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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 5-98-478 

APPLICANT: Richard Rosenblatt 

PROJECT LOCATION: 15957 Asilomar Blvd., Pacific Palisades 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a 5,395 sq. ft. single-family residence, 3-story, 
28' high with two parking spaces on a 10,464 sq. ft. lot • 

Lot Area 
Building Coverage 
Pavement Coverage 
Landscape Coverage 
Parking Spaces 
Zoning 
Planning Designation 
Ht above final grade 

1 0,464 sq. ft. 
5,395 sq. ft. 
2,230 sq. ft. 
2,839 sq. ft. 

Two 
R-1 
Low Density Residential 

28' 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in Concept - City of Los Angeles 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City adopted Brentwood-Pacific Palisades 
Community Plan 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff is recommending approval with special conditions addressing natural hazards in 
order to be consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 

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 effects on the environment within the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

1. Notice 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 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 fortt."l 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 arid 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. 
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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. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Conformance with Geotechnical Recommendations 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit grading and foundation plans for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director. The approved foundation plans shall include plans for the 
retaining walls, subdrains and footings. These plans shall include the signed 
statement of the geotechnical consultant certifying that these plans incorporate 
the recommendations contained a Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation 
Report dated November 4, 1998, prepared by Keith W. Ehlert and SWN 
Soiltech Consultants. The approved development shall be constructed in 
accordance with the plans approved by the Executive Director. Any deviations 
from said plans shall be submitted to the Executive Director for a determination 
as to whether the changes are substantial. Any substantial deviations shall 
require an amendment to this permit or a new coastal development permit . 

Assumption of Risk/Indemnification 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to 
the Executive Director, which shall provide: (a) that the applicant understands 
that the .site may be subject to extraordinary hazards from landslides, erosion, 
slope failure, mudslides and slumping and the applicant assumes full liability 
from such hazards; and (b) that the applicant unconditionally waives any claim 
of liability on the part of the Commission and agrees to indemnify and hold 
harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees relative to the 
Commission's approval of the project for any damage due to natural hazards. 
The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, 
and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines 
may affect the enforceability of the restriction. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS: 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
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A. Project Description and Location 

The applicant proposes to construct a 51 395 sq. ft. single-family residence, 3-story, 
28' high with two parking spaces on a vacant 10,464 sq. ft. lot. The proposed 
project is located within an established single-family residential neighborhood in Pacific 
Palisades, a planning subarea of the City of Los Angeles. The subject lot ascends 
above the street, Asilomar Blvd., with an overall topographic relief of approximately 
five feet. 

B. Geologic Hazards to Development 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act provides in part: 

· New development shall: 

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

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

The proposed residence is located on a hillside mesa in a geographic area where steep 
slopes are subject to natural hazards. Natural hazards common to this area include 
landslides, erosion, flooding and slumping. There is a landslide mapped southerly of 
the site. The applicant has submitted a Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation 
Report dated November 4, 1998, prepared by Keith W. Ehlert and SWN Soiltech 
Consultants. 

The geology/soils report notes that ,.a landslide exists below the site and below 
Asilomar Blvd. in general." The geologic structure consists of an east-west anticline; 
the south limb forms the descending slope below Asilomar Blvd. The consultant's 
stability analysis of the descending slope indicates a factor of safety in excess of the 
City's minimum requirements. 

The applicant's geotechnical report further concludes that development on the site, as 
proposed, is feasible from a geologic engineering standpoint, provided that the 
applicant incorporates the recommendations referred to in the soils/geology report. 
That report has specific, detailed recommendations regarding expansive soils, 
drainage, foundation plans, slope stability and slough protection. 

• 

• 

The applicant's conditional geology approval from the City of Los Angeles Grading • 
Division of the Department of Building and Safety also includes specific soils/geology 
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conditions addressing design and construction methods. Following are some of the 
City's geotechnical conditions: 

1. All footings shall be founded in terrace deposits, as recommended. 

5. Existing uncertified fill shall not be used for support of footings, concrete 
slabs or new fill. 

7. The geologist and soils engineer shall review and approve the detailed 
plans prior to issuance 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. 

9. The geologist shall inspect all excavations to determine that conditions 
anticipated in the report have been encountered and to provide 
recommendations for the correction of hazards found during grading or 
foundation excavations. 

The Commission finds that the house can be approved consistent with Section 30253 
of the Coastal Act, as long as the applicant conforms to the recommendations 
contained in the aforementioned soils and geology report. The Commission further 
finds that the proposed residence, as conditioned to conform to the consultant's 
geology and soils recommendations, will minimize risks of developing in this area that 
may occur of natural causes. 

The Commission, in previous permit actions on development in this area has found 
that there are certain risks associated with hillside development that can never be 
entirely eliminated. In addition to the general risks associated with hillside 
development in geologically hazardous areas, the Commission notes that its approval 
is based on professional reports and professional engineering solutions that are the 
responsibility of the applicants to implement. 

Based on the site specific soil/geologic constraints addressed in the applicant's 
geology report, the applicant shall, as a condition of approval, assume the risks 
inherent in potential slope failure from landslides and erosion. Therefore, the 
Commission further finds that in order to be consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act, the applicant must record a deed restriction assuming the risk of 
developing in this hazardous area, and waiving the Commission's liability for damage 
that may occur as a result of such natural hazards . 
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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 of its setting. 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that scenic and visual resources of Coastal 
areas be protected and enhanced. It also states that permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to minimize the alteration of natural landforms and protect the 
scenic and visual quality of coastal areas. The Pacific Palisades area is a scenic 
coastal area. However, the bluffs and surrounding area are highly developed with 
existing single family residences. 

On August 5, 1992, the City of Los Angeles adopted a Hillside Ordinance which may 
be incorporated into the City's future Local Coastal Program. That ordinance states 
that "on any lot where the slope of the lot measured form the lowest point of 
elevation of the lot to the highest point is 66 percent or less, no building or structure 
shall exceed 36 feet in height as measured from grade". The proposed residence is 
28' above grade and the lot has a slope of approximately 3 percent. Therefore, the 
proposed development is consistent with the provisions of the City's Hillside 
Ordinance. 

~ . 
The site is lbcated approximately a half mile inland of Pacific Coast Highway. The 
proposed residence· will not block any public ·views and will not ·be highly visible from 
Pacific Coast Highway. The proposed 2-story residence is consistent with numerous 
past permit decisions that the Commission has approved in Pacific Palisades. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development, as designed, is 
compatible with the surrounding pattern of development, consistent with the 
provisions of Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

D. Local Coastal Programs 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act states that: 

• 

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 Chapter 3 (commencing with 

.. 
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Section 30200) 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 Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). A denial of a 
coastal development permit on grounds it would prejudice the ability of the local 
government to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with 
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). 

In 1978, the Commission approved a work program for the preparation of Local 
Coastal Programs in a number of distinct neighborhoods (segments) in the City of Los 
Angeles. In the Pacific Palisades, issues identified included public recreation, 
preservation of mountain and hillside lands, grading and geologic stability. The 
continued use of Temescal Canyon as a recreation area was also an issue, because at 
that time the Canyon was in private hands. 

The City has submitted five Land Use Plans for Commission review and the 
Commission has certified two (Playa Vista and San Pedro). However, the City has not 
prepared a Land Use Plan for Pacific Palisades. In the early seventies, a general plan 
update for the Pacific Palisades had just be completed. When the City began the LUP 
process, in 1978, with the exception of two tracts (a 1200-acre tract of land and an 
adjacent approximately 300-acre tract) which were then undergoing subdivision 
approval, all private lands in the community were subdivided and built out. The 
Commission's approval of those tracts in 1980 meant that no major planning decision 
remained in the Pacific Palisades. The tracts were A-381-78 (Headlands) and A-390-
78 (AMH). Consequently, the City concentrated its efforts on communities that were 
rapidly changing and subject to development pressure and controversy, such as 
Venice, Airport Dunes, Playa Vista, San Pedro, and Playa del Rey. 

Approval of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the City's 
ability to prepare a certifiable Local Coastal Program. The Commission, therefore, 
finds that the proposed project is consistent with the provisions of Section 30604(a) 
of the Coastal Act. 

E. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Section 1 3096 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permits 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)(A) of CEOA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. 

The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the 
natural hazards policies of the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures to conform to the 
consultant's geology/soils recommendations and to record a deed restriction assuming 

-' 
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the risk of developing in this hazardous area, will minimize all adverse impacts. As • 
conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity 
may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform 
to CEQA. 
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