing chg Im 11.8-97 t0 487 3

'70. 01-21-67  Solus Report of re-observation of pad footing underpinnings
71. 02-19-97  Jim fax to Techosoil/Minasian re siope stabillty for acdition
72 03-06-97 CCC lr changing hear'g date of 1/8/87 to 4/887

22¢5]

73. 03-12-97 Minasian/Technosoil Br Nasr re scope of work f addition .:

74. 032597 CCC hear'g me #4-8-97 re wall/patio ’ -

75, 04-07-97  Nasr-Jim ltr. to CCC requ. Chy. Of hearg. 4-5-97 10 81357

76. 04-25-97 Beryl Lockhart invoioe re gnilling w

77. 03-02-97 Nasr note 10 Jim r¢ drifting invoics anfval-departure workers L

78. 05-03-87 LAPD report of preliminary investigation neighbor Ms. Weaver trespassing _y N

79. 051397  Nasr narstive 1o LAPD re trospess _LL m
4

80. 05.07-87 Minasian/Technosoil itr Jim re drilling pretim findgs

81. 05-08.97 Jim lis CCCAPadilia roquesig reconsid & wid of app 5-05-204 in anticipetion of
Technosoll report re siope stability

82, 051897  Jim fax Technosoil/Minasian rs conversation with Clty/Theo that report would
haveﬁb;tonmm-dm undatpinning had & shmsomefooﬁmofwnl will ssek
modification

83. 08-18-87  Jim ftr CCC Rance/SF re soll report to be flled w/City grading & new App

84, 08-18.97 CCC Rance/SF itr Jim re wakvar of iegal argument vitl. 5SP94-002 imposing
712787 deadline 1. retumn and submittal timeline (done 8/30/9T)

88. 07-11-87  Minasian/l echnosoil soil/geo! report re existing relaining well

88. 071487  Jim City App grading Imporvexpon review wiabove report; $480.10

87. 07-25-07 Minasian/Tochnosoil itr Nast re wall underpinning considered optional; faxed
117787 1o Theo Seeley at City

88. 08-11.97 City soil/gecl. Log #21873 fir Nasr re underpinning requirements wall

36. 08-11-97  Jim fax CCC Rance/31" re deadline exicnsion 1o 9/19 basad City soli/geot

90. 09-22.97 CCC App 5-85-294/wall changad to 5.97-300; second fee of $500 pd.;
Resubmission with new solis report addrassing new lasuss raised

91, 10-07-97 Minasian/Technosoil itr Nasr commanting on City #r 1197

92

=3

o4

., 10-08-07  Jim City grading app #G1L22617 attaching above report
. 10-24-97 City Solis/Geol log #22617 itr Nasr requiring recordation of geol /aoil repornt
. 11.08-97 CCC status Itr scheduling hearg. 12/8-12,87 8.Francisco & enciosing atc. Of
pending permit 5-97.300 t0 be p05ted on property
§5. 111187 Jim fir. CCC to change 12.22-87 8.Francisco meet'p. io 2/3-8,88 8an Diego
96, 12-23-97 Jim kr CCC e 1.5 soll Minassian report delay
97. 12-20-97 Nasr ftr Jim w/ commants r» discrimingtory trestment
98. 12-28-#7 Jim Fax Al Padilis to reschedule w/ 3 sitachmaenis (tem 16e)
£9. 01-12-98 CCC hesr'p. Notice San Diego on pew a0p. Raises new issue of soll stabliily dve
to house being snlarged
100. 1-13-98  Jim fax Technosoll re. Retaining wall 30ils report addeadum & report on
underpinning for retsining wall
101. 01-15-88 CCC ric hearg 2-3-08 San Diego re permit #5-97.300 rec’'d.; prop. response




