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STATE OF CALIFORHNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY a & GRAY DAVIS, GOVOMMOLI;

ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

UTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
898 SOUTH CALIFORNIA 8T., SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 93001

(805} 641 . 0142
Filed: March 1, 1999
49th Day: N/A
s 180th Day: N/A
RECORD Staff: SMB-
PACKET COPY  staffReport:  Marchv40, 1999

Hearing Date: 4/13-16/99

STAFF REPORT: REVOCATION REQUEST

APPLICATION NO.: R-5-86-517
APPLICANT: Glen Gerson
PROJECT LOCATION: 327 South Latigo Canyon Road, Malibu; Los Angeles County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Renovation of an existing conference center and the

construction of 152 overnight rooms (70 units). The project will also involve the
construction of a new conference center and will include other minor improvements.

PERSON REQUESTING REVOCATION: Carole Barr, 31 590 Mulholiand Hwy,
Malibu; Los Angeles County.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Coastal Development Permit P-78-4441;
Coastal Development Permit P-79-4759; Coastal Development Permit A-79-5167;
Coastal Development Permit SF-80-6643; Coastal Development Permit 5-86-517;

Coastal Development Permit Revocation Request R-4-84-195-A1 (Eide); Malibu/ Santa
Monica Land Use Plan

PROCEDURAL NOTE: The California Code of Regulations, Title 14 Division 5.5,
Section 13105 states that the grounds for the revocation of a coastal development
permit are as follows:

Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be:

a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in
connection with a coastal development permit application, where the Commission
JSinds that accurate and complete information would have caused the Commission to
require additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an application;

b) Failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views of the
person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission and could
have caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions on a permit
or deny an application. 14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 13105.
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APPLICANT'S CONTENTION:

The request for revocation contends that the grounds in Section 13105(a) exist because
the applicant gave inaccurate and erronecus information to the Commission in the

coastal development permit application. The contentions as to incorrect information
include the following:

1) The zoning on t1e property is A-1-1 and not C-2.

2) Although Mr. Cierson may own 81 acres, the Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
issued to Mr. Cerson by the County of Los Angeles only allows for 38 acres to
be used to operate Calamigos Ranch. Therefore, the maximum occupancy of
5,000 persons ‘or daytime use that the Commission imposed on the applicant
based on 81 ac ‘es should be substantially less.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request for revocation on the
basis that no grounds exist for revocation under either Section 13105(a) or (b).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:

l. Denial

The Commission herety denies the request for revocation on the basis that (1) there
was no intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in
connection with the coastal development permit application where accurate and
complete information \would have caused the Commission to require additional or
different conditions on tae permit or deny the application; and (2) there was no failure to
comply with the notice srovisions of Section 13054 where the views of the persons not
notified were not othervise made known to the Commission and could have caused the
Commission to require iidditional or different conditions or deny the application.

Il.  Findings and Ceclarations

The Commission hereb's finds and declares as follows

A. Project Descripti>n and Background

On August 14, 1986, tt e Commission approved Coastal Development Permit 5-86-517
(Gerson) for the renov:tion of an existing conference center and the construction of a
total of 152 overnight rooms (70 units), additions to the existing on-site restaurant,
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poolside gym and meeting rooms as well as the construction of a new conference center
and a six foot tall perimeter fence, subject to two special conditions. The facility was
limited to a maximum of 300 overnight guests and a maximum of 5,000 persons for a
daytime use (Exhibit 2). The first special condition required the applicant to record a
deed restriction irrevocably offering to dedicate a trail for Zuma Ridge Trail across the
site. The second condition required the applicant to” record a deed restriction which
acknowledged that the site is subject to extraordinary hazard from fire and that the
applicant assumed the risk. The special conditions were met and the permit was issued
on July 18, 1987.

Before this 1987 approval the Commission had previously approved other development
at the Calamigos Ranch. Coastal Development Permit P-78-4441 was approved on
November 27, 1978 for the placement of six two-story modular structures 580 sq. ft. in
size to be used as dormitories to replace the structures destroyed by a wild fire. Coastal
Development Permit P-79-4759 was approved on February 5, 1979 for the construction
of a 5,660 sq. ft. two-level structure used for dining and meeting rooms with an attached
2,415 sq. ft. two-story office, a 2,496 sq. ft. one story dorm facility, one 864 sq. ft.
storage building, one 864 sq. ft. tack building, a one-story 1,368 sq. ft. infirmary house,
and a temporary office trailer to replace the destroyed office.

In addition, Coastal Development Permit A-79-5167 was approved on April 23, 1979 for
the placement of an additional trailer to be used as a temporary office. Coastal
Development Permit No. SF-80-6643 was approved on March 24, 1980 for the
construction of a 4,592 sq. ft. single family residence.

As previously stated, the Commission issued Coastal Development Permit 5-86-517 on
July 18, 1987. Only some of the structures approved under this permit have been
constructed to date including the renovation of the existing conference center.

On February 25, 1997, the applicant submitted a Coastal Development Permit
Amendment application 5-86-517-A1 to relocate and redesign the conference center
building and guest accommodations. The proposed project would include the
construction of a 30,000 sq. ft., 35 feet high conference center building, 75 guest units in
three separate buildings, a 59 space parking lot, 6,600 cu. yds. of grading, and the
removal of 4 oak trees. The project also included the implementation of an oak tree
replacement program, replacement of the existing dam, draining of an existing pond,
excavation of 9,000 cu. yds. of material from the existing pond, replacement of
vegetation removed for the pond dredging and dam replacement, and riparian
restoration along the stream corridor. On November 11, 1997, the applicant withdrew
the amendment application based on the lack of local approvals.

On October 23, 1995, the applicant has submitted Coastal Development Permit
application 4-95-217 for after-the-fact approval for approximately 3,200 cu. yds. of
grading to create an outdoor amphitheater and parking. This development was
performed without the benefit of a coastal development permit and is undergomg
investigation by the Commission’s Enforcement Division. This permit application is still
pending.

Additional development that has occurred on the property includes grading within a
blueline stream, the conversion of single family residences into banquet rooms, and the
conversion of a tennis club into picnic facilities. This development was completed
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without the benefit of a coastal development permit. The Commission’s Enforcement
Division is investigating these actions.

Calamigos Ranch has teen operating as a private recreational facility since the 1940's.
The uses on site include day camps, picnics, weddings, banquets, receptions,
conferences and other activities. The original size of the ranch was approximately 75
acres. Additional land ¢ cquisitions have been made over the years increasing the ranch
holdings to include approximately 120 acres. The Ranch is located adjacent to
Mulholland Highway ani Kanan Dume Road in Malibu. The Ranch area is designated
for Low Intensity Visitor serving uses by the Malibu/ Santa Monica Mountains Land Use
Plan (LUP). A stream passes through the property into the existing pond. This stream is
a tributary to Zuma Cre 2k, however it is located outside of the Zuma Canyon Significant
Watershed.

B. Grounds for Revocation

Section 13105(a)

Pursuant to 14 Califorria Code of Regulations (C.C.R.) Section 13108, the Commission
has the discretion to grant or deny a request to revoke a coastal development permit if it
finds that any of the giounds, as specified in 14 C.C.R. Section 13105 exist. 14 C.C.R.
Section 13105 states, in part, that the grounds for revoking the permit shall be as
follows: (1) that the parmit application intentionally included inaccurate, erroneous or
incomplete information where accurate and complete information would have caused the
Commission to act diff 2rently; and (2) that there was a failure to comply with the notice
provisions of Section 13054, where the views of the person(s) not notified were not
otherwise made known to the Commission and could have caused the Commission to
act differently. The South Central Coast District office has received a written request for
revocation of the subject coastal development permit from Carolyn Barr (Exhibit 1). The
request for revocation is based on the grounds that the applicant submitted inaccurate,
erroneous, or incomple te information.

The first ground for r:vocation in 13105@ contains three essential elements or tests
which the Commission must consider: '

a. Did the appl cation include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information
relative to the coastal development permit?

b. If the applica ion included inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, was
the inclusion intentional (emphasis added)?

c. Would accurate and complete information have caused the Commission to
require additional or different conditions or deny the application?

The request for revocation states that the applicant, Glen Gerson, gave inaccurate and
erroneous answers 01 both the Pais Source Document (internal CCC permit tracking
document) and the (‘oastal Development Permit Appiication. In order to qualify for
grounds for revocatiol the request must factually demonstrate the above. As indicated
above, the first standard consists, in part, of the inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or
incomplete informatio in connection with a coastal development permit application.
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The request has asserted that inaccurate and erroneous answers were given in regards
to the zoning of the property. The Commission notes that, in order to satisfy 13105(a),
the applicant must have submitted the incorrect information. The subject site is zoned A-
1-1 (Exhibit 1) and not C-2 as stated on the Pais Source Document (Exhibit 1). Aithough
the Pais Source Document reviewed here does list the incorrect designated zoning for
that parcel, Mr. Gerson or the authorized representative did not submit the incorrect
information. The Pais Source Document is an in-house document completed by
Commission staff for the purpose of tracking permit applications and not by the applicant
or authorized representative. The incorrect zoning listed appears to have been an
inadvertent oversight made during the application processing. The Commission notes
that on June 30, 1986, as part of Coastal Development Permit application 5-86-517
(Gerson) a copy of the CUP was submitted to Commission staff by the applicant which
correctly lists the zoning for the site as A-1-1). Therefore, the applicant did not submit
incorrect information.

In addition, the applicant claims that the maximum 5,000 person capacity for daytime
use allowed by the Commission is based on incorrect and erroneous information.
Coastal Development Permit application 5-86-517 states that the size of the lot is 81
acres, however Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 191-(5) issued by Los Angeles County on
August 9, 1973 allowed for operation of the summer camp on three parcels containing a
total of only 38+ acres. The applicant proposed in coastal development permit
application 5-86-517 the expansion of the existing day camp facilities on 81 acres. As
part of the application sufficient evidence was submitted to the Commission which
verified that Gerson did own 81 acres. The applicant himself submitted this CUP to the
Commission with the permit application. In addition, the Commission notes that the CUP
contains a discrepancy within the issued documentation. The CUP states that the camp
will be operated on three non-continuous irregular parcels 38+ acres in size as shown in
Exhibit “A.” However, the three parcels referenced total approximately 80 acres.
Nevertheless, the applicant did not submit incorrect information regarding the acreage
rather, the application sought approval over 81 acres, where the local approval was for
38. The applicant sought broader approval.

Furthermore, the Commission notes that Section 13053(d) of the California
Commission’s Regulations states:

“The executive director of the Commission may waive the requirement for
preliminary approval based on the criteria of Section 13053(a) for those

- developments involving uses of more than local importance as defined in Section
13513.”

Section 13513 states:

(a) General categories of uses of more than local importance that shall be
considered in the preparation of LCPs and LRDPs include but are not
limited to:

(6) uses of larger-than-local importance, such as coastal agriculture, fisheries,
wildlife habitats, or uses that maximize public access to the coast, such as
accessways, visitor-serving developments, as generally referenced in the
Sfindings, declarations, and policies of the California Coastal Act of 1976.
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The Coastal Commission is not, therefore, always bound by the terms of a local
approval. Based on the LUP's designated zoning of the site and evidence provided by
the applicant, the Commission found in the review of Coastal Development Permit 5-86-
517 that the proposed project was intended as visitor-serving development. Thus,
although the CUP issued by Los Angeles County allowed for the operation of the
existing day camp on 38+ acres, the Commission under the Coastal Development
Permit allowed for Mr. Gerson to continue operating the existing day camp and expand
the facilities within the entire 81 acres. Under the Coastal Development Permit, the
camp is allowed to operate on the whole 81 acres.

Therefore, based on the reasons stated above the Commission finds that inaccurate or
erroneous information was not included in the coastal development permit application
relating to the zoning or the acreage issues.

The second standard consists of determining whether the inclusion of inaccurate
information was intentional. As indicated above, there is no evidence that the applicant
submitted any inaccurate information. Even assuming for the purpose of this analysis
only that there was inaccurate information, there is no evidence that its submission was
intentional. Therefore, the Commission finds that there was not any intentional inclusion
of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in connection with the amendment
application submittal.

The third standard for the Commission to consider is whether accurate information would
have resulted in the requirement of additional or different conditions or the denial of the
application. In regards to the zoning of the site, the Commission finds that the incorrect
reference to the zoning of the site as C-2 rather than the designated A-1-1 would not
have influenced the Commission's decision. In reviewing proposed projects for their
consistency with the Coastal Act, the Commission refers to the local land use plan as
guidance. According to the Malibu/ Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP), the
subject site is designated Low-Intensity Visitor-Serving Commercial Recreation. The
principal use for Low-Intensity Visitor-Serving Commercial Recreation is urban and rural
visitor-serving commercial recreation uses characterized by large open space areas with
limited building coverage such as golf courses, summer camps, equestrian facilities, and
recreational vehicle parks. Thus, the proposed project is found to be consistent with the
designated use of that area. Had the parcel's correct A-1-1 zoning been listed, the
Coastal Commission decision would have been the same.

In addition, the applicant claims that “aithough Mr. Gerson may own 81 acres, the CUP
issued to Mr. Gerson by the County of Los Angeles only allows for 38+ acres to operate
Calamigos Ranch. The applicant has provided the Commission with evidence that the
Ranch facilities and day camp have been operated on the entire site prior to the Coastal
Act. Furthermore, the Commission finds that the maximum number of occupants
allowed on site per day was not directly related to the number of acres within the site,
but instead was based on automobile traffic patterns, septic systems, and the proposed
uses of the site (i.e. picnics, day camps, etc.). Thus, the Commission found that due to
the traffic patterns of Kanan Dume Road and Mulholland Highway, the streets which
access the site, a 5,000 person maximum capacity for daytime use was necessary. In
" addition, the Commission found in the review of Coastal Development Permit 5-86-517
that the site would provide enough parking spaces in accordance with the Land Use
Plan for the allowable 5,000 persons. Therefore, the Commission notes that 5000
person maximum capacity for daytime use would have been acceptable even if the site
was only 38 acres in size.
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The Commission finds that the existing camp is operating in accordance with Coastal
Development Permit 5-86-517. In addition, the Commission finds that accurate
information as to the zoning or the acreage in the camp would not have resulted in the
requirement of additional or different conditions or the denial of the application.

The Commission finds, therefore, that the grounds for revocation contained in Section
13105(a) have not been met because all three elements of 13105(a) are not satisfied.

Section 13105(b)

In review of a request for revocation of a coastal development permit, the Commission
also examines whether grounds for revocation exist under the second criteria of Section
13105. The Commission must determine whether or not there a failure to comply with
the notice provisions of Section 13054, where the views of the person(s) not notified
were not otherwise made known to the Commission and could have caused the
Commission to act differently. The Commission notes that the applicant for revocation
has not asserted any failure of notice.

In regards to the first portion of Section 13054(b) regarding whether or not the applicant
complied with the notice provisions of 13054, the applicant for revocation has not
submitted any evidence that there was a failure to comply with the notice provisions nor
has staff's investigation disclosed any notice problems. In regards to the second portion
of the question relative to whether the view of the persons who were not notified were
otherwise made known to the Commission, again the revocation request does not
identify persons who were not notified nor has any additional evidence been disclosed to
the South Central Coast office which indicates that there was inadequate notification. As
there is no evidence of failure of notice, or of person’s views not being available to the
Commission, Section 13105(b) has not been met.

As listed above, the request for revocation does not show that the requirements of 14
C.C.R. 13105 (a) or (b). The Commission finds, therefore, that this revocation request
should be denied on the basis that: (1) there is no evidence of the intentional inclusion
of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in connection with a coastal
development permit application which could have caused the Commission to require
additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an application, and (2) there is no
evidence that the notice provisions of Section 13054 were not complied with where the
views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission
and could have caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions on a
permit or deny an application.



Mr. Jack Ainsworth

. Coastal Commission

k 89 8. California ¢t.
Ventura Ca. 83001

Dear Sir,

As per my conversation with Susan Brooker on 7/14/98, I am writing to
request that you iritiate an investigation into the revocation of
Coastal Commission Permit # 5-86-517 issued to Calamigos Ranch in 1988.

It is my contentior. that Glen Gerson gave inaccurate and erroneous

answers on both the: Pais Source Document and the Application for Permit
Form.

First: The zoning ¢n the property is not commercial C-2. It is, in
fact, A-1-1.

Second: Altho Mr. (lerson may own 81 acres, according to the county
issued C. U. P. 19...5, only 38 acres may be used to conduct his
business on. I feel. that the 5000 person ¢ap given to Calamigos Ranch
by Coastal Commiss:.on is more than twice the number that should be
allowed.

I believe that if "‘he original documents had been answered correctly,

either the permit ‘ould not have been issued at all, or , at least,

different or addit.onal conditions would have been imposed. It is my .
understanding that these are grounds for revocation.

Thank You,

Carole D. Barrxr

31590 Mulholland Hvy.
Malibu Ca. 90265
(818) 991-6863

EXHIBITNO. 7.
APPLICATION NO.
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Long Beach, California 908011450 ‘\PPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

(213) 590-3071

Type.of application:

Standard Permit — Administrative Permit: (May be applicable if
evelopment 1S one of the following:

(a) tmprovement to any existing structure;

| R E @ El V B @ (b) g?got‘\ggo?evﬂopment costing less than

JUNS 01986 (¢) single family dwellinj; (d) four dwelling
CALFORNIA units or less, within any incorporated area,
COASTAL COMMISSION that does not require demdlition or
b ]

SOUTH COAS? DISTRICT subdivisfon of land; or (2) development
authorized as a principal permitted use and
proposed in an area for which the Land Use
Ph!n has been certified.

SECTION I. APPLICANT
1. Name, mailing address and, 3sianhane awpper of all applicants.

CALAMIGOS .
GLEN R GERSON (owners representative)

327 south Latigc cyn road
Malibu Ca 90265 (818) 889-6440
(Area code/davtime phone number)

&

2. Name, mailing address and telephone number of applicant's representative, if
any.

Glen R Gerson/ MALIBU CONFERENCE CEN
327 south Latigo c)yn road

TER at CALAMIGOS RANCH

Mlaibu Ca 90265 (818)-889-6440
(area code/daytime phone nurber)

For office use onlv

Application Number. é‘ fi_ﬁ' éi ! Z (1) Project cost

Received C/%t Filed Jurisdiction code (3)
Fee <5/¢-“C Date paid___;?;/‘i’,z“ LCP segment (4)
Tentative hearing date Beo Ref Code (5) .

X (6) ¥ (7)

Coast 1: 1/83 E)(,H_‘B’Z'\z’




3.

Conflict of Interest. A1l applicants for the development must complete
Appendix A, the decTaration of campaion contributions.

SECTION 11. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

PEeasg answer ALL questior)s. Where questions do not apply to your project
(forn1gstance. project height for a land division), indicate "Not Applicable"
or "N.A.®

1.

Project Location. Include street address, city, and/or county. If there

is no street address, include other description such as nearest cross streets.
277 south Latifo cyn road, Malibu Ca 90265

number (8) street (9)
Malibu Los Angeles County
city {10) county (11)

Assessor's Parcel Number LACO BK 4471 pg 9 pcl 9, og 5, pcl 4, 7,11,17

Describe the proposed development. Include secondary improvements such

as septic tanks, water wells, roads, etc.
Remodel and Refurblsh exxstxng conference center and recreational si

will call for improvement to existing septic, all water service

provided by Las Virgenes Municipal water district, all roadways

exist to service present and future site.

a) If residential, state:
1) Number of units Rehabilitate 50, new 102 (g

2) Number of bedrooms per unit °N° (28)

3) Type of ownership proposed: [Jrental
Ocondominium
Ostock cooperative

Otime share
Klother CONFERENCE CENTER

b) Number of boat slips, if applicable NA (29)

N NA
¢) 1f land division, number of lots to be created and size

EfHBe7 2



3.

Present use of property.

2)

b)

Estimated cost of development (not including cost of land)_$6,000,000.00 (32)

Has any application for a development on this site been submitted previously
to the California Coistal Zone Conservation Commission or the Coasta)

Commission? [3Yes [JNo .

If yes, state previois application number  78-4441
Project height: Max'mum height of structure_ 25' ft

Are there existfn? structures on the property? mYes D No
If yes, des:ribe (including number of residential umits, occupancy
status, wonthly rental/lease rates for each unit) and schedule of

rents for pist year, A

Site is presently in use, Full restaurant, conference rooms,

-~

overnight cabins and 50 rooms, current bldg coverage is

approx 38,000 square feet,

W11l any ex 'sting structures be demolished? Elves Do
Wi1l any ex'sting structures be removed? [Dyves [Jno

1f yes to either question, describe the type of development to
be demolished or removed, Including the relocation site, {f applicable.

Existing structures are to be both refurbished and removed

old, subitandard cabins will be Temoved and Tepiaced
none to e relocated (31)

79-4759 80-6643

Max'mum height of structure as measured .
fiom centerline of frontage road -20 ft

Tota) aumber of floors in structure, 3nr¥lluding subterranean
o0oT

floors,

Gross floor area fncluding .
covered parking and accessory buildings

Gross floor arez excluding

parking

, same as existing

lofts, and mezzanines

77,000 sq ft

77,000 sq ft

Lot area (within prop:rty lines) 81 acres (3.528.360;1") sq ft or acres

—

Lot coverages: Existing New proposed Total
Building coverage 45,000 gq £t 29,000 sq ft 77:000 go p

%Paud area 20,000 gq #t NONE sq ft 20,000 oo 'ft%f

Unimprcsed area 2,22155608q ft _same sq ft 2.2721,56Gq ft

Landscaped area 1,306,848 ft _same sq ft 1,‘63,96135 ft
g(lf
Con

), 7402, 40C L 742 4

3 Y 3.7 L., TE



. 10. Parking: number of spaces existing 1100
number of new Spaces proposed none
Total 1100

no. of covered spaces NONe  no. of uncovered spaces 1100

\%”ﬁo. of standard spaces _ 1100 ¢4, 10x20 (21}, _

no. of compact spaces na size N2
. Is tandem parking existing and/or proposed? D Yes @ No

If yes, how many tandem sets? size
11. Are utility extensions for the following needed to serve the project?

a) water .+ ]ves K no d) sewer Elves [ no
b) gas " Yves ] no e) telephone []Yes [ No
c) electric = jYes ] No
I yes to any of the above, would extensions be above ground? 3 tes No

12. ls the project site adjacent to a public maintained road? Yes No
If yes, how far.is the nearest public road., COntilgulous 3 0

. SECTION III. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The relationship of the development to the applicable items below must be
explained fully. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

1. If the develcpment is between the first public road and the sea, 1is
public access to the shoreline and along the coast currently available
near the site? [Jyes [JNo If yes, indicate the location of the
nearby access, including the distance from the project site.

NA, THIS PROJECT IS 6 Miles inland

’% Is any grading proposed? DYes CIne  1f yes, complete the following.

a) amount of cut cu yds
b) amount of fill cu yds
¢) maximum height of fill slope ft

: d) maximum height of cut slope ft

f e) amount of import or export cu yds

f. f) locat“on of borrow or disposal site

Grading and dr2zinage plans must be included with this application. In
certain areas, &n engineering geology report must also be included. See
Section V, paragraph 11 for the specifics of these requirements.

=YHi1BiT H—



Does the development involve diking, ¥111ing, dredging or placing
structures in open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, or lakes?

_l) diking Oves Elxo ¢) dredging Oves Mo
b) filldng Dlves Elno d) placenent of structures_DYes Ono

~Amount of material to be dredged or filled tu yds.

Location of dredged material disposal site
NOT APPLICABLE TO THIS PROJECT

Has a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit been applied for? [Jves [Ono

Will the development extend onto or adjoin any beach,
tidelands, submerged lands or public trust lands? DOves O

For projects on State-owned lands, additional {nformation may be required
as set forth in Section V, paragraph 10.

Wi11 the development protect existing
lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities? BKlves [Ono

Will the development provide public
or private recreational opportunities? Elves Ono If yes, explain.
WE ARE AN ESTABLISHE EDUCATIONAL AND RECREATIONAL SITE,

SERVING A WIDE CROSSECTION OF THE POPULATIUN"FUR BUTH DR
AND QVERNTGHT USAGE. SERVING SENIORS, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES . .

Will the proposed development convert land
currently or previously used for agriculture to another use? [ Yes E]No

1f yes, how many acres will be converted? : acres.

Is the proposed development in or near:
a) sensitive habitat areas [Kves [ No (biological survey may be required)
b) 100-year floodplain Oves ﬁﬂo (hy&rtﬂogic mapping may be requirec
¢) park or recreation area [Jves [JNo

Is the proposed development visible from:
a) US Highway 1 or other scenic route [ Yes Do
b) park, beach, or recreation area Blves ONo

c) harbor area. Oyes @no

Does the site contain any:
a) historic resources Oves [no .
b) archaeclogical resources O Yes mNo ~
c) paleontological resources Oves @vNo

1f yes to any of the above, please explain on an attached sheet.

5 EXH,Klf 1 -



10. Where a stream or spring is to be diverted, provide the following information:

Estimated streamflow or spring yield NA. _ gpm

If well is befng used, existing yield NA gpm

If water source is on adJacent property, 2ttach Division of Water Rights
approval and property owner's approval.

SECTION IV. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

The Local Agency Review Form, Appendix E, must be comp]eted and signed by the
local government 1n whose Jur1sd1ct1on the progect site is located. The
completed and signed form must be submitted with this application for the
application to be considered complete.

SECTION V. ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS ‘ALL BELOW ITEMS, INCLUDED IN PROJECT BOO

The following items must be submitted with this form as part of the application.

1.

Proof of the applicant's legal interest in the property. (A copy of any of the
following will be acceptable: current tax bill, recorded deed, signed Offer to
Purchase along with a receipt of deposit, signed final escrow document, or current
policy of title insurance. Preliminary title reports will not be accepted.) '
Assessor's parcel map(s) showing the applicant's property and all other properties
within 100 feet (excluding roads) of the property lines of the project site.
(Available, along with owner's names/addresses, from assessor's office.)

Coples of required local approvals for the proposed project, including zoning
variances, use permits, etc., as noted on local Agency Review Form, Appendix B.

Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner and occupant of property situated
within 100 feet of the property lines of the project site (excluding roads), along
with a list ocontaining the names, addresses and assessor's parcel numbers of same.
If the application qualifies for an administrative peumt, envelopes are not require
unless specifically requested. However, a mailing list is required on all appl:.catlc
The envelopes must be plain (i.e., no return address), and regular business size

(9%" x 4 1/8"). 1Include first class postage on each. Metered stamped envelopes
cannot be accepted. The words "Important Public Hearing Notice” must be on the
front of each envelope. (An appropriate stamp is available in the District Office.
Use Appendix C, attached, for the listing of names and addresses. (Alternate notice
Provisions may be employed at the discretion of the District Director under
extraordinary circumstances).

Starped, addressed envelopes and a list of names and addresses of all other parties
known to the applicant to have an interest in the proposed development (such as
perscns expressing interest at a local government hearing, etc.).

Development location and vicinity maps. Maps should show precisely where the devel-
opment is proposed and present land and water uses in the project vicinity. U. S.
Geological Survey 7% minute series quadrange map, Thamas Brothers map, road map or
area maps prepared by local goverments may provide a suitable base map.
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s wples OI projext plans, except for jects located i
Angeles where tl}ret.a sets are required, I‘g;.ged l.né n.g;‘::dn:m igfmlaéhpt"

the igcal buildirg department, drawn to scale, including site plans, floor
plans, elevations, ¢rading and drainage plans, landscape plans, and .q;gic syst
plans. A reduced mite plan, 845" x 11" must also be submitted. Reduced i er.
g;mvedl:nt:t be z;.:trkgd wt?éls};e = . : w‘tgms

. on te plan. ¥For demwli ‘

showing the placerent and dimensions of existing éﬁwmétglm
m:?tograms may be sabmitted to sahow elevations and derolitions. ¢ )

B. Where septic mystans are proposed, evidence of County approval : i
Regicnal Water Quali:y Control Board . T are proposs
: v ¥y Contro u?pz'wal Where water wells are proposed,

8. A copy of any Final liegative Declaration, Final Envircrmenta)l FCI
: Y Impact Report
or Final B::vwad.n@act Statement '(IEIS) prepared for the project. Ca:ren:;
of all reviewing ager.cies and responses to corments must be included. ‘

10. Verificatien of all cther pevnits, permissions or i
by public agencies (¢.g., Dept. of Fish and approvals applied for or granted
Corps of Engineers, 1.5. Coast Guard). Game, State lands Commission, U.S. Amy -

11. For develogment cn a bluff face, Bluff top, or dn ' i
hen A fac ' aryy area of hi 1 i
:n curpretmxswg, site-svecific geclogy ard soils report (includ&qxﬁpg?lgrgﬁéd
_accordance with the Coastal Qomission's Interpretive Guidelines. Copies of th
guidelines are available frum the District Office. .

SECTION VI. NOTICE TO APPLICANTS | .

Under certain circumstan:es additional material may be required prior to
issuance of & coartal de’elopment permit. For example, vhere offers of
access or oper spece dedication, prelimimary title reports, land surveys,
legal descriptions, subo rdination agreements, and other outside agreements

will be required prior t> issuance of the permit,

ffecting the issuance of coastal
of such proposals during the
that are reasconably related to

« Commission may adopt or amend regulations a
cevelopment permits. If you would like notice
pendency of this applicaiion of such proposals
this application indicate that desire.

‘a Yes D No

SECTION VII. AUTHORIZAT {ON OF AGENT

GLEN R GERSON

I heredby authorize :
to act as my representat.ve and to bind me in a1l matters concerning this

application. o S

-
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SECTIC VIII. CERTIFICATION

1. I hereby certify that I, or my autharized representative, will complete
and post the Notice of Pending Permit card in a conspicwous place on the
property within 3 days of receipt of the card and notification of filing

of this application.

2. 1 hereby.certify that I understand the Comnissicn may impose reasonable
corditions that rust be satisfied by persons that are not a party to this
application and that prior to issuance of the permit, I must submit evidence
that the conditions will be satisfied by the appropriate parties.

3. I hereby certify that I have read this campleted application and that, to the

best of my knowledge, the information in this application and all attached
, appendices and exhibits is camplete and correct. I understand that any

misstatements or cmission of the requested information or of any information
- subsequently requested shall be grounds for denying the permit, for sus-
/pending or revcking a permit issued on the basis of these or subsequent
representations, or for seeking of such further relief as may seem proper
to the Camissiaon.

4. I hereby authorize representatives of the California Coastal Cammission
to conduct site inspections on my property. Unless arranged otherwise,
these site inspections shall take place between the hours of B:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m.

SECTION XTIV, CQOMMUNICATION WITH COMMISSIONERS

Decisions of the Coastal Camnission must be made on the basis of information
available to all comissioners and the public. Therefore permit applicants
and interested parties and their representatives are advised not to discuss
with camissiconers any matters relating to a permit outside the public hearing.
Such contacts may jeopardize the fairness of the hearing and result in
invalidation of the Camuission's decision by court. Any written material

sent to a camissioner should also be sent to the camnission office for
inclusion in the public record and distribution to other Camissioners.

Signature of Authorized Agent or Applicamt
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§ 13096

BARCLAYS CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS

§ 13096. Commission Findings... -~ .. ... . ...

All decisions of the commission relating 0 permit applications shall
be accompanied by written conclusions al out the consistency of the
application with Public Resources Code, Se :tion 30604, and Public Re-
sources Code Section 21000 and following, ind findings of fact and rea-
soning supporting the decision.
Nore: Authority cited: Section 30333, Public Re sources Code. Reference: Sec-
tions 30315.1 and 30333, Public Resources Codc .

History

1. Nmt)imem filed 6-10-77; effective thirtietnn day thereafier (Register 77,
2. Amendment filed 1~3-80 as an emergency; efl ective upon filing (Register 80,

No. 1). A Centificate of Compliance must be fil »d within 120 days or emergen-
¢y language will be repealed on 5-3-80,

3. Céntificaie of Compliance transmitted to OAH - 1-20-80 dnd filéd 5-8-80(Reg-
ister 80, No. 19).

4. Amendment of NOTE filed 7--24-80; effectiv: : thirtieth day thereafier (Regis-
ter 80, No. 30).

5. Amendment of subsection (3), repesler of subse ctions (b) and (¢) and relenering
and amendment of subsection (d) to subsecti on (b) filed 8-14-81; effective
thirtieth day (Register 81, No. 33),

6. Amendment filed 8-2-89; openitive 9-1-89 1 Register 89, No. 32).

—

Article 15. Consent Calendar Procedures

$ 13100. Consent Calendar,

New permit applications which, in the oy 'inion of the executive direc-
tor of a commission, are de minimis with re ;pect to the purposes and ob-
Jectives of the California Coastal Actof 1976, may be scheduled forone
public hearing during which all such item:. will be taken up as a single
matter. This procedure shall be known as the Consent Calendar.

Nore: Authority cited: Section 30333, Public F esources Code. Reference: Sec-
tion 30620, Public Resources Code.nm
X

I.WW 8-14-81; effective thirt th day thereafier (Register 81,

§13101. Procedures for Consent (:alendar.

The procedures prescribed in these reg alations pertaining o permit
applications, including application summ: ries, staff recommendations,
resolutions, voting, etc., shall apply to the Consent Calendar procedure,
except that all included items shall be con sidered by the commission as
if they constituted a single permit applicat on. The public shall have the
right 10 present testimony and evidence coiiceming any item onthe Con-
sent Calendar. Application summaries an. tentative staff recommenda-
tions for applications placed on the consert calendar may be comprised
of a brief but fair and accurate description of the proposed development
and its Jocation and a description of any p -oposed conditions. A factual
finding may be made for similar projects located in the same geographic
area and may be incorporated by reference in each application summary
govemed by the findings.

Nore: Authority cited: Section 30333, Public 2esources Code. Reference: Sec-
ton 30620, Public Resources Code.

History
1. &\m;gdmem filed 8~14-81; effective thirt eth day thereafier (Register 81,
0. 33).

§ 13102. Conditions to Consent Calendar ltems.

The executive director may include recosmmended conditions in agen-
dadescriptions of consent calendar items * vhich shall then be deemed ap-
proved by the commission if the item is n« 4 removed by the commission
from the consent calendar.

Nore: Authority cited: Section 30333, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sec-
tion 30620, Public Resources Code.

Hisrony
1. W filed 8-14-81; effective thir ieth day thereafter (Register 81,

Page 600

$ 13103.. Publlc Haatings.on-Conscnt Calendess: .~~~ ..

At the public hearing on the consent calendar items, any person maylll
ask forthe removal of any item from the consent calendar and shall brie
ly state the reasons for so requesting. If any three (3) commissioners ob-
jectioany item on the consent calendar and request that such item be pro-
cessed individually as a separate application, such item shall be rernoved
from the consent calendar and shall thenceforth be processed as a single
permitapplication. If any item is removed from the consent calendar, the
public hearing on said jtem shall ordinarily be deemed continued until it
can be scheduled for an individual public hearing.

NoTe: Authority cited: Section 30333, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sec-
tion 30620, Public Resources Code.
History
1. I.1:.mesr):‘dn'aem filed 1-28-81; effective thirtieth day. thereafier. (Registec 51,
No. 5Y.
2. :om;:;dxmut filed 8-14-81; effective thirtieth day thereafier (Register 81,
vo, 33).

Article 16. Revocation of Permits

§ 13104. Scope of Article,

The provisions of this article shall govern proceedings for revocation
of & coastal developrment permit previously granted by a regional com-
mission or the commission.

Nore: Authority cited: Sections 30331 and 30333, Public Resources Code. Refex-
ence: Sections 30519 and 30600, Public Resowrces Code.
History
1. New Article 16 (Sections 13104-13108) filed 2-11-77 as an emergency; effec-
tive upon filing (Register 77, No. 7). )
2. Centificate of Compliance filed 4-29-77 (Register 77, No. 18).
3. Amendment filed 8-14-81; effective thirtieth day thereafier (Register 31,

No. 33).

§ 13105. Grounds for Revocation.
Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be:
(a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete infor-

mation in connection with a coastal developmient permit application,
where the commission finds that accurate and complete information
would have caused the commission to require additional or differentcon-
ditions on a permit or deny an application;

{b) Failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054,
where the views of the person(s) not notified were not otherwise made
known to the commission and could have cansed the commission to re-

quire additional or different conditions on a permit or deny an applica-

tion. i
Norve: Authority cited: Section 30333, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sec-
tion 30620, Public Resources Code.

History

1. ;}omdme‘nx filed 6-10-77; effective thirtieth day thereafier (Register 77,
No. 24).

2, S;n;ndmem filed 1-28-81; effective thirtieth day thereafier (Register 81,
No. 5).

3. mndml filed 8-14-81; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 81,
No.33).

§ 13106. Initiation of Proceedings. ‘

Any person who did not have an opportunity to fully panticipate in the
original permit proceeding by reason of the permit applicant’sintentional
inclusion of inaccurate information or failure to provide adequate public
notice as specified in Section 13105 may request revocation of a peymit
by application to the executive director of the commission specifying,
with particularity, the grounds for revocation. The executive director
shall review the stated grounds for revocation and, unless the request is
patently frivolous and without merit, shall initiate revocation -
ings. The exccutive director ray initiate revocation proceedin is
orherown motion when the grounds forrevocation have beenestablished
pursuant to the provisions of Section 13105,

Nove Authority cited: Section 30333, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sec-

tion 30620, Public Resources Code,
C:;—_. X H 1002 Lu-m




APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
APPENDIX A
DECLARATION OF CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS

Government Code Section BA430B prohibits any Commissioner voting on a project 4f
he or she has received campaign contributfons in excess of $250 within the past
year from project proponents or opponents, their agents, employees or family, or
any person with a financial interest in the project. «
In the event of such contributfons, a Comnissfoner must disqualify him or
herself Knm voting on the project; failure to do so may lead to revocatior of
the permit.

Each applicant must declare below whether any such contributions have been made
to any of the Commissioners or Alternates 1isted on the reverse.

CHECK ONE "

e

' A applicants, their agents, employees, family and any person
with a financial dnterest in the project HAVE NOT CONTRIBUTED

over $S250 to any Commissioner(s) or Altermates within the past
year.

The applicants, their agents, employees, and/or family, and/or

— 8Ny person having 1 financial interest 4n the project HAVE
CONTRIBUTED OVER $250 to the Commissioner(s) or Altarnates listed
beTow within the past year.

G

the past year. .
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
: — 23/ 8
Signature of Applicant or Authorized Agent &
_ Please print your name (Mf‘/{/ yy M@_/
=rhB7 4—
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUNMAEIIAN, Govermor
Ww et e S ——T Tt

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH COAST AREA % ; e/
4% 'WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 380

LONG BEACH, CA 90BOZ =
, d FILED: 7/ 8/86
49th DAY: 8/23/86

213) $90-3071
180th DAY: 1/03/87
STAFF: &G&E.Gleason:do
STAFF REPORT:_8/01/86
HEARING DATE:_8/14/86

GUL. ND
TAFF _REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

Application: 5-86-517

Applicant: Calamigos Ranch Corp. Agent: G.R. Gerson
327 8. Latigo Canyon RA4.
Malibu, CA 90265

Description: The project consists of the renovation of an existing
conference center and the construction of a total of
152 overnight rooms (70 units). The project will also
involve the construction of a new conference center
and will also include other minor improvements.

Site: 327 S. Latigo Canyon Road, Malibu, Los Angeles COunt'

Subs e Pile H

1. Coastal Permit 78-4441 (Calamigos Ranch).

2. Coastal Permlt 79-4759 (Calamigos Ranch).

3. Coastal Permit 80-6643 (Calamigos Ranch).

4. Coastal Permit 79-5167 (Calamigos Ranch).

5. Suggested Modifications to the Malibu/Santa Monica
Mountains Coastal Land Use Plan.

Local Government Approval: County of Los Angeles, Approval in
Concept.

'

The staf! is recommending approval of the project with a special
condition to bring the project into conformity with the policias
of the Coastal Act which address coastal raecreation.

L

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
I. Approval with Conditions.

EXHIBIT NO. )

R~5-¥6-S¢7




5-86-517
Page 2

The Commission hereby grants a permit for the proposed development,
subject to the conditions below, 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 Progran conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant adverse impacts
on the environment within the meaning of the California
Environmental Quality Act.

I1I. Standard Conditions: See Attachment X.

111. Special Conditions.
1. Trail Dedication.

Prior to transmittal of permit, the applicants shall map
and record an irrevocable offer to dedicate to a public
agency or private association acceptable to the Executive
Director, an easement for hiking/equestrian trail access.
The easement shall be designed in consultation with the Los

Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation and
National Park Service.

Such easement shall be a strip of the dedicator's real
property defined as follows:

Zuma RIDGE TRAIL

A strip of the applicants' real property less than 15
feet in width beginning near the northeasterly corner
of the applicants' property within the approximate
alignment of the Zuma Ridge Trail as shown in Exhibit
10 attached to these findings.

The offer shall be recorded free of prior liens except
for tax liens and shall be binding on heirs, assigns
and successors, it shall appear with an explanatory
note on the final parcel map. The applicants and
successors in interest shall not interfere with the
pedestrian and equestrian access along the trails.

The offer shall run with the land in favor of the
People of the State of Callfornia. The offer of
dedication shall be irrevocable for a period of 21
years, such period running from the date of recording.

L N1Be7 2



5-86-517

Page 3 .

2. Assumption of Risk.

Prior to transmittal of permit, the applicant as landowner
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 hazard from fire and the
applicant assumes the 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 and its advisors
relative to the Commission's approval of the project for
any damage due to natural hazards. The document shall run
with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and
shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances
which the Executive Director determines may affect the
interest being conveyed.

IV. F INGS DEC T ION

A. ect gCcript .

The proposed project consists of the renovation and improvement of
an existing conference center including the remodeling and/or
construction of a total of 152 rooms (70 units). The proposed
project will also include additions to the existing on-site
restaurant, poolside gym and meeting rooms as well as the
construction of a new conference center building. The project will
also involve the construction of a six-foot perimeter fence.

The facility is limited to a maximum of 300 overnight guests and a
maximum of 5,000 persons for day-time use. The proposed project is
located on 81 acres at 327 Latigo Canyon prive in Malibu.

B. BRecreation.
The Coastal Act in Sections 30222 and 30223 states as follows:
Sect 222.

The use of private lands sulitable for visitor-serving
commercial recreational facilities designed to emhance
public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have
priority over private residential, general industrial, or .
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or
coastal-dependent industry.

=ttty 3 . 2}




5-86-517
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Section 30223.

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible.

In addition to the above Coastal Act policies cited above, the
Commission is acting to approve the Suggested Modifications to the
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan adopted several policies
aimed at the provision of additional coastal recreation
opportunities in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains. The
recreational policies of the Suggested Modifications to the Land Use
Plan follow:

Pl Provide recreational opportunities to meet the variety
of recreation demands.

P2 Provide for passive and educational, as well as
active, recreational opportunities.

P2b Provide for the widest feasible distribution of public
recreational facilities, including parking facilities,

throughout the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains coagtal
0 as to av ogvercrowdi or overuse by the
c o i area.

P12 Create an incentives program that would encourage
landowners to make lands available for public
recreational uses.

P13 Accept private land donations which are compatible
with the recreation policy. V

P17 Encourage the development of commercial recreational
and visitor-serving facilitles In/préxiwnlyy/ré/ert/dén
LUS/PUPI I/ BB ALKES /WRIEN/WIXT/ 16T/ 1bddd!
gorcdddisndla//dnd/ oL Ndx/édnid/ Lo/ baldridd/ Bahden
ANd/Ledrdd IonAL/opdLdLIdnd/dRA/NALNLEndvidd/ dddrs

t_su e location ovide convenie ublic
c uate infras ctur convenient pa
n feasible hich are foc d at locations
ere axist oW _Co creation 8 W
anced. uch uses s t dis ce exist
eational usgses u mparable re cement area
d. BExisti n reas i
racrea nal eg shall not be displace nie a
compara eplacement a rov r alt tiv
means of improving access to the recreational area are

agsured, such as improved public transit facilities or
gervices . Xvdngd/sLNdY /a1t dd ] /éndoirdds/dévdIopménr/ 62/

Y Y . Y. R | {:
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dowme. ‘¢lAL/ tderEdY IoNAL/ARd/vidiv oY /ddring

LAAIY LIdE/ AL/ INS/ASWEISPRENL /EENL AL S/ (MAT L BY
Civig CARLEr/AnNd/POINL/DMMe/PALAdide/CoVe)/dnd/ 4L
ord/ S BEERLEY / (HBOULN/SL/TOPARGA/CARY SR L

- Blsc On laid suitable for visitor-serving commercial
recre.;tional facilities, provide priority for
visitor-serving facilities over private residential,
gener.il industrial, or general commercial development.

P19 Ensur:: that the types and intensities of commercial
recre:tional uses are environmentally compatible with
the a.'ea and the site.

P20 Locat:: commercial recreation facilities to efficiently
utili:e public services, particularly the road system.

P24 Desiqg: public recreation faclilities to minimize the
impac: on neighboring communities.

P25 Prote:t adjacent neighborhood areas, to the extent

feagi.le, from noise, visual and traffic impacts from
new ricreation areas.

The proposed projec: consists of the renovation and expansion of an
existing conference center and recreational facility. The proposed
conference center i: a visitor serving facility and the Commission
in its findings to sdopt the above Suggested Modifications to the
Land Use Plan found that there was a definite need for this type of
facility in the mou:tain area. The applicant has supplied
information which s:ipulates that the current facility provides
visitor related edu:ational and recreational opportunities to over
100,000 people per sear. Existing uses consist of day and overnight
accommodations and roup and corporate picnic facilities. The
existing ranch also provides horseback riding facilities with
stabling facilities for equestrian groups. The applicant has stated
in his submittal patkage that presently the facility is booked until
January 1987 with o/er 50 churches, educational organizations and
corporations on a waiting list.

Based upon the forejoing, the Commission concludes that the proposed
project is a coastal recreation use and does provide visitor-serving
recreational uses. The proposed project by expanding the existing
facility will serve to increase coastal recreational opportunities.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is
consistent with Sec:ions 30223 and 30222 of the Coastal Act.

B> 3 ( (o.ur.)
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C. Location of New Development.

The Coastal Act in Section 30250(a) specifies that:

"New residential, commercial or industrial development
except as otherwise not in this discussion shall be located
within., contiguous with or in close proximity to existing
developed areas able to accommodate it."

The proposed project consists of improvements to and expansion of an
existing conference facility. The proposed project will increase
the capacity of the facility for visitors and recreational use.

The proposed project is located on an 80-acre site. The newly
proposed structures will be located within an area of the site where
existing development is located. According to the file materials
submitted by the applicants, the existing infrastructure is adequate
to accommodate the development proposed for the site.

The County of Los Angeles Department of Health has previously
reviewed and approved several prior applications to the septic
system for the ranch complex. Since the project is situated on a
+80-acre site, there is adequate room for the siting of septic
disposal systems to accommodate the site.

Water service to the project will be provided via a Las Virgenes
Municipal Water District water main located adjacent to Vera Canyon
Road south of Mulholland. Information in the permit application
indicates that the provision of water to the project site will not
create a problem.

Based upon the foregoing information, the Commission concludes that
the proposed site is not located in an existing developed area as
designated by the Coastal Commission. However, the 80-acre project
site contains an existing visitor serving, commercial recreational
facility which accommodates approximately 100,000 visitors per
year. Therefore the Commission further concludes that the proposed
project would be a significant coastal recreational use for which
there i8 a need in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains. Also, the
Commission further concludes that the project would be located in an
existing developed recreational complex able to accommodate it and
therefore the Commission finds that as proposed, the project would
be consistent with Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act.

D. Parking.

‘The Coastal Act in Section 30252(4) states:

The location and amount of new development should maintain
and enhance public access to the coast by (4) providing
adequate parking facilities . . .
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The proposed project will provide a total of 1,100 on-site parking
facilities. The pirking criteria contained in the Suggested
Modifications woul« require a total of 1,053 parking spaces.
Therefore, as prop«sed, the project exceeds the parking requirements
adopted by the Comrniigssion. Thus the Commission finds that as

proposed the project is consistent with Section 30252(4) of the
Coastal Act.

E. .giking and Equostrian Trajls Access.

Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states in part:

Upland arnas necessary to support recreational uses shall
be reservad for such uses, where feasible.

The project site i3 traversed by sections of Zuma Ridge Trail, a key
component of the Mountains Trail System. With respect to such
trails, the Sugges:ed undificationg-atates the following:

A _trajil dedication requirement shall be a condition of approval for
new development as defined in Coastal Act Section 30212(b) where the

il allgnnmex as

Therefore, the Commigsion finds that it is necessary to condition
the project to require the applicant to offer an easement for trails
across the project site where the Zuma Ridge Trail is located. The
Commisaion finds if so conditioned, the project would be consistent
with Section 30223 of the Coastal Act.

F. Hazard.
ll Ei!e.
Section 30253(a) of the Coastal Act provides that new

development shall minimize risks to life and property in
areas of high fire hazard.

One significant aspect of the project with which the Commission i.
concerned is the jroject's location in a fire hazard area. The

w7 2 [con
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proposed subdivision will be located in Fire Zone IV which is an
area of extreme fire hazard. Large areas of land in the Santa
Monica Mountains are located in Fire Zone 1IV.

section 30253(a) of the Coastal Act requires that the Commission
ensure new developments minimize risks to life and property in areas
of high fire hazard. The adopted Suggested Modifications to the
County's Land Use Plan contain several policies which are aimed at
the reduction of fire hazards in the Santa Monica Mountains.

The extensive residential damage which has occurred previously in
the Santa Monica Mountains is adequate evidence of the potential
which fire hazard poses to existing development in Malibu. The
Commission notes that even with the present level of development
protection from fire is not always possible. The Commission staff
estimates that since 1953 over 1,000 residences in the Santa Monica
Mountains have been destroyed by fire.

The Commission finds that as proposed the project is not consistent
with Section 30253(a) of the Coastal Act. However, the Commission
further finds that if conditioned with measures to reduce the risk
of fire hazard, the project could be brought into conformity with
Section 30253(1) of the Coastal Act.

F. Local Coastal m.
- Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act states:

(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 (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 the
provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200)
shall be accompanied by a specific finding which sets forth
the basis for such conclusion.

The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors approved the Land Use
Plan portion of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LCP on December
28, 1982. In March of 1983, the Commission denied the Commission
Land Use Plan as submitted. Subsequently in January of 1985, and
June of 1985, the Commission conducted hearings on Suggested
Modifications. At its June 13, 1985, hearing the Commission adopted

mterhr7 2(co:
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extensive "Suggesta:d Modifications to the County's Land Use Plan".
However, the Count; of Los Angeles has resubmitted the Malibu Land
Use Plan to the Commission. In November of 1985, the Commission

acted to approve a resubmitted Land Use Plan for the County with
suggested Modifica:ions.

The Suggested Modifications to the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains
Land Use Plan desijnates the project site as Residential 6. The
roposed project is consistent with the adopted Land Use designation
‘L”j or this area of Milibu. Since the proposed project would be in
conformity with Laid Use Plan policies which address recreation,
hazards and concentration of development, the project would not

prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local

government to prepire a LCP in conformity with the provisions of
’ Chapter 3 of the Crastal Act,.

7
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L€ OF CAUFORNIA ' GEORGE DEUXMENAN. ¢

. ANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY
107 SOUTH BROADWAY, ROOM 7117
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
(213) 6202021

June 27, 1986

. "E}E@Eﬁvg@

The Honorable Michael Wornum J?’-ZS 1986
Chairman, falifornia Coastal Commission COAs ﬁiuéoRNM

631 Howard Street, 4th Floor SOUTH coqeriISsion
San Francisco, California 94105 : ST Districy

Dear Cha‘irman Wornum and
Members of the Commission:

Having learned recently that Calamigos Ranch will soon apply for permit
to expand its facilities, I want to take this opportunity to indicate
that the Conservancy staff believes such a facility fills a definite need
in the Santa Monica Mountains. Further, we feel that the expansion pro-
posed by the ranch is indeed over due, for a strong demand has existed
for at least the past five years.

Calamigos Ranch has served a wide range of organizations, including some
' minority and handicapped groups, and has provided that service with care-
. ful attention and sensitivity to the mountain setting, taking every oppor-
tunity to introduce and orient the groups to the natural resources of
the Santa Monica Mountains. We believe that is an important aspect of
any visitor-serving facility. y;

There are several other important concerns assoclated with visitor facili-
ties in the Santa Monica Mountains and we believe these should-be conditions
of the permit:

1) Large open space areas should be reserved: we are pleased
to see that almost 952 of the Calamigos Ranch property will
be left in a natural condition.

2) Scenic roadway viewshed should be protected by requiring
careful placement and design of structures.

3) Trail corridors should be retained to assure that public
use of the open space will not be cut off.

The Conservancy staff has reviewed the preliminary plans for the Calamigos
Ranch expansion and believes that it will serve the increasing demand for
private recreational facilities, and will indeed enhance the quality of

the visitor's experience, as well.

7 2
EPH T. EDMISTON, AICP C/)Llhm ‘
ecutive Director . .



THE MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY FOUNDATION
' PETER STRAUSS RANCH
30000 MULHOLLAND HIGHWAY
AGOURA, CALIFORNIA 91301

———

TELEPHONE (818) 706-8380/706-0153

June 6, 1588

| RE CEIVE 1)
Mr. William Anderson JUN3 0 1986
Calamigos Ranch CALUFORNIA
327 South Latigo Canyon Road COASTAL COMMISSION
Malibu, CA 90265 SOUTH COAST DISTRICT

Dear Mr. Anderson:

It has come to my attention that Calamigos Ranch is pursuing
long-range plans to enlarge the conference facility in the
Santa Monica Mountains.

Since this nonprofit organization has operated the Peter Strauss
Ranch for the past three years and has provided recreational,
educational and cultural programs for the public, we are constantly
in touch with large groups desiring overnight accommodations in a
natural setting. Becasuse there are no such facilities of this type
on public land, we have consistently recommended Calamigos Ranch

- as a possible site for their use.

My question is: Why has it taken so long for private enterprise
to realize a need that has been around fox so long? With majox

businesses establishing their headquarters in the las Virgenes,

Conejo and Camarillo areas, the demand has been increasing.

Therefore, I highly support your intended plans. Along with
that support, however, is an equally strong recommendation to
design facilities that fit into this mountain environment and
that enhance the natural beauty of the area. The facllities
should serve equestrians and hikers as well as the Presidents
and Chairmen of the Board of potential organizations.

Sincerely,

RUTH TAYLOR KILDAY
Executive Director

XN 27 2.
“MANTOATED TO CONSERVING OUR MOUNTAIN HERITAGE” ( {o~7)



CHARLES W. THRIFT

612 THRIFT ROAD » MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265 » {213) 889-9691

July 2, IQ%RE@EHME[@

JULZ 51986

CAUFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
SOQUTH COAST DISTRICT

Dear Mr, Gerson:

As a long-time resident and land owner in the Santa Monica Mountains,
and as a member of Concerned Citizens for Property Rights, this letter
is to support your proposal for removation and remodeling of your Con-
ference Center, Restaurant, and Overnight Accommodations.

It appears that your current course is one that is long overdue and one
that should be met with enthusiagsm from both sides of a somewhat pol-
arized set of environmentalists and developers and, with time, will de~
velop into a reason to say we at last have an example of the best use of
land for private homeowners and environmental activists.

Activities on your facility in the past have caused us no concern. We
feel that your stated desire to develop the conferencing aspects of your
facility will limit any fmpact to the neighborhood. We support your
project as planned,

Wishing you much luck, we are

CWT/fo

& M1B17 2
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R E il E @ June 28, 1986
JUNJ 0 1386

TO: William Andersom: © o JFORNIA

COASIAL COMMISSION

SOUTH COAST DISTRICT
It has been brought to my attention that Calamigos is in the process of
expanding its Conference Center. As your closet neighbor, completely
surrounded by you: property and my home being within 50 feet of you most

active area I feel that it is important that I document our recent con-
verations regardirg your Conference Center plans.

I must say that fcllowing our meeting, Mr. Anderson, I not only support
your project, but appauld it.

I would like to rustate many of the topics discussed in our meeting so
that I might feel that we both fully agree and understand the many posi-
tivechanges you and your organization will be undertaking.

Overnight A:commodation
It is my unlerstanding that the Conference Center will create
approximateiy 150 living units, or an increase of 100 units on
your site. This actually will keep your overnight densities to
‘the same lerel you held with the childrens operations. These
overnight a:comondations will be as you stated"Clustered" away
from the neighborhood to "mitigate" sound and other impacts. It
@ appears the design process will create an improved environment

for the surrounging neighborhood.

Site Improvaments: Q

" A number of on site improvements will be made that -will directly
affect us, to the better I might add, which will include a full

8 foot fence arounf the property, and modifications to your current
sound and PA systems to lower the sound level. Improvements will

be made to your current dining an evening banquet areas to further
lessen the neighborhood impact by providing further sound mitigating
benefits. Beleive me, as a direct neighbor I truly appreciate your
concern anc willingness to invest these dollars, to make our relat-
ionships fer better.

Additional Comments:

In additior: Mr Anderson, you further stated that one of your three
picnic areis, the area closest to many of your neighbors, would be
put out of service. As a Conference Center, this would again ben-
efit the entire neighborhood. I again must say, I look forward to
the new "Culamigos”. '

I hope these sumiary meets with your approval, and should it, please consider
me a supporter o your, "Our" new Malibu Conference Center at Calamigos Ras.

Sincerely Yours,

C?Q% EX W7 2
Rick Elmore "I S

P i ™
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June 23, 1986

Bill Anderson
Vice President Operations

Calauigos Ranch  anyom Road - {%E@E VE D

Malibu, California 90265 JUN3 D 1986

CriFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
Dear Mr. Anderson; SOUTH COAST DISTRICT

I am an avid horsewoman and involved in the sport of
endurance ridinge.

I am writing to let you know of the interest and
excitement generated by your plan to have overnight
accomodations for mounted groups. There is nothing of
the kind available in the whole area, and everyone that I
have mentioned it to has been very enthusiastic.

You would be providing a terrific service to the
horse owners in our area, and there are many, and you would
also make it possible for horse people from all over to come
and enjoy our beautiful mountains. I know of many people
who travel all of the western states with their horses.

I am very much hoping to hear in the very near

future that this plan is a reality.

Thank you,

Zson e K At ——

Linda R. Chapman
28910 Wagon Road
Agoura, Ca 91301

éﬂ#/ﬂt? 2
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—-THE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMENAN Gonm:r'
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION — .
SOUTH ¢
e s Ay

LONG BEACH, CA 90802

{213y 590-507
ADDENDUM
To: Commissior and Interested Persons
From: South Coast District Staffg ¢,

Subject: Commission meeting of August 14, 1986
Agenda Itom 7.h. p.l4
5-86~-517 t'alimigos and Gerson

rrections and Additions

The staff rapé:t 01 p.9 should be modified in the 2nd paragraph to
read asg follows:

“The Suggested Modifications to the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains . |
Land Use Plan desiynates the project site as 16~ Low Intensity |
Vigsitor Serving Commercial Recreation. The proposed project is ;
consistent with tha adopted Land Use designation for this area of
Malibu. Since, the proposed project would be in conformity with

~the Land Use Plan policies of which address recreation, hazards and
concentration of development, the project would not prejudice the
ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program

in conformity with the provisions of chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The following section should be added to the staff report as
Section G. P.9 of the staff report.

G. Environmentally Sensitive Habjtat Areas.

The Coastal Act in Section 30107.5 describes Environmentally
- Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) as follows:

The Coastal Act in Section 30107.5 defines Envi:onneétally

Sensitive Are: as "... any area in which plant or animal
life or their habitats are eithe; rare or especially valuable

EXH1Re7 2



page 2

because of the.r special native role in our ecosystem and which
could be easgil'r disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developnrents."

The following (loastal policies address ESHA protection:

Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act further provides that
"Environmental.y sensitive habitat areas shall be protected
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and
only uses depeindent on such resources shall be allowed within
such areas.*®

The project site in traversed on its eastern periphey (location of
new development) by an identified intermittent blue line stream.
The Suggested Modifications to the Malibu Santa Monica Mountains
Land Use Plan contain the following policies which are aimed at the
protection of Blue Line Streams:

P79 To maintaii natural vegetation buffer areas that protect
41X _gensitive rivacian hablitats ds/rdQilred/py/sdesLion
, pagtal AC - lopaent other thar

P80 TO/MINIMIL(I/LYé/8dWerRd/$2L4ELE/6L /s d/NELEL

diseNargen,’ /84/ Uiz dAs Y/ SaeLion/30231/62/7 LN/ CE48L4Y
KeLl/ENd/COuALY /SNEuIA/SRESLES/ NG/ 161 16ULAG/ S4LBAER
ZOMINanen 8/ 161 /24P L e /oY auRL//L4]/30/248L/2L60/ LNE
SULEr/adgs 62/ LNd/220aL AR/ LAVSPY/162/1daenL 828 L /80N
[B17100/260L/ 116U/ 2NE/6MLEL/8AQE/62/2LYd/ 2t paL LR/ LARSLY
:¢r/didtttﬂft!:t1__:hs_:g119!inn_ggshsss_:gnnzzzssns:

'Rlied to pnew geptlic systems: (a) at least 50
feet from fhe outer edge of the existing piparjian of oak
canopy for leachfields, and (b) at least 100 feet £IOm the
outer edge of the existing rivacian or cak canopy for
geepage Diis. A larger setback ghall be reguired 1f
pecessary 1o prevent lateral geepage from the 4isposal beds
into strear waters. .

. E YN 7 2.




page 3

The Commission notes that although the septic systems for the
proposed project will observe an approximate 50' sgetback from the
blue line stream tlat new structures proposed on the site will not
obgserve the 100 ft. minimum setback requirement as set out in the
above policies. Htwever, the Commission further notes the project
is intended to restore the existing facility to its original
capacity of 300 ovuornight visitors and 5,000 daytime visitors as
limited by the County of Los Angeles. The Commission finds that
many of the structiures which previously existed on the site have
been destroyed by :lire. The Commission finds that development of
the proposed proje:t as planned by the applicant is not the same as
new development on a previously vacant parcel of land. A camping
ground/conference facility had existed on the site for many years
prior to the enactaent of the Coastal Act or adoption of Suggested
Modifications becaise of the extent of existing development and
previously existiny development on the site. The Commission finds
that it would be inequitable to require the applicant to construct
new or renovated structures which observe a 100 ft., stream setback.

such as proposed 6' in height, stucco perimeter sound wall have
been designed to lessen nolse impacts from the project and cannot
physically be designed to observe a 100' stream setback. Other
structures such at the deck area of the conference center structure
will actually encroach unto a'small lake in the center of the
conference ground facility and have been designed to enhance the
recreational experience for visitors to the facility.

The Commission further notes that some of the proposed structures ‘l.

The Commission hat received written opposition to the proposed
project indicating concern that the project will result in water
gquality impacts t« ground water supplies because of increased
gseptic system requirements. However, the Commission notes that
wastewater dischaige is a function of the capacity of the.facility
(number of visiton's) and not the design of the proposed structures
on the site. Aga.n the Commission notes that the proposed project
is intended to rentore the facility to the capacity which existed
prior -to the time many on-site structures were destroyed by fire.

The applicant's hive supplied an extensive analysis of septic
system requiremen:s and plans for achleving wastewater discharge

requirements. Th:2 County of Los Angeles Dept of Health has
approved those plans. )

Based upon the foregoing, the Commission f£inds that as proposed the
project is consistent with section 30240 of the Coastal Act.

1283A
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