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STAFF REPORT: REVOCATION REQUEST

APPLICATION NUMBER: R-4-96-189

APPLICANT REQUESTING REVOCATION: Mike Lane and Peter Douglas,
Executive Director

ORIGINAL APPLICANT: Lewis Flinkman

PROJECT LOCATION: Abadie Lane south of Parkhouse Lane, west of Tuna Canyon
Road, Malibu, Los Angeles County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Redivision of four (4) lots into four (4) iots and 14,049 cu. yds. of
grading (9,276 cu. yds. of cut, 4,773 cu. yds. of fill) for the construction of four residential
building pads, driveways and access road (Abadie Lane). Improve existing access road
(Parkhouse Lane) including 1544 cu. yds. of grading (772 cu. yds. cut and 772 cu. yds fill),
construction of 1.5 to 2 ft. high, 1700 foot long retaining walls, repair of a washout (1,523 cu.
yds. of fill) and construction of a road drain and a rip-rap flow dissipater. Placement of asphalt
paving on new access road (Abadie Lane) and a 900 foot long portion of the existing access
road (Parkhouse Lane). Offer to dedicate a 20 foot wide public hiking and equestrian trail
easement.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission find that grounds exist for revocation under
Section 13105(b) and grant the request.

PROCEDURAL NOTE:

The Commission’s regulations state the grounds for the revocation of a coastal
development permit 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 finds that accurate and complete information
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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.

14 Cal. Code of Regulations, Section 13108 (d) provides:

A permit may be revoked by a majority vote of the members of the
Commission present if it finds that any of the grounds specified in Section
13105 exist. If the Commission finds that the request for revocation was
not filed with due diligence, it shall deny the request.

CONTENTIONS OF PARTIES REQUESTING REVOCATION:

The Executive Director contends that the grounds for revocation in 14 Cal. Code of
Regulations 13105(b) exist because the applicant failed to comply with the notice
requirements of Section 13054 where the views of persons not notified were not
otherwise made known to the Commission and could have caused the Commission to
require additional or different conditions or deny the permit. :

Mr. Lane contends that the grounds in 14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 13105(b)
exist because they received no notice of the permit proceedings and had no opportunity
to participate in the proceedings. Mr. Lane further contends that there is a lack of legal
access to the lots created, misrepresentation of the amount of grading,
misrepresentation of the access as using the existing Abadie Lane, lack of a grading

plan, geology report, and geotechnical report for Parkhouse Lane improvements and for

proposed construction of Abadie Lane, creation of lot sizes smaller than the minimum .
specified in the certified Land Use Plan, creation of lots smaller than the average size of
surrounding lots, lack of Fire Department approval, that the easement information to
Parkhouse Lane does not apply to subject property but to an adjacent property, and that
there is no easement authorizing access to the subject property over Abadie Lane.

RESOLUTION:

THe staff recommends that the Commission GRANT Revocation.

MOTION

Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:
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I move that the Commission grant revocation of Coastal Development Permit 4-
96-189 per the staff recommendation as set forth below.

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution and findings:

l. Approval

The Commission hereby grants the request for revocation on the basis there was
failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054 where the views of the
persons not notified were not otherwise made known to the Commission and could have
caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions or deny the
application. ‘

1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. Project Description and Background

On April 15, 1999 the Coastal Commission approved with conditions coastal
development permit 4-96-189 (Flinkman), at Abadie Lane and south of Parkhouse Lane,
west of Tuna Canyon Road, Malibu for redivision of four lots into four lots, 14,049 cu.
yds. of grading (9,276 cu. yds. of cut, 4,773 cu. yds. of fill), construction of four
residential building pads, driveways and access road, improvements to an existing
access road (Parkhouse Lane), retaining walls, repair of a washout, construction of a
road drain and a rip-rap flow dissipater, paving on new access road and existing access
road, and an offer to dedicate a 20 foot wide public hiking and equestrian trail
easement.

The permit was approved with special conditions relating to plans conforming to
geologic recommendations, landscaping plans and monitoring, drainage control
plans/interim erosion control, trail dedication, acceptance of previously recorded offer to
dedicate scenic easement, removal of excavated material, restriction of future land
division of Lot 3, and limitation on entitlement to Lot 3. The conditions of approval have
not been met and the permit has not been issued.
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B. Grounds for Revocation

1. Executive Directdr’s Request for Revocation Under Section 13105(b)

The Executive Director has initiated proceedings for revocation of Permit 4-99-189
pursuant to 14 California Code of Regulations, Section 13106. The request for
revocation is based on Section 13105(b), which provides for revocation where the
applicant failed to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054 and the views of
the persons who did not receive notice were not otherwise made known to the
Commission and could have caused the Commission to require additional or different
conditions or deny the application. '

In relevant part, Section 13054 requires the applicant to provide the Commission with a
list of: “(1) the addresses of all owners of parcels of real property of record located
within one hundred (100) feet (not including roads) of the perimeter of the parcel of real
property of record on which the development is proposed, based on the most recent
equalized assessment roll ... .” The applicant failed to comply with this requirement.
The list of persons within 100 feet of the proposed development that the applicant
provided to the Commission failed to include the owners of four parcels within 100 feet
of the proposed improvements to Parkhouse Lane (a private road) and/or proposed
construction of Abadie Lane. The list provided by the applicant is attached as Exhibit I.
The owners of parcels APN 4448-023-017, APN 4448-023-018, APN 4448-023-019 and
APN 4448-023-026 were omitted from the list. The application proposes improvements
on Parkhouse Lane where it crosses each of these parcels. Parkhouse Lane is the
route of access to the four residential lots proposed in the permit application and
improvements to Parkhouse Lane (including paving) are proposed to facilitate access to
the four lots. As a result of the applicant’s failure to provide the Commission with the
names and addresses of these property owners, the Commission could not send them
notice of the hearing on the application and they did not present any testimony at the
hearing. [These property owners were also not invited to join the application as
coapplicants, as required by Section 30601.5 of the Coastal Act; however, failure to
comply with this provision is not one of the grounds for revocation of a permit].

Because the owners of these parcels did not receive notice of the application, they were
unable to present to the Commission the view that the permit should not be approved
because there are no easements granting the right to use Parkhouse Lane to access
the parcels that are the site of the development proposed in Permit No. 4-96-189.
Accordingly, the Commission was not informed that there is currently no legal right of -
access over Parkhouse Lane to reach the parcels that are the subject of the proposed
development. In an attempt to demonstrate access, in connection with the application,
the applicant provided evidence of easements that grant access over Parkhouse Road
to a different parcel owned by the applicant’s parents, Stan and Ruth Flinkman (either
individually or as trustees). This parcel is located near the project site (the corner of the
parcel that these easements grant access to touches the project site). However, these
easements do not grant access over Parkhouse Lane to the project site. Following
receipt of Mr. Lane’s request for revocation, the applicant attempted to demonstrate
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access to the project site by providing copies of easements granting access to the
parcel directly adjacent to the project site (APN 4448-023-022) where construction of
Abadie Road is proposed and which is also owned by his parents, Stan and Ruth
Flinkman. Similarly, these easements granting access to the adjacent parcel do not
constitute evidence of a legal right to access over Parkhouse Lane to the project site.

The information regarding the lack of a legal right to access the subject parcels over
Parkhouse Lane was not otherwise provided to the Commission. If this information had
been provided, it could have caused the Commission to deny the application. The
Commission could have determined that the proposed development did not comply with
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act, which states:

“New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such
areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually
or cumulatively, on coastal resources.”

Alternatively, the information regarding the lack of a right to access could have caused
the Commission to impose additional or different conditions on the permit to insure that
the development would not proceed unless and until the applicant has demonstrated a
legal right to use Parkhouse Lane to access the subject parcels.

For the above reasons, grounds for revocation of the permit under Section 13105(b)
have been established.

2. Mr. Lane’s Request for Revocation Under Section 13105 (a)

The request for revocation originally received from Mr. Lane on October 4, 1999
requested revocation of the subject permit based on the alleged failure to provide
proper notice and lack of conformance to the minimum parcel size specified in the
certified Land Use Plan (LUP) for the Santa Monica Mountains. The request was
amended by a letter received on October 27,1999 which cited, in addition to the first
request, alleged misrepresentation of the amount of grading, misrepresentation of the
right to access using the existing Parkhouse Lane and the proposed new route for
Abadie Lane, lack of a grading plan, geology report, and geotechnical report for
Parkhouse Lane improvements and proposed Abadie Lane, creation of lots smaller than
the average size of surrounding lots, and lack of Fire Department approval. The
request was further supplemented by a letter received on November 1, 1999 which
asserts that that the documentation provided by the applicant to show an easement to
use Parkhouse Lane does not grant rights to access the subject property, but rather
grants rights to access a different, nearby parcel. The request was again supplemented
by a letter received on December 9, 1999 which asserts that Mr. Flinkman sought an
easement on Parkhouse Lane to access the project site in 1992 and was unsuccessful.
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This letter further asserts that there is no easement for access to the project site
through parcel APN # 4448-23-22, where Abadie Lane is proposed. This parcel is
owned by the applicant’s parents, Stan and Ruth Flinkman (either individually or as
trustees). Mr. Lane asserts that an easement authorizing access to the project site on
the proposed Abadie Lane should be required before approval of the permit.

Part of Mr. Lane’s request for revocation is based on the grounds that the applicant
submitted inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information. This ground for revocation
consists of three essential elements or tests that the Commission must consider:

a.  Did the application include inaccurate, erroneous or ihcomplete information
- relative to the coastal development permit?

b. If the application mcluded lnaccurate erroneous or incomplete information, was
" the inclusion intentional?

c. If the answer to aandb is yes, would accurate and complete information have
caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions or deny the
application?

The individual grounds for revocation based on the contentions of Mr. Lane’s request for
revocation are discussed below.

(1) Lack of Legal Access

. _Easements For Access On Parkhouse Lane:

The first assertion is that there is lack of legal access to the lots created by the
proposed redivision in violation of Section 30250 of the Public Resources Code.

Section 30250 specifies that (1) new development be located within or in close proximity
to existing developed areas, or in other areas with adequate public services and with no
significant adverse effects on coastal resources. The revocation request includes the
assertion is that the applicant has intentionally submitted inaccurate and erroneous
information relative to the legal access to subject property and that the applicant has not
shown a legal right to use the access proposed to the project site.

In reviewing the application material, staff was aware that the applicant (Mr. Flinkman)
had provided Title Report information (document Y 561799 dated December 16, 1977)
that demonstrated easements for access on Parkhouse Lane to a different, nearby
parcel owned by Flinkman or his parents. (The corner of this parcel touches the project
site). Staff determined that this information was adequate to establish access to the
project site because it demonstrated access to adjacent land that was understood to
also be under Flinkman’s ownership. Flinkman made no assertion that the easements
identified in the Title Report apply directly to the property subject to the redivision.

. Therefore, the information provided by the applicant was not inaccurate or erroneous.
The staff now understands, however, that the evidence of easements that Flinkman
provided at that time does not establish that there is a legal right of access over
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Parkhouse Lane to the project site. While there was an error by the Commission staff
- regarding the complicated issue concerning evidence of easements, there is no
indication that this error resulted from inaccurate or erroneous information that was
provided by the applicant.

If, however, the information was inaccurate or erroneous, the next issue is whether
inclusion of the information was intentional. The applicant provided a Title Report
identifying easements to a parcel that is different from the project site. The applicant
knew that the easements identified in the Title Report did not grant access to the project
~site. The applicant intentionally provided the Title Report to the Commission staff and -
therefore, the applicant intentionally provided the inaccurate, erroneous information in
connection with the application. Finally, with respect to the last part of the test, if _
accurate information had been provided, the Commission would have required different
or additional conditions or denied the permit, for the reasons discussed above in

Section B.1. The Commission would have denied the application or would have
imposed a condition to insure that the development would not proceed unless and until
the legal right of access to the project site over Parkhouse Lane had been
demonstrated. :

Nevertheless, the grounds for revocation are not met because the evidence does not
“establish that the applicant intentionally provided inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete
information regarding this issue. '

Location of Abadie Lane:

The applicant for revocation further contends that the permit applicant has
misrepresented the access from Parkhouse Lane as from Abadie Lane and not as a
totally new road in violation of PRC Section 30250. The application as mapped in the
application materials and as noted in the staff report (p. 8) and Exhibits 2, 3 and 4 ‘
indicates that the “Abadie Lane” proposed is a new location as specified. This is not the
mapped Abadie Lane location further to the west, which is represented, for example, on
a County-prepared 1" = 400’ map in the District Office. Staff has reviewed the
application materials and has found that that there is no representation of the proposed
“Abadie Lane” as other than a new road in the location proposed in the file.
Consequently, there was no inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information provided
relative to the location of Abadie Lane.

Therefore, there is also no evidence of intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or
incomplete information on this topic. Furthermore, no evidence has been submitted by
Mr. Lane indicating that the inclusion of additional information would have resulted in
the Commission requiring different conditions or denial of the permit.

Easement For Access On Abadie Lane:
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Abadie Lane to access the project site from Parkhouse Lane and this should have been
required prior to approval of the permit. The proposee Abadie Lane is located on parcel
APN 4448-023-022, which is adjacent to the project site and which is owned by the
applicant’s parents, Stan and Ruth Flinkman.

'Mr. Lane asserts that there is no easement granting the right to use the proposed .

The Commission staff did not request that the applicant provide evidence of an
easement authorizing use of Abadie Lane to access the project site as part of the permit
application. The Commission also did not require this as a condition of approval of the
permit. it appears that the applicant did provide incomplete and/or misleading
information about ownership of the parcel where Abadie Lane was located. It appears
that, at times, in discussions with Commission staff, the applicant represented that he
owned the parcel where Abadie Lane was proposed. A recent letter to the Commission
staff dated November 24, 1999, from the applicant’s attorney, indicates that the
applicant owns this parcel and expressly states that the applicant owns the easements
granting access to this parcel. However, the easements referred to were granted to
Stan and Ruth Flinkman and not the applicant, Lewis Flinkman. A letter to the
Commission staff from the applicant, Lewis Flinkman, dated December 2, 1999,
correctly states that the parcel where Abadie Lane is located is owned by his parents,
Stan and Ruth Flinkman. The list of parties within 100 feet of the project site that was
provided to the Commission staff by the applicant also correctly identified Stan and Ruth
Flinkman as the owner of this parcel. Although the applicant may have generalized
during discussions with staff by stating that he owned the property, because he equated
his parents’ ownership with his ownership, the evidence does not establish that the
applicant intentionally provided incorrect or incomplete information on this topic.

With respect to the last part of the test, however, if the applicant had provided additional

" information clarifying that the applicant did not own the parcel where Abadie Lane was

~ proposed and that the owners of that parcel (his parents) had not granted any rights to
access the project site over the proposed Abadie Lane, the Commission would have
required different or additional conditions or denied the permit, for the same reasons
discussed above in Section B.1. The Commission would have denied the application or
would have imposed a condition to insure that the development would not proceed
unless and until the legal right of access to the project site over the proposed Abadie
Lane had been demonstrated.

Nevertheless, the grounds for revocation are not met because the evidence does not
establish that the applicant intentionally provided inaccurate, erroneous or tncomptete
information regarding this issue.

(2) Misrepresentation of Amount of Grading

The second assertion is that the amount of grading and paving required on Parkhouse

Lane is in violation of Section 7005(b) of the LA County U.B.C.[Universal Building

Code]. The application for revocation makes no assertion as to the manner that the

applicant has misrepresented grading. The Commission found that the amount of .
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grading that was applied for was consistent with the Coastal Act. The standard of review
for the coastal development permit is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. No
communication has been received from the County of Los Angeles concerning any
violation of proposed grading and paving relative to their requirements. Consequently,
there was no inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information provided relative to the
amount of grading. '

Therefore, there is also no evidence of intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or
incomplete information on this topic. Furthermore, no evidence has been submitted by
Mr. Lane indicating that the inclusion of additional information would have resulted in
the Commission requiring different conditions or denial of the permit.

(3) Parkhouse Lane: Lack of Grading Plan, Geology Report,
and Geotechnical Report

The third assertion is that there is a lack of a grading plan, geology report, and
geotechnical report for the Parkhouse Lane improvements and for construction of
Abadie Lane, the 800 feet of new road between the proposed project and Parkhouse
Lane, both allegedly in violation of Section 7005(b) of the LA County U.B.C. and PRC
Section 30250.

The assertion relative to the grading plan is incorrect because there is a grading plan in
the application file for the proposed Parkhouse Lane improvements and for construction
of Abadie Lane between the proposed project and Parkhouse Lane. There are plans
for Parkhouse Lane improvements and improvements to the new proposed route of
Abadie Lane in the application file.

The second and third assertions are true to the extent that no geology report or
geotechnical report for the Parkhouse Lane improvements or construction of Abadie
Lane is included in the application. The application for revocation makes no assertion as
to the manner that the lack of such information raises an issue relative the application
for a coastal development permit. Staff determined during the filing process that such
information was not required. Parkhouse Lane is an existing road that provides access
to the main collector road in the area which is Tuna Canyon Road. The applicant
provided all information regarding construction of the access road (Abadie Lane) and
improvement of Parkhouse Lane that staff requested. In summary, for these reasons,
there is no basis for finding that the applicant submitted inaccurate, erroneous, or
incomplete information regarding grading or geologic hazards.Therefore, there is also
no evidence of intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information
on this topic. Furthermore, no evidence has been submitted by Mr. Lane indicating that
the inclusion of additional information would have resulted in the Commission requmng
different conditions or denial of the permit.
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(4) Creation of Smaller Lot Sizes/Land Use Plan

The request for revocation includes an assertion is that the proposed project will result
in lot sizes smaller than allowed in the LUP in violation of Coastai Development
Regulation [sic]. No representation that the proposed lot sizes were in conformance with
the LUP was made by the applicant or in the permit findings. As noted in the permit
findings on pp. 32 and 33, the proposed project creates a lot (Lot 1) is smaller than the
minimum size specified in the certified LCP, but is more in conformance with the

~ designation than the existing smaller lot configuration, results in larger lot configurations

overall, and clusters development in a more appropriate area suitable for development.
Further, there is no specification of minimum lot sizes in the Coastal Commission’s
regulations as cited by the applicant for revocation. Consequently, there was no
inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information provided by the applicant relative to
use of the size of the proposed lots or the provisions of the LUP.

Therefore, there is also no evidence of intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or
incomplete information on this topic. Furthermore, no evidence has been submitted by
Mr. Lane indicating that the inclusion of additional information would have resulted in
the Commission requiring different conditions or denial of the permit. -

(5) Creation of Smaller Lot Sizes/ Average Size of Surrounding Lots

An additional assertion is that the proposed project will result in lot sizes significantly
smaller than the average size of the surrounding lots. No representation that the
proposed lot sizes were in conformance with the average size of the surrounding lots
was made by the applicant or in the permit findings. As noted on p. 33 in the permit
findings, the Commission has determined in past actions that a better indicator than
average size of surrounding lots is the median lot size of surrounding lots. All of the lots
except for proposed Lot 1 were above the median of the surrounding lots which was 1.6
acres. Further, the reconfigured size of Lot 1 was more conforming to the median than
the previous configuration. In addition, the Commission found that the reconfiguration
increased the size of the parcels overall and avoided or decreased cumulative impacts.
Consequently, there was no inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information provided
by the applicant relative to the size of the proposed lots in light of the average size of
surrounding lots.

Therefore, there is also no evidence of intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or
incomplete information on this topic. Furthermore, no evidence has been submitted by
Mr. Lane indicating that the inclusion of additional information would have resulted in
the Commission requiring different conditions or denial of the permit.

10
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(6) Lack of Fire Department Approval

The sixth assertion is that there is a lack of Fire Department approval. It is incorrect
that the application for coastal development permit lacks Fire Department approval.
The application material contains several approvals by the Los Angeles County Fire
Department as noted on p. 1 of the findings and conditions and discussed on pages 17
through 20 and pages 37 and 38. As noted, the project received such reviews in the
form of a Tentative Map Approval dated July 16, 1991 and June 26, 1994 and a Fire
Prevention Division review letter dated August 6, 1997. Consequently, there was no
inaccurate, erroneous, or incomplete information provided by the applicant relative to
Fire Department approval. Therefore, there is also no evidence of intentional inclusion
of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information on this topic. Furthermore, no
evidence has been submitted by Mr. Lane indicating that the inclusion of additional
information would have resulted in the Commission requiring different conditions or
denial of the permit.

3. Mr. Lane’s Request for Revocation Under Section 13105 (b)

Pursuant to Section 13108 (d) of 14 California Code of Regulations, the Commission
may grant a request for revocation of a coastal development permit if it finds that
grounds specified in Section 13105 (b) exist. Under this 13105(b), revocation is
authorized when 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 require additional or
different conditions on a permit or deny an application.”

The first part of the question is whether or not the applicant complied with the notice
provisions of Section 13054. The applicants for revocation assert that they did not
receive notice because the applicant sent notice to an outdated address and they had
since moved. A list of addresses of surrounding property owners was provided to the
Coastal Commission by the applicant on March 3, 1997. Notice of the proposed
development was mailed to surrounding property owners on March 29, 1999. The
address provided to the Commission for Mr. Lane’s residence was incorrect. The
applicant for revocation has stated that in March 1996 he moved from the address
provided to the Coastal Commission and used for notice purposes.

The applicant for the permit has presented a signed declaration (attached as Exhibit 7)
that states that prior to the public hearing, on about April 13, 1999, he spoke to the
applicant for revocation and noted that Mr. Lane stated that he had received notice of
the pending project. The applicant for revocation stated during the conversation that he
was aware of the pending hearing. Mr. Lane also indicated in a telephone conversation
with Coastal Commission staff on November 2, 1999 that he had prior notice in fact of
the hearing.
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Permit file records generally indicate when the applicant has declared through return of
a signed declaration of posting that the Public Notice of the application was posted on
the site. The file records do not contain a signed declaration indicating that the public
notice was posted on the project site. However, the applicant’'s agent at the time,
Norman Haynie, has submitted a signed declaration (attached as Exhibit 8) stating that
he had posted the project site.

Because Mr. Lane had notice in fact of the hearing on the application, there was not a
failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054.

With respect to the second portion of the test in Section 13105 (b), the issue is whether
the views of the persons who were not notified, if otherwise made known to the
Commission could have caused the Commission to require additional or different
conditions on a permit or deny an application. The view that the permit should not be
granted due to the lack of legal access to the subject parcels over Parkhouse Lane and
the proposed Abadie Lane was not otherwise presented to the Commission. If Mr. Lane
had presented his views that: (1) the applicant has not shown that there is a legal right
to use Parkhouse Lane for access to the project site and (2) the applicant has not
obtained an easement allowing use of the proposed Abadie Road across parcel APN
4448-023-022 (owned by his parents) to access the project site, the Commission’s
decision or conditions of the permit would have been different for the same reasons
discussed above in Section B.1. The Commission would have denied the application or
would have imposed a condition to insure that the development would not proceed
unless and until the legal right of access to the project site over Parkhouse Lane and
the proposed Abadie Lane had been demonstrated.

Nevertheless, the grounds for revocation under Section 13105(b) are not met because,

as stated above, Mr. Lane received notice in fact of the hearing on the application, and
therefore there was no failure to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054.

12
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“Situs: 2575 APPLEFIELD LN, TOPANGA CA 90290

4448-022-004 Rec Date: 0411311987
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RESIDENTIAL LOT Document #: 567651
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$27,626
Imprv Value:
L.and Value:
Lot Size:
Bidg/Liv Area:
Yr Bullt/Eff:
Stories:

Pool:

$27.626
A5.11

ownrs 4y farblove. [awe

Exhibit |

Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Property owners’ list furnished by Flinkman

$201,747

$201,747
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA—~THE RESOURCES AGENCY A PETE WILSON, Govemor

LIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION ' ST

. Pt ;*

89 s‘gug:Ng::i:&ﬁTssE:um 200 Filed: 7127/98 i-‘;‘ ¥

VENTURA, CA 93001 49 Day 9/14/98 - 8

{805} 641-0142 270t 4/23/99
Staff: MB-Vta
Staff report: 3/26/99

Hearing Date: 4/13-16/99

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR

APPLICATION NO.: 4.96-189
APPLICANT: | Lewis Flinkman
- AGENT: Alan Block/Norman Haynie

PROJECT LOCATION: Abadie Lane south of Parkhouse Laﬁe, west of Tuna
Canyon Road,Malibu, Los Angeles County -

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Redivision of four (4) lots into four (4) lots and 14,049 cu.
yds. of grading (9,276 cu. yds. of cut, 4,773 cu. yds. of fill) for the construction of four A
residential building pads, driveways and access road (Abadie Lane). Improve existing ,,\} .
access road (Parkhouse Lane) including 1544 cu. yds. of grading (772 cu. yds. cutand % .~
772 cu. yds fill), construction of 1.5 to 2 ft. high, 1700 foot long retaining walls, repair of
a washout (1,523 cu. yds. of fill) and construction of a road drain and a rip-rap flow
dissipater. Placement of asphalit paving on new access road (Abadie Lane) and a 900
foot long portion of the existing access road (Parkhouse Lane). Additionally, the

applicant is proposing to offer to dedicate a 20 foot wide public hiking and equestnan
trail easement.

Lot area: 120 ac.
Land use designations: Rural land 4, 1 du/5 ac; Rural land 3, 1 du/10 ac;
Mountain land 1 du/20 ac

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: County of Los Angeles: Department of Regional
Planning, Lot line adjustments 101456 and 101457, approval in Concept dated 8/19/96;
Fire Department, Tentative Map Approval dated July 16, 1991 and June 26, 1994; Fire
Prevention Division review letter dated August 6, 1997.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains certified Land
Use Plan; Geoplan, Inc., Engineering Geologic Report, Tentative Tract 50456, October
22, 1991, Strata-Tech, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for Proposed Single
Family Residential Development Tentative Tract No. 50456, November 21, 1991;
Geoplan, Inc., engineering geologic letter, June 9, 1997; Strata-Tech, geotechnical

Exhibit Il
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Staff Report for 4-96-189 (Flinkman)




Application 4-96-189 (Flinkman)
Page 2 of 40

update letter, May 12, 1997; Coastal development permits nos. A-42-80 (Levinson), 4-
93-103 (Murphy-O’'Hara), 4-96-28 (Harberger, et. al.), 4-95-115 (Lauber, et. al.), 4-96-
150 (Rein, et. al.), 4-96-187 (Sohal), and 4-98-169 (Connolly).

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the project with special conditions relating to: plans
conforming to geologic recommendations, landscape and erosion control plans,
building pad and access road drainage control, trail dedication, open space deed
restrictions, removal of excavated material, and future land divisions.

The proposed redivision will cluster residential development around a southerly
extension of Abadie Lane on a relatively flat mesa area along a secondary ridgeline.
Development of the lots in their exsstmg configuration would have resulted in roads,
building pads and residences located in very steeply sloping canyon areas adjacent to
or within envnronmentally sensitive habitat areas. Development of these lots would have
required massive grading for the construction of access roads and building pads. This
type of massive grading would have substantially altered the exiting natural landforms,
and required removal of significant areas of natural chaparral vegetation on steep
slopes that provide a critical watershed function and habitat for this ecosystem. The
loss of this vegetation, massive reconfiguration of the natural landforms and increase of
impemeable surfaces in these steeply sloping areas would have resulted in a
significant increase in a significant increase in erosion of the canyon slopes and

- sedimentation of adjacent streams, thereby degrading these ESHA areas. In addition,
siting residential development on these remote lots in steeply sloping areas would have
resulted in a significant fire hazard and emergency access problem.

The proposed redivision is a more appropriate lot configuration than the current lot
configuration. It avoids development in steep canyon areas found on the underlying
parcels. The proposal realigns parcel lines to concentrate development closer to
developed areas and existing roads without introducing massive grading into
undeveloped areas, contributing to fire safety hazards, altering natural landforms,
degrading scenic and visual quality, degrading blue line streams, or creating adverse
cumulative impacts on coastal resources. Forthese reasons the proposed project, as
conditioned, is consistent with the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act.

STAFF NOTE:

The application was filed on July 27 1998 and had been previously postponed to the
January, 1999 meeting. Commission action is required at the April 13 - 16, 1999
meeting because of the need to complete action within 270 days as required by the
State Permit Streamlining Act
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:

Approval with Conditions

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

.
1.

Standard Conditions

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment The pemit 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.

Expiration If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years
from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 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. -

Compliance All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as
set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and

approved by the staff and may require Commission approval.

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

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

. 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. -

Tems 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.
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Hl. Special Conditions

1. Plans Conforining to Geologic Recommendations

Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit the applicant shall submit, for
review and approval by tt e Executive Director, evidence of the geology and
geotechnical consultants’ review and approval of all project plans. All recommendations
contained in ; Geoplan, Irc., Engineering Geologic Report, Tentative Tract 50456,
October 22, 1991; Strata- Tech, Preliminary Geotechnical investigation for Proposed
Single Family Residential Development Tentative Tract No. 50456, November 21, 1991;
Geoplan, Inc., engineering geologic letter, June 9, 1997; and Strata-Tech, geotechnical
update letter, May 12, 1¢:97 shall be incorporated into all final design and construction
plans including recommendations concerning keying and benching of fill and drainage.
All plans must be reviewe:d and approved by the geologic consultants.

The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance with the
plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading and drainage. Any
substantial changes in th2 proposed development approved by the Commission which
* may be required by the consultant shall require an amendment to the permit or a new
coastal permit. The Executive Director shall determine whether proposed changes are
substantial.

2. Landscape Plans and Monitoring

(a) Landscaping Plan

Prior to issuance of a coiistal development permit, the applicant shall submit landscape
plans for review and app ‘oval by the Executive Director. The landscape plans shall be

reviewed and approved iy the consulting engineering geologist to ensure that the plans
~are in conformance with the consultants’ recommendations. The plans shall incorporate
the following criteria:

(1) All graded & disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained
for erosion contiol purposes within (60) days of completion of final grading. To
minimize the ne:xd for irrigation all landscaping shall consist primarily of
native/drought nisistant plants as listed by the California Native Plant Society,
Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, in their document entitied Recommended List
of Plants for Lardscaping in the Santa Monica Mountains, dated October 4, ’
1994. Invasive, non-indigenous plant species which tend to supplant native
species shall not be used.

(2) Allcut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of final |
grading. Plantir g should be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa .
| ,

i
i
§
$
i

i
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Monica Mountairis using accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire.
safety requirements. Such planting shall be adequate to provide 90 percent
coverage within “wo (2) years, and this requirement shall apply to all disturbed
soils. In addition at the completion of final grading, all building pads shall be
seeded with native grasses.

(3) Plantings will be maintained in good growing condition throughout the life of the

project and, whe:never necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to
ensure continued compliance with applicable landscape requirements;

(b) Monitoring R2port

Five years from the completion of final grading the applicant shall submit for the review
and approval of the Exe zutive Director, a landscape monitoring report, prepared by a .
licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource Specialist, that certifies the on-site
landscaping is in confor nance with the landscape plan approved pursuant to this Special
Condition. The monitoring report shall include photographic documentation of plant
species and plant coverage.

If the landscape monito ing report indicates the landscaping is not in conformance with
or has failed to meet the: performance standards specified in the landscaping plan
approved pursuant to tt:is permit, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a
revised or supplemental landscape plan for the review and approval of the Executive
Director. The revised l:indscaping plan must be prepared by a licensed Landscape
Architect or a qualified esource Specialist and shall specify measures to remediate
those portions of the original plan that have failed or are not in conformance with the
original approved plan. '

The permittee shall unclertake development in accordance with the final approved plan.
Any changes to the fin:il approved plan shall be reported to the Executive Director. No
changes to the approv::d final plan shall occur without a Coastal Commission -
approved amendment 0 the coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director
determines that no am2ndment is required.

3. Drainage Control Plans/ Interim Erosion Control
(a) Drainage Cantrol Plan

Prior to the is:suance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall
submit, subje::t to the review and approval of the Executive Director, a drainage
plan designec: by a licensed engineer or other qualified professional for the
proposed imgrovements to Parkhouse Lane, Abadie Lane, all driveways, and all
building pads The drainage plan shall include, but not be limited to drainage

5
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control features v/hich ensure that all run-off from Parkhouse Lane, Abadie Lane,
all driveways, ani all building pads is collected and discharged in a non-erosive
manner. Velocity reducing devices or structures shall be included to minimize
erosion into adjacent canyons. Site drainage shall not be accomplished by
sheet flow runoff The final drainage plans shall be reviewed and approved by
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.

The applicant or successor in interest shall agree to maintain the drainage
devices on a yezrly basis in order to insure that the system functions effectively.
Should the device fail or any erosion result from drainage from the project, the
applicant or successor interests shall be responsible for any necessary repairs
and restoration.

(b) Interim Erosiun Control during Rainy Season

Should grading 1ake place during the rainy season (November 1 - March 31),
sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps, and other
interim erosion control measures) shall be required on the project site prior to or
concurrent with the initial grading operations and maintained through the
development process to minimize sediment from runoff waters during
construction. All sediment should be retained on-site unless removed to an
appropriate approved dumping location either outside the coastal zone orto a
site within the coastal zone permitted to receive fill. in the event that grading
operations are iterrupted for a period of more than 30 days, regardless of the
time of year, seJiment retention and erosion control measures shall be
implemented.

4. Trail Dedicat on

In order to implement the applicant's proposal of an offer to dedicate a 20 ft. wide public
access hiking and equestrian trail easement for passive recreational use as part of this
project, the applicant as landowner agrees to complete the following prior to issuance of
the permit: the landown 2r shall execute and record a document, in a form and content
acceptable to the Executive Director, irrevocably offering to dedicate to a public agency
or private association anproved by the Executive Director an easement for public access
and passive recreationzil use in the general location and configuration depicted in Exhibit
3. - The exact easement location shall be agreed upon by the Santa Monica Mountains
Trails Council, the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation, and the
Executive Director of the Coastal Commission. The Executive Director shall determine
which trail alignment is most feasible. in the event that the applicant is not in agreement
with the Executive Dire stor's determination, the trail alignment shall be reviewed and
approved by the Coast:il Commission.
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The irrevocable offer shall be of a form and content approved by the Executive Director,
free of prior encumbrances except for tax liens, providing the public the right to pass and
repass over the noted route limited to hiking and equestrian uses only. The offer to
dedicate may specify that the trail must be used by the public only between dawn and
dusk. The dedicated trail easement shall not be open for public hiking and equestrian
-usage until a public agency or private association approved by the Executive Director
agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability associate with the trail
easement. The offer shall run with the land in favor of the State of California binding
successors and assigns of the applicant or landowner. The offer of dedication shall be -
irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from the date of the recording.

5. Revised Open Space Deed Restrictions for TDC Lots

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and
record open space deed restrictions as shown on Exhibit 4 (attached), in a form and
content acceptable to the Executive Director, to replace the open space restrictions
originally recorded in document entitled Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate Scenic Easement
and Declaration of Restrictions for Permit No. A-42-80 recorded on March 27, 1981. The
deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of the entire parcel (Lot 3) and the areas
restricted as open space, as shown on Exhibit 4. 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. This deed
restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to this
coastal development permit.

6. Removal of Excavated Material

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall provide
evidence to the Executive Director of the location of the disposal site for all excess
excavated material (2980 cu. yds) from the site. Should the dumpsite be located in the
Coastal Zone, a coastal development permit shall be required.

7. Future Land Divisionof Lot 3

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall execute
and record a deed restriction on Lot 3, as shown on Exhibit 3, in a form and content
acceptable to the Executive Director, which states that approval of Coastal
Development Permit 4-96-189 in no way commits or obligates the Coastal Commission
or it's successor to approve a future Coastal Development Pemmit for a land division on
Lot 3. 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. This deed restriction shall not be removed or
changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit.
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IV. Findings and Declarations

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description and Background

1. Project Description and Surrounding Area

The applicant proposes to redivide four lots into four reconfigured lots totaling 120 acres
(Table 1), (Exhibit 2). The proposal includes 14,049 cu. yds. (9,276 cu. yds. cut, 4,773
cu. yds. fill) of grading for the construction of four building pads, driveways and access
road (Abadie Lane). Abadie lane will be constructed to a paved width of twenty-six feet
within an 60 foot right of way.

The proposal also includes improvements to portions of an existing 2/3 mile long private

access road (Parkhouse Lane) consisting of widening segments of the road to twenty-

five feet and installation of a 1.5 to 2 foot high retaining wall along seven sections of the

road on the uphill side, totaling approximately 1700 feet. These improvements require

1544 cu. yds. of grading (772 cu. yds. cut and 772 cu. yds. fill). A portion of Parkhouse

lane has been washout due to uncontrolled runoff. The applicant is proposing to repair @
the washout with 1,523 cu. yds. of grading (all fill). One drain and rip-rap velocity reducer

is proposed travemng under Parkhouse Lane at a distance of approximately 800 feet

west of the intersection with Saddle Peak Road. The applicant also proposes to pave a-

900 foot long 25 foot wide unimproved section of Parkhouse Lane.

The applicant further proposes to offer a 20 foot wide offer to dedicate a trail easement
as designated by the County subject to certain stipulations relaﬁve to time of operation-
and responsubmty for any survey.

The following shows the parcels by size before and after the reconfiguration.

Table 1: Parcels Before and After Reconfiguration

Before Reconfiguration After Reconfiguration

Parcel Parcel Size Parcel Parcel Size
A 109 Acres 1 1.60 Acres
B 5 Acres 2 9.60 Acres
C 1 Acres 3 103.27 Acres
D 5 Acres 4 5.43 Acres
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Access to the subject lots as well as a number of other properties in this area is off of
Saddle Peak Road via Parkhouse Lane. While the applicant has an ingress/egress
easement over Parkhouse Lane to access his properties. Adjacent property owners
have a fee interest in the land over which the road traverses. The applicant is proposing
road improvements within the road easment on 4 adjacent properties not owned by the
applicant. These property owners have been notified of this development pursuant to
Section 30601.5 of the Coastal Act. Section 30601.5 states in part that: “All holders or
owners of any interests of record in the affected property shall be notified in writing of the
permit application and invited to join as Co-applicant.” A total of four property owners
were notified of the pending permit action under Section 30601.5, and one property
owner responded to the notification but did not choose to join as a co-applicant.

Previous grading through cut and fill operations has have created eight building pads on
the subject 120 acres. A review of aerial photos indicates that the pads or potential
building sites may have existed prior to enactment of the Coastal Act. The extent of
previously existing grading cannot be determined precisely because of the overgrowth of
vegetation. This overgrowth of vegetation is noted in the 1991 Geoplan, Inc. report.

The 1991 Strata-Tech report notes that the proposed development of existing pads
requires grading to below bedrock area and refilling in accord with their
recommendations. Staff has no evidence indicating these areas were graded after the
effectiveness date of the Coastal Act.

The project area includes a mesa located on a secondary ridgeline and adjacent,
undeveloped deep canyons to the east, west, and south. (Exhibit 3) Within the property
encompassing the project site, the drop off into these canyons ranges from 700 to 1000
feet within an approximate quarter mile from the location of the proposed “cluster” of
building pads. North of the project is a ridgeline extending east to west and reaching the
2268 ft. elevation, which defines the drainage boundary between Las Flores and
Topanga Canyons. .

Little Las Flores Canyon Creek is located at a distance of approximately 1000 ft.
southeast of the proposed development. At a distance of approximately one eighth mile
to the west is an unnamed tributary of Little Las Flores Creek. Both creeks are
designated blue line streams, and as environmentally sensitive habitat areas in the land
use plan (LUP) component of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal
Program.

Adjacent development consists of single family residences along Parkhouse Lane and
Little Las Flores Road to the north of the project location. The subject property is
adjacent to at the southwest corner of undeveloped National Park Service land along Las
Flores Canyon Creek. This land is located approximately one half mile to the west of the
proposed “cluster” of residential development along Abadie Lane.
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2. Project History .

A review of application materials indicates that the underlying land had its origin in a plat
recorded in 1896 and tha: the easement creating Parkhouse Lane dates from 1942.

The application was rece ved on November 21, 1896. Because of a number of items
missing, and/or requiring clarification, the application was found incomplete. There was
a series of meetings with the project agent and correspondence requesting completion of
the application (letters to applicant on December 5 and 11, 1998, March 25, 1997,
August 25, 1997, and Ap il 23, 1998, December 9, 1998). Principal items of discussion
included local governmer t approvals, grading plans, geologic review, percolation tests,
land use designations, average lot size analysis, completeness of plans, application fees,
etc. Staff subsequently r et with the applicant's representatives on March 13, 1999 at
which time the proposed project resulted after submittal of new material regarding the
parcel configuration, pad‘location. offer of the trail easement, revised cut and fill
numbers, a slope/lot size analysis relative to the County’s non-urban hillside
management program, e imination of previously proposed building pads,-and reduced
grading for building pads and driveways.

Originally the applicant was proposing to redivide six lots into six lots. In December of
1998 Commission staff discovered that the applicant had only four legal lots as opposed
to six, discussed in detail below. in response to staff concerns regarding the legality of
two of the lots involved ir the redivision, the applicant modified the project description on
March 22, 1999 from a six lot redivision to a four lot redivision.

Commission action is rec uired at the April 13 - 16, 1999 meeting because of the need to
complete action within 270 days as required by the Permit Streamlining Act

3. Current Status of the Subject Lots.

Staff notes that the appli:ant asserted at one juncture while this application was pending
that the lots that are the :;ubject of this permit are 6 separate legal parcels. The
Commission staff has undertaken an independent, thorough investigation of the facts, the
applicant's assertion anc of the current status of the subject parcels and concludes that
the subject parcels are, in actuality, only 4 in number. A detailed explanation of this
conclusion follows below ‘

On June 18, 1980, the Commission granted Coastal Development Permit No. A-42-80
(Levinson) for a 19-lot subdivision. A copy of the staff report for that permit is attached

as Exhibit 5. Special Condition No. 1 of that permit required the applicant, prior to permit
issuance, to participate i1 the Commission’s Transfer of Development Credits (TDC)

program by restricting de:.velopment of 17 parcels in the so-called Zone | Donor area .

[O
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where the project was located. That condition stated, in relevant part, as follows: “the
applicant shall record a deed restriction prohibiting residential development on and shall
record an irrevocable offer to dedicate an open space easement over sufficient
applicable lots to constitute a minimum of 17 transfer of development credits ... The lots
to be dedicated shall be combined with each other such that they may be considered a
single parcel for purposes of sale, transfer, development or encumbrance ...”

In March 1981, an amendment to CDP No. A-42-80 was granted by the Commission.
(The relevant portion of the amendment staff report is attached as Exhibit 6) This
amendment addressed the method by which the TDC requirement was to be satisfied.
The amendment allowed use of large parcels outside the designated Zone | donor area
for 8 of the 17 required TDC’s. Special Condition No. 2 of the amendment required the
applicant to record an irrevocable offer to dedicate an open space easement prohibiting
residential development over 8 of the 17 parcels. The condition further required the 8
dedicated parcels to be combined with each other and combined with another, separate
developed or developable parcel such that all of the parcels would then be considered a
- single parcel.

On March 27, 1981, the applicant satisfied the TDC condition of the permit, as
amended, by recording an irrevocable offer to dedicate a scenic easement as
Instrument No. 81-310530 over 8 TDC parcels. On the same date, as part of condition
compliance, a declaration of restrictions was recorded as Instrument No. 81-310531
that recombined these 8 TDC parcels with other, then-separate parcels. The applicant
chose to combine 7 of the TDC parcels with three existing separate, contiguous parcels.
These three separate parcels are shown on Exhibit 7 as parcels A, B,and C. The 7
TDC parcels that were combined with parcels A, B and C are shown on Exhibit 8 as
parcels D, E, F, G, H, l and J. These 7 TDC parcels were combined with the 3 then-
separate parcels, creating one large recombined single parcel where there had been
ten parcels before the recombination. (See Exhibit 9) Thus, parcels A through J became
one parcel through this transaction. The location of all 10 separate parcels, before the
recombination of March 1981 was accomplished, is shown in Exhibit 10. The new,
recombined parcel that was created from the ten separate parcels A through J is shown
on Exhibit 8. (The eighth required TDC parcel was restricted through a separate
irrevocable offer to dedicate a scenic easement and was recombined with a different
parcel that is not involved in the subject permit application. Thus, the eighth parcel is
not shown on Exhibit 8)

The permit was then issued and the project site that was the subject of the permit was
subdivided. Since that time, the Commission has never taken any action or issued any

approvals that would have had the effect of redividing the 10 parcels that were
combined.

The application that is now before the Commission involves four parcels, shown on
Exhibit 10 as parcels 1, 2, 3, and 4. Parcei 1 is the large lot that was created in 1981
from 10 separate lots, as described above. In asserting that there are actually 6 lots

[




Application 4-96-189 (Flinkman) | .
Page 12 of 40 A

involved in this permit application, the applicant has asserted that parcel 1 is not one
large lot, but in fact 3 separate lots. (See applicant's agent'’s letters to Commission,
December 15, 1998 and March 8, 1999, Exhibits 11 and 12) The applicant has
asserted that parcels A, B and C as shown in Exhibit 8 are still 3 separate parcels and
that they were somehow mistakenly combined in 1981. The Commission notes,
however, that, due to the noncontiguous nature and the particular physical configuration
of the 7 TDC parcels combined in 1981, it is clear that all three then-separate parcels A,
B and C as shown in Exhibit 8 needed to be used at that time in order to combine the 7
parcels into one single parcel, as the permit condition required, and that there was no
mistake. (Parcel J could only be tied to parcel A; parcel | could only be tied to parcel B;
and parcels D through H could only be tied to parce! C, as shown on Exhibit 8) All 7
TDC parcels could not physically have been combined with lot A, B or C standing alone.
The Commission concludes, therefore, that these three lots are one parcel today, not
three, as a result of the 1981 recombination described above. (See Commission's
response letters to applicant, January 26 and 28, 1999, Exhibits 13 and 14)

As support for his assertion of the still-separate nature of parcels A, B and C as shown
on Exhibit 8, the applicant has pointed to the issuance by Los Angeles County since
1981 of various certificates of compliance pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act relating
to independent land transactions unrelated to the lot recombination of 1981 . (See
applicant's agent’s letter, March 8, 1999, Exhibit 12) These certificates assertedly show
the County's recognition of these three parcels as still separate. The Commission
notes, however, that, an approval from the Commission would have been required if the
three combined parcels were to have been redivided after 1981 and that the County’s
independent issuance of these other documents does not somehow “undo” the 1981 lot
combination.

Therefore, this pending application No. 4-96-189 involves four separate parcels, as
shown in Exhibit 10. These parcels consist of the single recombined parcel 1, together
with three additional parcels 2, 3, and 4. For this reason, there are not 8 parcels
involved in this application.

4. Comparison to Other Redivisons

A review of permit records indicates that the Commission has previously reviewed four
redivision permit applications involving multiple parcels in the Santa Monica Mountains.
Two recent applications which were denied by the Commission:

» Application 4-96-187 (Sohal) for the reconfiguration of eight lots of approximately 88
acres located in the Latigo Canyon area.

*» Application 4-96-150 (Rein, et. al.). for reconfiguration of sixteen lots of
approximately 92 acres in the Topanga Canyon area. |

/2



o

Application 4-96-189 (Flinkman)
Page 13 of 40

In both cases, the reconfiguration had receieved approval by the County as a lot line
adjustment through a complex lot line adjustment which resulted in a redivision
extending, in effect, small non-conforming into an adjacent larger parcels located in
remote undeveloped or sparsely developed areas. The Coastal Commission denied
both proposed reconfigurations. Similar reasons for denial were found in both
Commission actions:

e The proposed lot location and sizes extended development into undeveloped areas
unable to accommodate such development, or with adequate public services, in a
manner inconsistent with PRC Section 30250(a). :

» Provision of cut and fill slopes, retaining walls, access roads and building sites
resulted in extensive alteration of natural landforms, disturbance of steep hillsides
and undeveloped areas of undisturbed native vegetation, inconsistent with
preservation of visual quality and the character of the surrounding area as required
by PRC Section 30251.

-« Fire hazard was not minimized in an area of high fire danger without adequate

access for fire fighting equipment due to lack of a secondary access, narrow and
winding roadways leading to the project area, and extension of long roads and
drives onto the project site in a manner inconsistent with PRC Section 30253(1).

s Increased development in undisturbed, steep areas resulted in unacceptable levels
of runoff, siltation and related water quality impacts due to increased volume and
velocity of runoff and removal of native vegetation in a manner inconsistent with
PRC Sections 30231, 30240, and 30253.

Further, the Sohal proposal would have resulted in development at an increased density
in a designated significant watershed and therefore was found inconsistent with the
policies governing such development as found in the certified Land Use Plan, as used
as guidance in past Commission decisions.

in contrast, in application 4-96-28 (Harberger et. al.) the Commission approved a land
division involving a lot line adjustment of two parcels and a redivision of three parcels
totaling 25.5 acres in the Topanga Canyon area. The Commission found that the lot
sizes after the redivision were similar to those before the division and that the visual
impacts were minimal. No issues arose relative to fire safety and fire vehicle access.

In permit 4-93-103 (Murphy-O’Hara) the Commission approved a redivision of eight
parcels into three parcels comprising 146 acres. That project involved a clustering
concept by locating development close to an existing road and avoiding an
environmentally sensitive habitat area. The Commission found that the project reduced
fire risk, reduced the number of buildable sites, and reconfigured parcels to reduce -
resource impacts.
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In summary, the above decisions show that the Commission has evaluated a number of .
land divisions including lot line adjustments or reconfigurations similar to the present T
proposal. Such land divisions have only been permitted where adequate fire access is

available and where new development and increased densities has not extended into

rugged, undeveloped areas in the Santa Monica Mountains. Such redivisions of lots

could have been allowed where the resulting parcels were similar in size to the

originating parcels and development was found consistent with LUP and Coastal Act

policies. With these considerations, the three above described projects were found,

when approved with conditions, to be consistent with Coastal Act policies.

B. Geologic and Fire Hazards

1. Coastal Act and LUP Policies

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

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

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
signif‘cantly to erosion, 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 Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains certified Land Use Plan also provides policy
direction, in regards to geologic hazards, as follows:

P147 Continue to .evaluate all new development for impact on, and from,
geologic hazard,

P148 Continue to limit development and road grading on unstable slopes
to assure that development does not contribute to slope failure.

P149 Continue to require a geologic report, prepared by a registered
geologist, to be submitted at the applicant's expense to the County
Engineer for review prior to approval of any proposed development
within potentially geologically unstable areas including landslide or
rock-fall areas and the potentially active Malibu Coast-Santa Monica
Fault Zone. The report shall include mitigation measures proposed
to be used in the development.

The Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains certified Land Use Plan also provides policy
direction, in regards to fire hazards, as follows: .

14
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P 156 Continue to evaluate all new development for impact on, and from,
fire hazard.

P159 Continue present requirements on all new development for
emergency vehicle access and fire-flow water supply as determined
by the Forester and Fire Warden until such time as alternative
mitigation measures providing an equivalent degree of safety are
developed and implemented.

2. Geology

As described under project description, the project proposes to recompact previously
deposited fill in conformance with standards recommended by the geotechnical
consuitants, and create four building pads with a minimal amount of landform alteration.
The landform alteration is discussed in further detail below in these findings under visual
resources and landform alteration.

The project site is located on a flat mesa area of approximately fifty acres along a
secondary ridge. This area of the subject property site is characterized by fill over
bedrock composed of sandstone and mudstone. A number of rock masses are exposed
at the surface.

The landform of the mesa is divided by a displacement by a west/southwest to
east/southeast trending fault separating the southernmost building pad from the
remainder. This fault line is evident in the alignment of adjacent drainage courses. The
fault, as described in the geotechnical background material, is not a significant potential
hazard to the proposed development. .

The applicant has submitted several geologic and geotechnical engineering reports
including: Geoplan, Inc., Engineering Geologic Report, Tentative Tract 50456, October
22, 1991; Strata-Tech, Preliminary Geotechnical investigation for Proposed Single
Family Residential Development Tentative Tract No. 50456, November 21, 1991;
Geoplan, Inc., engineering geologic letter, June 9, 1997; Strata-Tech, geotechnical
update letter, May 12, 1997. The 1991 Strata-Tech report notes that:

It is concluded that the proposed building sites are buildable and that they will be
unaffected by landslide, slippage, or settlement, provided construction is conducted
in accordance with the recommendations of the project consultants and the
constraints of the applicable sections of the Building Code No adverse affect upon
adjoining properties will result.

Similar findings are contained in the 1991 report by Geotech, Inc. 1997 update letters to
both reports have been provided which find no change in the previous findings.
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Based upon review by the: geotechnical engineers and engineering geologist, the
Commission finds that the: development is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal
Act so long as all recomniendations regarding the proposed development are
incorporated into the projact plans. These recommendations will ensure that the
proposed building pads and roads and drives are stable and do not contribute to hazards
on the site or to the surro inding area. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to
require the applicant to submit project plans that have been certified in writing by the
consulting soils engineers and engineering geologist as conforming to their
recommendations, as noled in special condition number one (1) for the final project plans
for the proposed project. Approval with this condition ensures project is consistent with
PRC Section 30253 because it will minimize risks to life and property in terms of geologic
hazard, assure stability ad structural integrity, and not contribute significantly to erosion,
instability, or destruction ->f the site or the surrounding area. '

3. Erosion

Surface drainage on site is predominately by sheet flow toward the southeast, toward
Little Las Flores Canyon Creek at a distance of approximately 1000 ft., although some
flow will take place towari the unnamed tributary to the west, at a distance of
approximately one- eight1 mile. Both creeks are designated as environmentally ‘
sensitive habitat areas in the land use component of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains
Local Coastal Program.

The consulting engineeri 1g geologist has noted that the proposed cut slopes will be fairly
resistant to erosional det:rioration, but recommended that storm water from building sites
and roadways be collectd and controlled to flow to adjacent ravines. In past
Commission decisions fcr similar projects involving cut and fill slopes, avoidance of
concentration of runoff and erosion has been found necessary. The Commission has
found that uncontrolled s:orm water runoff associated with the construction of projects

such as the proposed project could create significant erosion and sedimentation impacts
offsite. ’

If not controlled and com‘eyed off the site in a non-erosive manner, runoff will result in
increased erosion on and! off the site, which will adversely affect the stability of the
building pads and roadw ays and driveways. In addition, erosion will increase
sedimentation of the nearby streams, as discussed in greater detail below. The present
washout on Parkhouse Lane, proposed for remediation by this project, is an example of
the adverse impacts associated with uncontrolled drainage.

Erosion control devices «re proposed for the main access road to the site, i.e.

Parkhouse Lane. However, drainage control measures are needed to convey runoff off

of all impermeable surfai:es on the entire site. Paving of roadways and driveways

including Abadie Lane and driveways to the individual building pads will significantly

increase the amount of iinpervious surfaces which increases the volume and velocity of .
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storm water runoff. In addition, compacted fill and cut slopes increase the volume and
velocity of runoff from the developed sites. Therefore, the Commission finds thatit is
necessary to require the applicant to submit detailed drainage plans which illustrate how
drainage will be conveyed offsite in a non-erosive manner and that interim erosion
control measures be implemented during the rainy season, as specified in special
condition number three (3).

Past Commission actions for similar development as well as the recommendations in
this project’s geotechnical reports indicate that landscaping can mitigate the adverse
effects of erosion and runoff. Landscaping minimizes the potential for erosion of grading
and disturbed soils and thereby ensures site stability. Therefore, the Commission finds it
necessary to require the applicant to submit a detailed landscape and erosion control
plan for the proposed development to ensure site stability. Special condition number
two (2) provides for such a landscape/erosion control plan prepared by a licensed
landscape architect, and review and approval of the plan by the consulting engtneenng
geologist.

The Commission further notes that the amount of cut proposed by the applicant is larger
than the amount of fill to be placed and will resulit in export of approximately 3,000 cu.
yds. cu. yds. of excess excavated material. Excavated materials that are placed in
stockpiles are subject to increased erosion. The Commission also notes that additional
landform alteration would result if the excavated material were to be retained on site.
To ensure that excavated material will not be stockpiled on site and that landform
alteration is minimized, special condition six (6) is necessary. This condition requires
the applicant to remove all excavated material from the site to an appropriate location
and provide evidence to the Executive Director of the location of the disposal site prior
to the issuance of the permit. Should the dump site be located in the Coastal Zone, a
coastal development permit shall be required. Act.

With these conditions, the project is consistent with PRC Section 30253 relative to
minimizing the erosional effects affecting the stability of the site and the surrounding
area.

4, Fire

The proposed development is located in the Santa Monica Mountains, an area generally
considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of natural hazards. Geologic
hazards common to the Santa Monica Mountains include landslides, erosion, and
flooding. In addition, fire is an inherent threat to the indigenous chaparral community of
the coastal mountains. Wild fires often denude hillsides in the Santa Monica Mountains
of all existing vegetation, thereby contributing to an increased potential for erosion and
landslides on property.
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The Coastal Act requires that new development minimize the risk to life and property in
areas of high fire hazard. PRC Section 30253 states that new development shall
minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.

The Coastal Act recognizes that new development may involve the taking of some risk.
Coastal Act policies require the Commission to establish the appropriate degree of risk -
acceptable for the proposed development and to establish who should assume the risk.
When development in areas of identified hazards is proposed, the Commission considers
the hazard associated with the project site and the potential cost to the public, as well as
the individual's right to use his property.

-Vegetation in the coastal areas of the Santa Monica Mountains consists mostly of coastal
sage scrub and chaparral. Many plant species common to these communities produce
- and sfore terpenes, which are highly flammable substances (Mooney in Barbour,
Terrestrial Vegetation of Califomia, 1988). Chaparral and sage scrub communities have
evolved in concert with, and continue to produce the potential for frequent wild fires. The
typical warm, dry summer conditions of the Mediterranean climate combine with the
natural characteristics of the native vegetation to pose a risk of wild fire damage to
development that cannot be completely avoided or mitigated.

The proposed development lies within the area of the November 3, 1993 firestorm. The

project is located in an area of very high fire danger because of the steeply sloping

topography. The proposed building sites are located on the more gently sloping to ' ,
relatively level mesa area of the which a less hazardous area than the steeply sloping =
canyon areas of the site. This fire danger is also exacerbated when there is a lack of

secondary access.

At the September 1998 meeting the Coastal Commission denied applicaﬁon 4-96-187
(Sohal), for reconfiguring nine lots totaling approximately 88 acres. The project was

. located on two ridges in the Santa Monica Mountains and was similar in size and number
of parcels to the present project. Increase in the fire hazard due to inadequate access -
was a significant factor in Commission’s denial of the Sohal application.

The Sohal application was inconsistent with PRC Section 30253(a) because it did not
minimize the risks to life and property in an area of high fire hazard. A number of
features of the Flinkman proposal avoid the following problems raised by the Sohal
application. The Sohal redivision was located in a vacant undeveloped area on the
opposite side of a small lot subdivision (Malibu Vista) from the main arterial providing
potential access for fire suppression. Access to the Sohal site was also through a
constricted intersection at Latigo Canyon Road, and then through a series of steep,
winding streets with constricted intersections and a significant amount of on-street
parking potentially interfering with public safety vehicles or evacuation of residents. The
Sohal proposal also required new roadways and building sites extending approximately
1.5 miles into a remote undeveloped steeply sloping canyon and hillside area. The
extension of development into a remote steeply sloping hillside and canyon area through
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et a single ingress and egress access point created a significant fire hazard and emergency
access problem. The Commission found that the Sohal project did not ntinimize risks to
life and property from fire hazard as is required under Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

Problems similar to Sohal relative to fire safety were found in denial of application 4-96-
150 (Rein et. al.) for a parcel reconfiguration in the Topanga Canyon area. In Rein, the
Commission also found that the extension of development onto a remote ridgeline with a
single access ingress and egress access point, which was further constrained by a
narrow.and steeply sloping access road, was not consistent with Section 30253 of the
Coastal Act. In the Flinkman proposal, even though the building sites are within
approximately 1.5 miles of Saddle Peak Road, the main arterial, there are several access
points to the site including a turnoff off of Tuna Canyon Road and two turnoffs off of

- Saddle Peak Road. Abadie Lane can be approached from either Parkhouse Lane to the
east or Little Las Flores Road to the west, whereas the Sohal site only could be
approached from one road to the west.

In addition, the proposed redivision clusters building sites out of the steeply sloping and
remote canyons closer to the existing roadways which enhances access to each site by
fire safety vehicles. Fire safety vehicles will not have to travel great distances down long
private driveways. Parking areas for fire safety vehicles would be available on the main
roadway. The proximity of the main roadway also enhances the potential to evacuate
residents and fire safety personnel. Such advantages would not be available if the
building pads were not clustered, and especially if more remote building sites were
proposed extending development off the mesa into adjacent canyons.

The Commission considers the expertise of the County Fire Department as part of .
analysis for conformity of the project with PRC Section 30253. The proposed project has
been reviewed and conceptually approve by the County Fire Department. In their letter
of August 6, 1997, Jesus Burciaga, Fire Marshall and Assistant Fire Chief, noted that the
proposed project provides rights of way with 36 feet of pavernent width on Abadie Lane,
which meets the minimum Fire Department requirement. Other County Fire Department
requirements include driveway widths of 20 feet with the any driveways over 150 feet in
length requiring an approved fire turnaround. Staff has reviewed the project plans and
determined that the lots either are close enough to Abadie Lane to afford room for fire
service and have adequate room on the individually proposed pads for a fire vehicle
turnaround area.

The Commission finds for the above reasons that the proposed project results in
clustering of development with access to an adequate roadway system with multiple
-access to the main arterial and in a manner facilitating the efficiency and safety of fire
fighting operations. Further, the project is consistent in terms of pavement widths,
driveway widths and turnarounds with Fire Department standards for a project in an area
of high fire hazard. The project avoids the problems of lack of secondary and/or

. constrained access to the extent that the Commission has denied similar proposals such
as application 4-96-150 (Rein) and 4-96-187 (Sohal). The project therefore minimizes
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threat to life and property in a high fire hazard area and is consistent with PRC Section .
30253 requirements. ~

C. Visual Resources and Landform Alteration

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the
character of its setting.

In addition, the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP inéludes the following
policies regarding protection of visual resources, which are used as guidance by the
Commiission in the review of development proposals in the Santa Monica Mountains.

P130 In highly scenic areas and along scenic highways, new
development (including buildings, fences, paved areas, signs, and
landscaping) shall: )

« be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean
. and to and along other scenic features, as defined and
identified in the Malibu LCP;
e minimize the alteration of natural land forms;

» be landscaped to conceal raw-cut slopes;

e be visually compatible with and subordinate to the character of
its setting;

s be sited so as not to siénificantly intrude into the skyline as
seen from public viewing places.

P131  Where feasible, prohibit placement of structures that will break the
ridgeline view, as seen from public places.
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P134  Structures shall be sited to conform to the natural topography, as
feasible. Massive grading and reconfiguration of the site shall be
discouraged. .

P135  Ensure that any alteration of the natural landscape from
earthmoving activity blends with the existing terrain of the site and
the surroundings. ‘

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, cited above, requires that permitted development be
sited and designed to protect views, minimize the alteration of natural landforms, and be
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.

The applicant is proposing to create four six building pads clustered off Abadie Lane,
make improvements to the existing access road (Parkhouse Lane), extend and improve
Abadie Lane, and construct driveways to each building site. To assess any potential
visual impacts of this project to the public, the Commission reviews the publicly
accessible locations where the proposed development is visible, such as scenic
highways, parks and trails. '

The proposed building pads and access improvements are located on a mesa at the
approximate 1700 ft. elevation on a secondary ridgeline. Adjacent, undeveloped deep
canyons are found approximately one quarter mile from the location of the proposed

- “cluster” of building pads. North of the project is a ridgeline extending east to west and
reaching the 2268 ft. elevation, which defines the drainage boundary between Las Flores
and Topanga Canyons. The character of the surrounding area inciudes single family
residences along Parkhouse Lane and Little Las Flores Road to the north of the project
location as well as the undeveloped land in deep canyons to the east, west, and south.

The Commission typically examines any proposed grading to assess the visual impact of
the proposed pro;ect In this case the applicant has submitted revised plans which have
reduced the size of each home site to a reasonable quantity of cut and fill, based on past
Commission act:ons
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The following table indicates the proposed of cut and fill for the proposed parcels: .>

Table 2: Proposed Grading (in cubic yards)

Building Pad and Driveway Grading

Lot Number Cut Fill
1 1,803 214
2 277 3,259
3 444 315
4 3,652 33
Subtotal* 6,176 3,821
Access Road Grading
Abadie Lane 3,100 952
Parkhouse Lane | 772 772
Parkhouse Washout 0o 4,623
Repair and Maintenance '
Subtotal 3,872 3,247
Total 10,048 7,068

TOTAL GRADING (building pads, driveways and access roads) --—=—- 17,116 -~

*Included in the cut and fill for each lot is a total of 1,563 cu. yds. of grading for
on-site driveway improvements (140 cu. yds. cut and 1,283 cu. yds. fill): Lot 1
— 21 cu. yds. cut and 0O fill; Lot 2 - 0 cut and 1,244 cu. yds. fill; Lot 3 - 52 cu.
yds. cut and 39 cu. yds. fill; and Lot 4 — 67 cu. yds. cut and 0 cu. yds. fill.

Abadie Lane is presently unpaved and the project includes installation and grading of
Abadie Lane with a paved width of twenty-six feet and a right of way of sixty feet. Abadie
Lane will have grading consisting of 717 cu. yds. cut and 207 cu. yds. fill. The drives to
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reach the individual building sites are proposed to have a paved width of twenty feet and
will have grading of 140 cu. yds. cut and 1,283 cu. yds fill. ,

The applicant originally submitted a proposal to create larger building pads than
presently proposed. Staff expressed concern regarding the amount of landform
alteration associated with the size of the proposed pad and grading and the applicant
lowered the number of parcels proposed. The applicant originally proposed redivision to
create six lots and six building pads requiring approximately 32,000 cu. yds. of grading
for pads, roads and driveways. |

The applicant has modified the proposed grading to delete any grading on the two pads
not proposed for development (Exhibit 3). The two previously graded pads that are not
proposed for development include: (1) the pad on Lot 2 east of the proposed building
pad on new Lot 1; and (2) the pad on Lot 3 southeast of the the proposed pad on new
Lot 2 and east of the proposed building pad on new Lot 3. The elimination of these pads
will result in elimination of long driveways previously accounting for approximately 5000
cu, yds. of grading (3,600 cu. yds. cut and 1,400 cu. yds. fill) in addition to minor cut and
fill for alteration of the existing pads. In addition, a previously proposed pad north of the
proposed pad on Lot 3 has been eliminated, which eliminates the need to grade flat a
small knoll. With reduction of grading to the amount shown, i.e. grading of approximately
17,100 total cu. yds, the project will be sited and designed to minimize the alteration of
natural landforms and be compatible with the character of the surrounding area, as
discussed in greater detail by the following.

The project grading is consistent with the visual resource policies of the Coastal Act
(PRC Section 30231) for several reasons. The proposed access road, driveways and
building pads are proposed on the previously described mesa area, which is relatively
level and which minimizes the need for extensive landform alteration. Grading for the
building pads does not result in large cut and fill slopes or otherwise significantly alter the
exnstmg natural landforms. Further, the proposed building pad sizes are not excessive in
size, on the order of 15,000 to 20,000 sq. ft. per lot. Further, the large on proposed Lot3
is existing and requires only minimal grading to level the building site.

The proposed redivision reconfigures the lots in a way that will significantly reduce or
minimize grading, in comparison to development of the existing lot configuration, as
discussed in greater detail below under Analysis of Cumulative Impacts. Three of the
existing lots are located in remote canyon areas would require massive grading to
accommodate access roads, driveways and building pads even for a modest sized
residence. Clustering the development on this mesa area on relative level sites
significant reduces the grading requirements for building pads, access roads and
driveways.

Given the trail is located with the steep canyon well below the project site it is doubtful
future residences would be visible from the proposed Trail Route, with the potential
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exception of Lot 3. Future residences will have to conform with PRC Section 30251 and
. the issue of visibility of future residences from a future trail will be addressed at that time.

Off-site, nearby portions of the Tuna Canyon Trail route rises in elevation while traveling
to the north. The proposed pads will be visible in an oblique view to the southeast at a
distance of approximately one-mile southeast of the point where the Tuna Canyon Tralil
intersects with the Backbone Trail. The project location will also be visible at a distance

of approximately two and one half miles from scenic features in the Saddle Peak areato -
the west because that area is at a generally higher elevation. In these cases, the impact
on views is not significant because of topography and/or distance involved. The

proposed development is not otherwise visible from any nearby scenic highways or
viewpoints.

The Commission has found through past permit action that landscaping softens, screens
and mitigates the visual impact of development. As recommended above, landscaping
and erosion control is proposed to ensure site stability. These measures will also ensure
that the project is visually compatible with the surrounding natural areas. Landscaping
softens the impact of cut and fill slopes and makes the texture and color of disturbed
areas blend in with the surroundings.

In summary, the proposed project, as conditioned, will not significantly change the

natural landform, adversely impact the character of the surrounding areas or scenic

public views in the Santa Monica Mountains. Thus, the Commission finds that the .
proposed project is consistent, as conditioned, with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

D. Public Access/Trails -

The Coastal Act maximizes public access and recreational oppbrtunities within
coastal areas.

PRC Section 30210 states:

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be
conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be
provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and
the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners,
and natural resource areas from overuse.

PRC Section 30212.5 states:

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the

" )
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— impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any
single area.

PRC Section 30213 states:

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged,
and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational
opportunities are preferred.

PRC Section 30223 states:

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

PRC Section 30252 states:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance
public access to the coast by...(6) assuring that the recreational needs of new
residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the
amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans
with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new
development.

Coastal Act sections 30210, 30212.5, 30223, and 30252 mandate that maximum
public access and recreational opportunities be provided and that development
not interfere with the public’s right to access the coast. Section 30213 mandates
that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities, such as public hiking and
equestrian trails, shall be protected, encouraged, and where feasible provided.

In the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area, the existing system of heavily used historic
trails located on private property has been adversely impacted by the conversion of open
lands to housing. In order to preserve and formalize the public’s right to use these trails,

a trail system map has been included as part of the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Land
Use Plan (LUP)

The trail system is composed of the Backbone and Coastal Slope Trails in addition to
several connector trails. The Backbone Trail is the primary hiking and equestrian trail
leading from the Los Angeles metropolitan area through the Santa Monica Mountains to
Point Mugu State Park in Ventura County. The trail network provides hikers and
equestrians with a large number of varied destinations including such highly scenic
locations as Escondido Falls or the Castro Crags area and historic sites including several
. motion picture locations and active film sets. Significant coastal views from this public

] trail system include panoramic views of the coastlme the Channel Islands, and mountain
views.
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The Tuna Canyon Trail is identified in the certified Malibu/Santa Monica LUP as a 9
significant part of the trail system that provides access between the coastal terrace and

the Backbone Trail. The certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP designates a

proposed segment of the Tuna Canyon Trail on the project site and links this route to the
Backbone Trail which cor nects to the coast at the entrance to Tuna Canyon. The

proposed development is clustered about 400 east and 800 feet north of the trail route.

This application includes the trail easement that the applicant is proposing to
offer to dedicate for publi: access on the project site represents an important
“missing” link that will further complete this trail (Exhibit 4). Such an offer requires
formalization through a re corded, irrevocable offer to dedicate a route which is
agreed to by the Executive Director and concerned agencies, and which
specifies the hours of avz ilability and provides for acceptance by a public agency
or private association. Therefore, special condition four (4) has been included,
consistent with the applicant's proposal, in order to implement the applicant’s
offer to dedicate a public hiking and equestrian trail easement prior to the
issuance of the coastal d2velopment permit.

The above recommendet| condition will ensure that the trail is proposed in a
location and design cons stent with the pattern of trail routes and design
parameters found in the certified LUP. Therefore, the Commission finds that the
proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with PRC Sections 30210, 9 '
30212.5, 30213, 30223, iind 30252, ) ~

E. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
1. . Coastal Act iind LUP Policies
PRC Section 30240 state s:

{a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against
any significant di;;ruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent
on those resourcus shall be allowed within those areas.

(b) Development ‘n areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat
and recreation ar:as.

26




Application 4-96-189 (Flinkman)

, Page 27 of 40

~ PRC Section 30231 states:

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

In addition, the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP)
contains policies that provide useful guidance in evaluating the consistency of the
proposed development with the policies of the Coastal Act. These policies were
been found by the Coastal Commission, in certifying the LUP, to incorporate the
resource protection requirements of Coastal Act Sections 30240 and 30231 for
application to specific sensitive resource areas in Malibu and, therefore, continue
to serve as guidance in reviewing proposed development for consistency with
Coastal Act policies.

Specifically applicable LUP po!iciés addressing the protection of ESHAs and
thereby incorporating the resource protection policies that are relevant to the
proposed project include:

P 74 New development shall be located as close as feasible to existing
roadways, services, and existing development to minimize the
effects on sensitive environmental resources.

P 81 To control runoff into coastal waters, wetlands and riparian areas, as
required by Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, the maximum rate of
storm water runoff into such areas from new development should
not exceed the peak level that existed prior to development.

P 82 Grading shall be minimized for all new development to ensure the
potential effects of runoff and erosion on these resources are
minimized.

P 86 A drainage control system, including on-site retention or detention
where appropriate, shall be incorporated into the site design of new
developments to minimize the effects of runoff and erosion. Runoff

. control systems shall be designed to prevent any increase in site
3 runoff over pre-existing peak flows. Impacts on downstream
sensitive riparian habitats must be mitigated.
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P 87 Require as a condition of new development approval abatement of
any grading or drainage condition on the property which gives rise
to existing erosion problems. Measures must be consistent with
protection of ESHAs.

P 89 In ESHAs and Significant Watersheds and other areas of high
potential erosion hazard, require approval of final site development
plans, including drainage and erosion control plans for new
development prior to authorization of any grading activities.

P 91 Al new development shall be designed to minimize impacts and
alterations of physical features, such as ravines and hillsides, and
processes of the site (i.e., geological, soils, hydrological, water
percolation and runoff) fo the maximum extent feasible.

2. Analysis of Impacts

Surface drainage on site is predominately by sheet flow toward the southeast, toward
Little Las Flores Canyon Creek at a distance of approximately 1000 ft. There will be
some drainage to the west toward an unnamed tributary of Little Las Flores Creek from
Abadie Lane from the pad proposed on Lots 3 and 4. This unnamed tributaryis
approximately 600 ft. to the west of these pads. Both creeks are designated blue line
streams, and as environmentally sensitive habitat areas in the land use component of the
MahbulSanta Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program.

As discussed in greater detail in the hazards section above, the project area is fairly
resistant to erosional deterioration. However, the soils on the steeply sloping canyon
areas on the site are highly susceptible to erosion if disturbed or if vegetation is removed.
The Commission has found that uncontrolled storm water runoff associated with projects
such as this increase the volume and velocity of storm water runoff, which could create
significant erosion and sedimentation impacts on and offsite and could affect site
stability, unless controlied and conveyed in a non-erosive manner. In turn, the increase
in erosion on and off the site may increase sedimentation of the nearby streams which
are designated ESHAs. The Commission has found that sedimentation can result in
degradation to riparian systems in the following manner:

o Eroded soil contains nitrogen, phosphorous, and other nutrients which, when carried
into water bodies, trigger algal blooms that reduce water clarity and deplete oxygen
which leads to fish kills and creates odors.

» Excessive deposition of sediments in streams blankets the bottom fauna, paves
stream bottoms, and destroys fish spawning areas.
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—~ o Turbidity from sediment reduces in-stream photosynthesis, which leads to reduced
food supply and habitats.

e Suspended sediment abrades and coats aquatic organisms.

e Erosion removes the smaller and less dense constituents of topsoil. These
constituents, clay and fine silt particles and organic material hold nutrients that plants
require. The remaining subsoil is often hard, rocky, infertile, and droughty. Thus,
reestablishment of vegetation is difficult and the eroded soil produces less growth.

The proposal includes, as previously noted, remediation of a washout, and construction
of building pads, access roads and drives and associated improvements to Abadie Lane

~and Parkhouse Lane. Drainage improvements are proposed for Parkhouse Lane
including an energy dissipater and swales. Since, as previously noted, no plans have
been submitted for additional necessary erosion control and drainage improvements to
Parkhouse Lane, Abadie Lane or the proposed building pads and related driveways,
additional drainage and erosion controls are necessary as recommended by special
condition three (3). These measures would incorporate the recommendations of the
project engineer and may include swales, berms, energy dissipaters, subsurface drains,
and the like for all roads, drives and building pads as necessary to avoid or mitigate
potential erosion and sedimentation problems cited above. Such measures will
minimize the effects on sensitive coastal resources such as the aforementioned streams
by controlling the rate of storm water runoff.

In summary, the increase in disturbance to the natural terrain and creation of
additional impermeable surfaces increases water velocity and sedimentation,
with potential adverse impacts to nearby blue line streams and their associated
riparian habitats. Special condition three (3) will control such runoff in a non-
erosive manner to protect and enhance the biological productivity of downslope
environmentally sensitive habitat stream corridors, consistent with the
requirements of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that only as
conditioned is the proposed project consistent with the habitat and coastal
resource protection policies of Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act.

F. Cumulative lmpacfs of Development

1. Coastal Act and LUP Policies

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act states:

New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close

. proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such

areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public
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services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either Q
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, ~
other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall

be permitted where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been

developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size

of the surrounding parcels. :

Section 30105.5 of the Coastal Act defines the term "cumulatively," as it is used in
Section 30250(a), to mean that:

the incremental effects ofan individual project shall be reviewed in
conjunction with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

In addition, the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP) contains
the following policies, used by the Commission for guidance in past permit decisions,
regarding land divisions and new development. Policies 271 and 273 (d) address lot line
adjustments and land divisions. Policy 271 states, in part that:

New development in the Malibu Coastal Zone shall be guided by the Land Use
Plan Map and all pertinent overlay categories. .... The land use plan map
presents a base land use designation for all properties. ... For those parcels
not overlain by a resource management category, development can normally
proceed according to the base land use classification and in conformance with
all policies and standards contained herein. Residential density shall be based
on an average for the project; density standards and other requirements of the
plan shall not apply to lot line adjustments.

Further LUP land division policles include:
P 27:‘:' Development shall conform to Chapter 3, as amended, of the Coastal Act.

P 273c On property encompassing stream courses, land divisions shall be
permitted consistent with the density designated by the Land Use Plan
Map only if all parcels to be created contain sufficient area to sit a
dwelling or other principal structure consistent with P79 and P80
regarding setbacks of new development from stream courses and all
other policies of the LCP. ’

P 273d In all other instances, land divisions shall be permitted consistent with
the density designated by the Land Use Plan Map only if all parcels to be
created contain sufficient area to site a dwelling or other principal
structure consistent with the LCP. All land divisions shall be considered
to be a conditional use.
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P 273f Issuance of a conditional certificate of compliance pursuant to
Government Code Sec. 66499.35 (b) shall be subject to a coastal
development pe=rmit which shall be approved, but shall be subject to
conditions to iinplement all applicable policies of this LUP, including land
division policies.

Although characterized a:; a lot line adjustment by the applicant, the proposed

. reconfiguration of the sutject Lot is considered by the Commission as a division of land.
Therefore, the proposed redivision must be reviewed against Section 30250 of the
Coastal Act. The Commis sion reviews land divisions to ensure that newly created or
reconfigured parcels are >f sufficient size, have adequate road access and provision of
other utilities, are geologi:zally stable, and contain an appropriate potential building pad
area where future structures can be developed consistent with the resource protection
policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission has repeatedly emphasized the need to
address the cumulative irnpact of new development in the Malibu/Santa Monica _
Mountains area in past p:2rmit actions. The cumulative impacts problem stems from the
existence of thousands of undeveloped and poorly sited parcels in parcels and/or
residential units through :subdivisions and multi-unit projects.

The Commission found, in past permit decisions and action certifying the Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountain Land Use Plan, that minimizing the cumulative impacts of new
development is especiall/ critical in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains because of the
large number of lots which already exist, of which many are in remote mountain and
canyon areas. From a comprehensive planning perspective, the potential development
of thousands of existing tindeveloped and poorly sited parcels in this area creates
potential cumulative imp:icts on coastal resources over time. Because of the large
number of existing undeveloped parcels and potential future development, the demands
on road capacity, public iervices, recreational facilities, and beaches can be expected to
grow tremendously. In response to these concerns, the Commission has not allowed
land divisions which wou'd increase the number of residential units without requirement
of a transfer of developir ent credits (TDC) development rights so that the development
potential of donor lots is axtinguished in exchange for development potential created by
the land division. In this case, the proposal is for the redivision of four lots into four lots.
The number of residentiz lots is not increased in this case, therefore there is no basis for
a TDC requirement.

In past Commission actions, most recently relative to application 4-96-028 (Harberger et.
al.), a condition has been required to ensure continuity of past open space dedications i.e
that the land remains in npen space in perpetuity. Nine separate portions of existing lots
totaling fifty-nine acres were dedicated as open space through deed restrictions required
by the Coastal Commission in coastal development permit A-42-80. Although these deed
restrictions follow the lar d, special condition five (5) is necessary to ensure an open
space easements are properly recorded. These open space deed restrictions are all
located on the proposec’ lot three (3). The portion of proposed Lot 3 containing the open
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space restrictions will remain dedicated as open space through these deed restrictions to
ensure that the project, a:. condmoned is consistent with PRC Section 30250.

2. Land Divisions und :r PRC Section 3ezso(a)

The criteria in PRC Sectiun 30250 are applicable to this project because the division of
land is located outside of the developed coastal terrace area. These criteria ensure that
development is located ir close proximity to existing development in areas, has adequate
public services, and previ:nts development from leapfrogging into undeveloped areas
where there may be significant adverse impacts on coastal resources. Consequently, a
land division may only permitted when: (1) 50 percent of the usable parcel in the area
have been developed and (2) when the created parcels would be no smaller than the
average size of the surro inding parcels. ,

In past permit decisions, the Commission has found that the “existing developed area” for
the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area applies only to portions of the urbanized strip,
or the coastal terrace, akng Pacific Coast Highway, and does not apply to the interior of
the Santa Monica Mount iins coastal zone. The Commission further found that the area
addressed by the 50% ci iterion was the "market area” which amounted to the entire
Santa Monica Mountain .irea within the coastal zone. Within this area, a majority of the
existing parcels are not y'et developed and, consequently, all land divisions outsidethe
coastal terrace failed the required test under Section 30250. The Commission instituted
the TDC program to addiess both the cumulative impact problem represented by the
large number of existing ots and the technical criteria of Section 30250. Under this

- program land divisions ciupled with lot retirement do not increase the number of

_ potentially usable parcels;, the technical criterion of 30250(a) conceming 50% of the
useable parcels in the ai2a is, in effect met. In the case of the proposed project the
number of usable parcels; is not increased by the redivision of land, therefore the project
conforms with the 50% «: iterion of Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act is not applicable.

- Section 30250(a) also s:ites that land divisions outside of existing developed areas shall
be pemitted only where the parcels created are no smaller than the average size of
sumrounding parcels. In cletermining this in the Santa Monica Mountains, the
Commission has conside red the average and median lot sizes within one-quarter mile,
taking into account majoi topographic and cultural features. In this case, the surrounding
area is characterized by latridges and steep canyons extending for a greater distance to
the south and west, ma< ng it difficult to create a defined geographical area as an
alternative to the quarter mile distance.

" The applicant has comyplzted an analysis of average lot size within a quarter mile radius,
except for two large paicels of respectively 320 and 400 acres to the south. Based on
this information, the average lot size in the surrounding area has been calculated as 5
acres. The proposal wil result in creation of of Lot 1, which at 1.6 acres in size is below
this criteria. The remaiing lots at 9.6 acres (Lot 2), 103.37 acres (Lot 3), and 5.43 acres .
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(Lot 4) are consistent with this criteria. However, as discuss in greater detail below under
Analysis of Cumulative Impacts, Lot 1 more in conformance with the LUP designations

- than the existing smaller lot configuration, the redivision results in a larger lot
configuration overall and clusters development in a more appropriate area for ~
development, and, therefore, the Commission finds that the reconfigured larger lot sizes
are consistent with the density designations under the LUP used as guidance by the
Commission.

However, the Commission has determined in past actions that a better indicator of the
size of the surrounding parcels is the median lot size. Staff has reviewed the distribution
of surrounding lots and has found that the median is 2.5 acres excluding the two large
320 and 400 acres parcels to the south, or approximately 3.8 acres if these two parcels
are included. The proposed parcel sizes are above the median of surrounding parcels
with the exception of Lot 1 at 1.6 acres in size. However, one of the existing lots is one

- acre in size, and therefore the reconfigured lot at 1.6 acres in size represents an increase
in size and is more conforming with the median than the previous! configuration. Further,
the Commission notes that the overall effect of the reconfiguration is to increase the size
of the parcels and that the project will avoid or decrease potential cumulative impacts on’
the site and the surrounding area for the reasons noted elsewhere in these findings. For
these reasons, the proposed lot sizes conform to the average lot size criteria in PRC
Section 30250(a)

3. Analysis of Cumulative Impacts

The proposal includes reconfiguration of four lots in the Santa Monica Mountams ranging
in size from 1 acre to 89.58 acres. In contrast to recent proposals such as 4-96-187
(Sohal) and 4-96-150 (Rein et al), which the Commission denied, the proposal does not
involved reconfiguring a small lot subdivision and in effect extending smaller lot sizes out
into a lower density, undeveloped area. In the case of this proposal, the proposed land
division facilitates a more appropriate location for pads i.e. building sites in the area
designated with the higher density category of Rural Land I, 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres
minimum. The present application further has the effect of consolidating and
concentrating previously allowed densities closer to existing development and roads and
utilities.

The Commission has used in the past as the criteria in determining cumulative impacts of

land divisions in the Santa Monica Mountains the consistency of the project with land use

designations in the certified LUP. These land use designations determine what allowable

densities and intensity of land use may be permitted in a particular area based on the

topography of the land and other planning criteria in the LUP. Generally, steeper areas

have lower density designations and more level or less steep areas have higher density
. ~ designations. The land use configurations in the LUP for the project area concentrate

- development on the flatter or plateau areas above the steep canyons to conform to the
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topography and place potential intensity of development in areas which can
accommodate it while avoiding impacts on coastal resources. The map number key and
LUP land use designations for the project site with minimum lot area per a housing unit
are as follows: 4: Rural land Il, 1 du/5 acres; 3: Rural land 1, 1 du/10 acres; and Mountain
Land: 1 du/20 acres. At a closer view, the proposed building pads for all lots are
designated Rural land Il, 1 dwS acres.

A review of the proposed lot sizes and the LUP designations indicates that Lot 1 at 1.6
acres size would be non-conforming because the proposed parcel size would be lower
than the minimum lot sizes per unit specified of respectively 5 acres. However, the 1.6
acre lot is larger than a existing one acre lot in the current configuration and is therefore
more in conformance with the LUP designations than the existing smaller lot
conﬁguratron In addition, the existing one acre lot is located in a steep remote area ,
designated in the LUP as 1 unit/20 acres. The proposed redivision results in a larger lot
configuration overall and clusters development in a more appropriate area for
development. Therefore, the Commission finds that the reconfigured larger lot sizes are
more consistent with the density designations under the LUP which are used as
guidance by the Commission.

The Commission must also consider, if as a result of the proposed redivision, residential
densities could be further increased through additional land divisions of the redivided
lots. In other words, could the redivision result in the potential for greater residential

densities over and above the existing lot configuration. This is a concern in the Santa g
Monica Mountains because of the existing large humber of undeveloped parcels and
potential for future development which could overburden the existing infrastructure and
result in adverse cumulative impacts, as discussed above. In order to address this
concem the applicant calculated the maximum allowable residential density for the
_existing and proposed lot reconfigurations utilizing both the LUP designations and the

County’s Slope Density Formula required under County s Hillside Management
Ordinance.

Under the existing parcel configuration the maximum number of allowable residential
units or lots under the LUP and Slope Density Formula would be seven lots. The large
existing 50 acre parcel could be divided into a maximum of four lots. The three smaller
existing lots cannot be further divided. The potential four lots in addition to the three
existing smaller lots, equal a total of seven possible lots. The maximum number of
residential units under the proposed lot configuration would be six units. New lots 1,2
and 4 could not be further divided under the LUP density designations and County Slope
Density formula. However, Lot 3 under the LUP Density designations and County Siope
Density formula could be further divided into a maximum of three lots. It should be noted
that although this lot is 109 acres in size only 44.7 acres are not restricted as open
space. Based on 44.7 acres the maximum residential density on lot 3 would be three
lots. The total maximum allowable residential density for the redivided area is six lots.
Therefore, there is a net decrease the maximum number of allowable residential lots
under the proposed redivision. .
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The Commission notes that these are maximum densities allowed under the LUP and
County Slope Density formula and that any future subdivision of lot 3 would be reviewed
for conformance with all other applicable Coastal Act and LUP policies. The Commission
may determined that, based on the development policies of the Coastal Act and
guidance policies of the LUP, a future subdivision of lot three is not consistent with these
development policies and could deny a future subdivision proposal. Any future land
division could only be approved if it was consistent with the resource protection policies
of the Coastal Act or any subsequent LCP, including policies related to landform
alteration and visual quality, fuel modification and vegetation clearance, fire hazards and
vehicular access, and protection of coastal streams and other environmentally sensitive
habitat areas. To ensure that the present and future property owners are aware that the
approval of this permit does not commit or obligate the Commission to approve any
future land division on Lot 3, the Commission finds it necessary to approve the project
with special condition number seven (7.)

As noted previously, the proposal consolidates and concentrates development closer to
existing development, roads and utilities. The proposal also concentrates development
on the flatter or plateau areas above the steep canyons on the site and thus conforms to
the topography considerations originaily used in the formation of the LUP density
designations.. The project is concentrated on previously disturbed building pads and
uses previously disturbed road and drive routes. The proposed redivision is consistent
with the lot size requirements of the LUP and Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. For
these reasons, the Commission finds that the proposed development does not conflict
with LUP lot size provisions and is consistent with PRC Section 30250(a).

Other lot line adjustments recently considered by the Commission such as the proposal
in application 4-96-187 (Sohal), which did not result in an increase in number of lots, but
still resulted in adverse impacts on coastal resources. In Sohal, the conﬁguration
resulted in introducing development into a larger area that was undeveloped in a
manner inappropriate for the physical topography and biological values, creatmg
significant adverse impacts on coastal resources.

In comparison to the Sohal proposal, the proposed redivision does not introduce
development which increases risk to life and property in an area of high fire hazard, in
- conflict with the need to minimize risk under PRC Section 30253(a) and ensure
adequate public services under PRC Section 30250(a). The present proposal, rather,
clusters development away from where it would have greater effect on the resource
values in undeveloped slopes and steep canyons. Related impacts that are avoided
including impacts on visual resources, water quality and biological productivity,
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, geologic hazards, and the like.

In summary, the proposed project is consistent with the Coastal Act requirement that
new development be located in an area of adequate public services and does not have

e
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adverse impacts, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources and is
therefore consistent with PRC Section 30250(a) and 30253(a).

4. Project Alternatives/Development of Existing Configuration

The above cumulative impact analysis describes how the proposal is consistent with the
allowable lot size criteria as used by the Commission in terms of LUP land use
designations, the averag:: and median lot size of surrounding parcels, and the County
slope and lot size criteria. While the above findings show that the proposed lot line
adjustment will decrease significant adverse effects on coastal resources through
clustering development in a previously graded area, an analysis of project alternatives is
necessary to determine i’ the proposed development is preferred. The following
evaluates the proposal re lative to the project alternative of development under the
existing lot configuration.

The present ot pattern includes a broad range of lot sizes with little relation of the lot
configuration to underlyir g topography and road patterns, as shown by Exhibits 2 and 3.
Only one lot in the present configuration has the advantages of creating a potential
building site off Abadie Liane. This lot straddles Abadie Road in a relatively flat area that
is suitable for development. The remaining lots are in locations where development
would require a massive amount of grading and significant alteration of natural

landform. All are located in steep slope and canyon areas where new roads and drives
and significant amounts of cut and fill would be required.

Further, one of these parcels (APN 448-25-24) is "landlocked” and has no road access.
In addition, two of these parcels (APNs 448-25-24 and -32), require development of Las
Flores Heights Road to be accessible. Las Flores Heights Road is presently a “paper
streef”. Development of | .as Flores Heights Road will in turn result in massive amounts
of grading and landform :alteration.

The surrounding area is rsharacterized as development of flatter areas on minor ridges
and plateau areas as opposed to development in canyons or on the side of steeper
slopes. Development under the existing lot configuration would result in development in
steeply sloping areas wo Jld be visible from surrounding areas, especially the proposed
route of the Las Flores Canyon Trail. Consequently, there would be a significant effect
on natural landform and :an incompatibility with the visual quality of the surrounding
area. For these reasons development in the present configuration is inconsistent with
PRC Section 30251.

Development in the existing configuration is a better alternative than development in

nearby areas to the south and west introduces development into areas of steeper and
potentially unstable slope:s with softer material overlying bedrock, which is inherently

unstable in steeper terrain. The submittal only includes detailed geologic mapping of

the approximate northea:;t 50 acres which is where the building pads are proposed and .
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_, staff does include detailed information on potential geologic hazards in the surrounding
area.

However, as noted in the goetechnical and geologic review, the proposal has an
advantage over development of small lots in the surrounding area by being located on
shallow overburden on a plateau over stable bedrock. The only disturbance is the
minimum necessary to develop roads, drives and pads in previously disturbed areas
with the minimum feasible grading or correct previous landform disturbance and
improperly deposited fill, as discussed in the reference geotechnical reports. A review
of general geologic mapping indicates that the surrounding area is generally of high
relative instability, i.e. the highest category mapped on the County Engineer's map
(undated) entitied Relative Slope Stability Map of the Santa Monica Mountains
Development. For these reasons, development in the present parcel configuration
would minimize risk in areas of high geologic hazard and assure stability the site and
not contribute to erosion and instability of the site in a manner inconsistent with PRC
Section 30253 (1) and (2).

The development of parcels in the existing configuration has further difficulties with
respect to coastal policies relative to fire hazards. Such development would disperse
the site location away from the roads providing safe access from Saddle Peak Road to
more distant areas. It would also go beyond acceptable distances for fire safety (for
residents and fire fighting vehicles) for travel on roads without secondary access, such
as those published by the California Department of Forestry in their State Strategic Fire
Protection Planning Guidelines. Further, Las Flores Heights Road is not planned as a
through road connecting with Saddle Peak Road. Consequently, even if access were
provided off of this route, it would still have a considerable distance from through routes
without secondary access. In this case the nearest road with through access would be
_ Las Flores Canyon Road.

In addition, construction of fire vehicle access on each site would be difficult because of
the steep terrain and greater alteration of the natural terrain would be required above
that necessary for normal vehicles because of the need for wider tumns, passing areas
and turnarounds for fire vehicles. As discussed in detail in the findings on application 4-
96-187 (Sohal), the lack of secondary access and constrained primary access threatens
the public and public safety personnel. As noted in those findings, extension of
development into a more rugged area under these conditions is unacceptable.

Development of the existing configuration would also introduce development into steep

slope and canyon areas will result in an increase in landform alteration, loss of natural

groundcover and native vegetation, and the associated loss of natural absorption of

runoff. Development of additional roads and drives in such areas will also result in the

creation of a greater amount of impermeable surfaces in comparison to the proposed

development and has the potential for greater erosion than the proposed configuration.
. Potential building sites under the existing parcel configuration are closer to the
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environmentally sensitive habitat areas associated with the two blue line stream courses .
on the subject property. =~

Due to the increase in clearance and related impermeable surfaces, development in
these areas would also result in loss of watershed cover and increases in runoff,
siltation and sedimentation into the environmentally sensitive habitat areas associated
with such stream areas. Further, there would be loss of undeveloped coastal sage
scrub and chaparral areas due to clearance for building pads and access. Relative to
the riparian areas, this would resuit in degradation of such systems through: introduction
of nutrients; erosion of streambanks; deposition on stream bottoms; increased turbidity;
impacts on aquatic organisms; removal of topsoil; as well as adverse impacts on marine
waters. ,

In contrast, the proposed project as conditioned would minimize such impacts to the
extent practicable and thus be consistent with PRC Section 30240 policy to prevent
impacts which would significantly degrade stream and riparian areas and PRC Section
30231 policy which seeks to maintain their biological productivity.

In summary, the above shows that there are difficulties with Coastal Act policies
through development of the present lot configuration are avoided by the proposed
reconfiguration. Development in the area of steep slopes and canyons results in an
increase in geologic and fire hazard contrary to the intent of PRC Section 30253. The
resulting land disturbance results in significant alteration of natural landforms in conflict
~with the intent of PRC Section 30251. It further increases in runoff, erosion and
sedimentation in comparison to the proposed reconfiguration. Consequently the
proposal is the preferred alternative because it meets the intent of PRC Sections 30231
and 30240 to protect biological productivity of streams and coastal waters by locating
development in appropriate areas capable of accommodating it without adverse effects
on coastal waters. For these reasons, the proposed development is preferred.

G. Septic System

The Commission recognizes that the potential build-out of lots in Malibu, and the
resultant installation of septic systems, may contribute to adverse health effects and
geologic hazards in the local area.

PRC Section 30231 states that;

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

The proposal includes an evaluation of the potential for each of the proposed lots to
adequately accommodate a private sewage system (Geoplan, Inc., Engineering
Geologic Report, Tentative Tract 50456, October 22, 1991 and Geoplan, Inc.,
engineering geologic letter, June 9, 1997). These evaluations assumed that the
proposed lot reconfiguration had taken place and that the building pads were in the )
locations proposed by this application. Percolation tests for each lot confirmed that
leach fields or leach trench types of private sewage disposal systems were feasible.
Geoplan, Inc. found that septic systems were in compliance with the County Plumbing
Code and County Health requirements will be capable of serving dwelling at the sites
proposed. The installation of a private sewage disposal system was found not to create
or cause adverse conditions to the site or adjacent properties.

Based upon the above assessment, the Commission finds that the installation of septic
systems on the proposed lots will not contribute to adverse health effects and geologic
hazards in the local area. The Commission has found in past permit actions that
favorable percolation test results, in conjunction with adequate setbacks from streams
and other water resources, and/or review by local health departments ensures that the
discharge of septic effluent from the proposed project will not have adverse effects upon
coastal resources. Therefore, the Commission finds that with regard to septic systems,
the proposed project is consistent with PRC Section 30231. :

H. Local Coastal Program

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 the provisions of
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of this division and that the
permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to
prepare a local program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200).

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a Coastal
Permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government having
jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with Chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act. The preceding sections provide findings that the proposed project will

be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 if certain conditions are incorporated
q into the project and accepted by the applicant. As conditioned, the proposed

- | | 2%



Application 4-96-189 (Flinkman) .
Page 40 of 40 R

development will not create adverse impacts and is found to be consistent with the
applicable policies contained in Chapter 3.

Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the proposed development, as
conditioned, will not prejudice the County's ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program for
Malibu which is also consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as
required by Section 30604(a).

1. California Environmental Quality Act

Section 13096(a) of the Commission’s administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding
showing the application, as conditioned, to be consistent with any applicable

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section
.21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects which the activity would have on the
“environment.

The proposed development would not cause significant, adverse environmental effects

which would not be adequately mitigated by the conditions imposed by the Commission.
Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, is found consistent with CEQA and with

the policies of the Coastal Act. Q

57
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
631 Howard Stroct, San Froncisco 94105 ——{415j 543-35535

A\ 4 -

App{i C:cltion 4-96-189 STAFF_RECOMMEIDATION
Exhibit 5, p 1 of 12
Flinkman ?};zeal Mo5 4,2-30
vinson
Appeal 42-80 : Hearing Opened: 4/16/80
Staff Recommendation | *

DECISION OF
REGIONAL
COMHISSION =

PERMIT
APPLICANT :

DEVELOPMENT
LOCATICN & .

.

Permit zminted with cornditions by South Coast Regional Commission
Albert lg=irson

Inmediatel¥,north of Remiresc-Mesa Drive, Paradise Cove/Point Dume
area of Ms sbu, Los Angeles County (Exhibits 1 & 2)

DESCRIPTION: Division of 23.Z-acre parcel into-22 lots, with related construction
of m§ds, ater lfiz:ze?, dry zewer lines, utilities and grading for
building pads (Exhibit 3) : .

¥, .

APPELLAMTS : Malibu Villas funers Association and ~cmmissioners ILenard Grote and
Iois Ewen

PUBLIC Hearing spene April 16, 193¢"ir los Angeles

HEARING: A L

ADETTICNAL SUBSTANTIVE FILS DOCUMELTS:

l. Appeals No. 329-79 (Oxnard Shores), 266-79 (Harvey Pharmacies), 491-78 (Cyprus
West), 419-78 (Palomares), 21-20 (Gunnar)

This appeal and the Tiffany appeal ars the first large land division proposals
in Malibu where no residentisl construction is propcsed to be considered by the Commis—
sion since the adoption of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Transfer of Development
Credit program. The coastal issues raised are whether low and moderate income housing
requirements should be imposed in approving and divisions where no residential construc-
tion is proposed, and the need to balance the Coastal Act's housing policies with the
neei to mitigate the other environmental concerns addressed by the Transfer of Develop—
ment Credit program. Neither the Commission's housing guidelines nor the Commission's
mdopted Malibu guidelinas specificaily discuss housing requirements with regard to
Yand divisions. These muideiines do rzcommend imposition of housing requirements in
spproving mulbi-family develcpments. The stail believes that residential subdivisions
gensrate the same impacts is do multi-unit residential projects in terms of the avail-
wbiiity of and need for housing for ail economic segments of the community, arnd the
ctulf therelore telieves tual residential subdivisions should be treated similariy ¢
poitigriit construction projects. The staff recommends that land sufficient to pro
=35 of tae total number of lite preposed in a subdivision should gzenerally be recquired
Lo Le delicated for low and moderate income housing; severasl pxr’" 1 Zommissggn actions

+ &
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itronczed in the svtached flndings hove sslutlisned this precedent. In Malibu® m:is||
«quirzment should be reduced £o 15-20%, in accordance with the Commission's Maliby
sdhdelines for multi-family iovelopment which state:

- Le

.. bacguse 2f ~nvironmental and service System constraints necessitating’
Ltitc use of the Trunsfer of Development Credit pilot program to mitigate cumula-
tive impacts of hirher density residential development, new multiple family de-
vzleopment in the idalibu zrea may be cubject Lo a lesser requircment.

Eince the muidelines also indicate that development credits should not be re—
aulired for units reserved for low and moderate income housing, the staff similarly
recommsands that dev:lopment credits should not be required for lots reserved as lo
:n.i mcderate income housing. -

Tue stalf is therelore recommending conditions requiring the spplicant to dedic
ant zcre within the project site for low and moderate income housing. The applicant
=312 be required to apply to the County to rezone the dedicated lot to allow 4 units
A preliminary assessment by the County's planning staff indicates that such 2 rezoni
appearcs feasible. If tRe rezoning does not occur, the applicant will be required ta
dedicate 2 additional on-site lots for low and moderate income housing. Thms, as
conditioned, the project wouid provide land for 16-22% of the total pumber of lots
proposed. The stalf believes these conditions are necessary to bring the project in
conforrance with the hemising policies of the Coastal Act. The staff also believes £
with the conditions requiring development credits for the lots sold at market rate,
the prmject as conditioned balances the need for housing with the need to miti a
envircnmental impacts and" an be found consistent with the overall intent of th}
Coastal Act. e

3ecause of the housl gg requirements being imposed, and because the spplicant ha:
experisnced difficulty in quickly obtaining sufficient development credits due to a
tight market for credits, the staff is recommending that the applicant not be require
+o ldentify and purchase the lots to be extinguished prior to the Commission vote on
the project. This policy represents a departure in procedure from previous State
Sommicsion action and from the procedures outlined in the Maiibu guidelines. The stz
Helievres such a departure is warranted, but only if the credits will be obtained and
the development potential of the lots extinguished within a short period of time;
otherwise, the staff beliéves the zdministrative difficulties in enforcing the progrz
will threatzn the entire prosram. The conditions reccmmended by the staff therefore
require that within & menths of the final Commission vote, the applicant must identif
and purchase, or enter into an. escrow to purchase, those lots to be extinguished pur-
suant w0 the Tionsfer of Developmsnt Credit program.

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION: ’
The staff recommends that the Commission afopt the following resolution:

-t

« 2orcroval With Conditions

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a permit for the
proposed development on the grounds that, as conditioned, the development will be in
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 197
wili nct prejudice the ability of the local government having Jurisdiction over ¥
usrea to wprepare a Iocal Coastal Program in conformity with the provisions of Chapuer
3, and will not have any sismificont adverse impacts on the environment within D
meaning of the Celiformia Environmental Quality Act. '
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ion :rchibiting res 1dentxal dcvaloomewr on and shall eéaré
CaALe dn apmn srace Nasement gver sufficient apPch:ah
-

aty i~-h»ugaala offor to dad
Lo conntitute ni

arzag i accu
Hountaing Interrretis.
o€y %o dediunz

zranafor of development credits locatsd in Zone L
sion E of the Cormission's adopted Malibu~-Santa Monxca
Suisleiines. The formmd content of the deed rastrictlieon indg

i b anra"ﬂa by the Executive Diroctor of the Commission: hoth
Jocuments shall be recorded frec of pricr ilens and encumbrancrs excent tax liens, and
sball run owatch the land, Lindiag all successzors and assigns L f Lhe applicant. fThe offa
o dedicaze shell run with thie land for a peried of 21 years running from the date of
ronardabion.

f‘.-
5]
hie
o
1)

such

The lots to be dodicated shzll be combined with cach other such that they may be
cousidercd & single parsel for purngses ef nile, transier, davelopmenn or encumbrance,
aid the arplicans mhall HITUER combine these lots with a develoaped or developable parce

that they may L2 considered 2 single cel four all puarpnses, including sale trans

n

Fui, sdeveldgnoent and encundiinngy CR tha a;;i cant shall provide evidence for the review
ard Leprovel of  the Zuooutive Direcker that the lots ko ke dedicaced will not besome
aorublic Lurlen iaotornd G maintenanca and tax payments.
his permit ghall oz offce cnly after the Fxccutive NDivectsyr has confirmed in
wilving that all tewms oi tni. comiltien hiave been satisfled. This z2umit shall expize
vix months after the Jay of Lhe xlnnl yote by the Commission, unless She applicant
has ontered Iiatd an escoroW agraement in aceardance with this condition and the Commissse
adopted Melibu guidelines., I the appiicant is involved ia a qoed faith effcrt to
cemply with this condition, the Executive Direciny may grant an additional G-month
extension to this expiration date. The arplicant shall, upon requesting suech an
xtansion, notify all interestoed parties in the application. -

‘

2, Llow- and Mcderate-Incom: (lousing. Frior to issuance of permit the applicant

:

zion providing the

shall entor into an agreement with the California Coastal Commi

fullovwing Jdadicztion of land., This agreemont shall bind the applicant and any successa:
ir intorastc to the real property being developed and shail be recorded as a covenant

to run with the iand frec of zrisr liens and encumbrances other than fax licns. This
agreement siall provide that:

a. Prior to issuande of pormit, the applicanc shall record an offexr %o
dedicate to the Coastal Censervancv or other appropriate agency arrroved by the Exec—
utive Dirzctor of the Cowmmission, at least a one-acre porticn of the project site.
The oifexr of dedication ﬁnall run with the lond, binding successors and assigns,

shall be recorded free of ail prior liens and vacumbrances except for tax licnsg, and
shall e dnsured by title insurance acceptable to the zxccat*ve directeoy. Frior to
reoardation, the appiicant shall submic the dosuments eonveying the offer of dedicaciszn
eothe Exseutive Dizocctor for his roview ond arproval. mnﬁ 3gh€0"d offer chall be
racarded aud wvidenoe thorvenD submitted o Lhe Exacutive virogter.

B, the offer of gedicavion shall provide that as e condition of cunveyanse
af fev title, the grantee aqaeney o0 ~rqan satien shall agree to acw:ph thwe restricticas
¢ Lho St 1~“‘uc: gair 0f she lazad o bo granted as limited &y houning for zarsans of
fow oand modurate incone, brier Lo nhe aco-rtance of the yrant of fee title, thwe gransce

Luall selmic 1o the Znoeoutieo wirector €27 bBis soview and appraval che dc*umen:u L0y
randining she termy and condiiimns of thoe acceitanca ¢f the subjest zarse Linka

in parcel. M
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rasidanrinl undita ar ot YToar, tntil osuch cuezoning ooours, twod
thr lots whicl, now te uold .n.i cfail Lo oretained 4. potential f
i . Ve Lets o ke rendined shall be Jesignatea ¥
e 2 revat of the 3‘.«*(‘451\'-\ Ziracuo: . IE tle razanin

years Irom tae issuance of this persit, the lots retained
#hall be dedicatod as low and moderate {neome honsing subjeon Lo e provicions of

»t
Patagrazhs {a) snd {i:) abova; in this event development r-rmxl**' siall not be regqui

fur lots dedicailod as low ind muderate incomt housing,  the renoning does occur'j
the apelicant shall be reloasnd from the raucrictions ol r:nzaq aps {el and may sell”
2ime two lots at cthe market ratae,

-

semaininc 19 onees
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fc ay 10’1'0

-Lnl

Gosen !
.
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- 3. Grading Plans. Priox o rssuanca of nermin the

» the apprlicant shinil submit resi
yrading plans, £or the review and approval of the Executive Director, which shall s

s omaximem of 1,30 cubic vards of grading for oach approved lot, czeluding grading
fur roads. The «rading plars zhall provide that no £111 wil) be placed within 100 £
wf auy drainaga aourse. :

N

3. andscauving Plans. Pripgr to {ssuance of permic t:vo applicart shcll suknmic ¢

"‘:.d....:l..‘n., plan for the revivw and approval of the Bxecutive Director, wiich chall
invegrate the preposed pad arsas and street i:n;:zo':eme..t.r with the surrounding area
and which shull seresn the visual impact of future development from views from Pacifi
Coast Highway. Landscaping shall be composed primarily of endemic vegetation, and
the landscaping galns shall be implemented within six months af
«%e £inal trast map.,

- Bk

ter recordation of

(45

3. Geolegic Review., Prior to issuance of permit the applicant shull submit to
whe Executive Dir:ctor of the Commission, for his review and approval, approval
the State Divisio: of Mines and Geology of the final grading plans for the proja.
and of plans for :he septic systems which will be used to serve the proposed lotst
he septic systems shall utilize zespage pits and shall assure thatr no water will
entar the tarrace deposits flong the southern boundary of the site hut zather will
direct tie wagtew ..nto the dceper Monterey formation.

1IT. Findines ond Declaraticns.

Th.: Commissior finds and declares as follows:

1. 2moject Descriotion. As originally proposed, the project would consist of

the subdivision of 3 23.2 acre parcel into 22 lots for single~family homes, including
construction of roais, water lines, dry sewer lines, underground utilities and buildin
pads, The project site is located immediately north of Ramirez Mesa Drive, in the
Parzdise Cove/Point Dume area of Malibu. The amount of grading as originally proposed
would be 80,000 cu. yds. due to concern over this amount of grading expressed by the
Regional Go:mnission and its staff, the applicant submitted, on the day of the final
vote by the Regional. Commission, a redesign which would limit-the number of parcels

to 18 and substantiilly reduce the emount of grading proposed. Due to concern express
in this sppesl over low and moderste income housing issues, the applicant hes submitte

=
[ua

to the site to 'che s>uth is the Malibu Villas Condominium site. Further south, a
Jaciiic Togst fighwurs, is the Paradise Cove Trailer Park. The project si:e is 102‘
sdiscont Lo wn existing develoned orer, 55 designated by the Commission's adopted

further redesign »hich will ereate a 19th parcel. to be usec for low end moderste 3r—
wiae housing.

The project are2 is generally zoned for low density residential use. Adjacent

figlilu geoidzliines. ‘he project site is visibdls from Pacific Coast Highway and Is 47
carranbls vacente Slopes on top gite munge from gentle to moderately steep. The




@ - 7]

mavimam difference in elevation of the site is upproximately 130 fest. A
yon with riparian vegetation berders the northwest portion of the site

2. Concen’crata.on of Develooment.  Section 30253(a) of the Coastal Act of 197
ridee ;

1520}

areas able to acccmmodate it or, v:herﬂ surh areas are noh ...ble to accmodat’é”i

it, in other areas with adequute public services and where it will not have" sig-— "

nificont adverse effects, either mdmndv..al]y or cumulatively, on coastal resgurces.
In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside

existing developed arcas shall be pemitted only where 50 percent of the usable

rarcels in the area have besn developed and the created parcels would be na

smaller than the average size of surrounding narcels.
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3. Cumulative Impacts and Exbinguishins DPve‘_agmen* Potential. The Commissiar .
cousistently denied permivs for land divisions in Maiibu in the past finding that
tie combinztion of the adverse impacts resulting {rom buildout of °x13ning but undevel—
_ oped lots with the cumulative effects of the develor.ament of building sites created by
mw land divisions, would threaten natural and recreational resources, and public
ccess thereto, in the last relatively undeveloped arsa in the Los Angzles metropol—
an region, and would therefore be inconsistent with the policies of the Coastal Act
Al 1976. (See Avpesis Nos. 524~77, Schiff; 28-73, Brown; 509-78, Bel Mar Estates;
aznd L63-78 Welles.) Recently, however, the Com:.ssion has approved several land
divisions (Appeal Nos. 155-78 (2al); 346-78 (Flood), and 119-79 (Merkham), finding
that a density transfer program should be tested in order to explore its worth as a
method of implementing the resource protection pclicies of the Cozstal Act, while more
equ_it.ab distributing the burdens and benefits of land use regulation. The Commission
finds ¢ .3.1: due to the location and nature of the proposed development, thais project

is copropnate for the purpose of implementing and further evalusting the pilot
Trunsfer of Development Program.

-

This project proposes to divide 23 acres into 18 parcels with an additional low
and moderate income housing parcel. ilowever, the impacts will be offset by the trans—
fer of the development potential from existing lots in designated small lot subdivisions
in the greater surrounding area to the subject site, Such a transfer of development
notential is consistent with the adopted Regional Interpretive Guideliens for the
Jiz2libu~-Santa Monica Mountains, Those guidelines state that:

A basic zoal of the Coastal Act is to concentrate development in or near
n:d.suing developed arsas able to accommodate it, thus promoting infilling and avoiding
sprawl into areas with significant resource value. In general the Malibu-Santa Mdnica
Mountain coastal zone is not able to accommodate substantially intensified develop-

. ment due to a constrained road network, severe geologic, fire and flood hazards, a
large diversity of special and sens.‘utlve habitat areas and a growing importance as
a recreaticnal and scenic resource to the metropolitan Los Angeles areie...

A result of transferring development potential for the Santa Monica Mountains
=s existing developed areas and appropriate expznsions to those zreas is that the po-
wential for impacts on coastal resources iz offset and possibly decressed. In general,
~he small lot subdivisions in the Santa Monica Mountains are steeper than the coastal
. werrzce bordering the shoreline. If these small lot subdivisions were to be developed
w0 the subdivided density, there would be a dramatic increase in emsion due to grading
for roads, utilities, and building pads, increased dezradation of ground and surface
wavers cdue to failing seplic systems and increases in risk to life and property due ;ﬁg
‘o aigh peoiogic, flood und fire hazards commen to the region. Furthermore, the publl

' | Mr
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services in smail lot subdivisions sre often inadecuate to serve the existing lo
In previous pemmit actions, the “ommission has found thal development in smail J
subdivisions in the Santa Monicu HMountains wiil cause severe adverse direct and &
wlative impacts on the ability of Pacific fCoast Highway and nsrrow trans-mountain
rouds to provide sceess Lo beach and mountain recreation aress.

The iocation of the project site, however, is far more desirable for development
The point Dume area containing the site is relatively level compared to the steep slc
comprising many of the smzll lot subdivisions. Approximately 1 mile to the west is
a developed commerciel cluster containing a grocery store, bunk, and other commercial
services. Adjacent to the site to the south is the high density Halibu Villas condom
jum development. Further south is the Paradise Cove Trailer Park. Due to the rela—

tively gentle slopes, the availability of public services, and the proximity to exist

»

develored areas, the projest area was speci "ically designated zs an appropriate site
for tne expansion of the existing developed areas in the adopted Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountairs Interpretive suidelines (Exhibit 4).

These guidelines provide thiat "The decision of whether to allow the existing
Juveloped ereas to expand into these potential expansion areas should be made on a
s:mit by permit basis when considering land divisions pursuant to the transfer of
devclopment credit pilot program.” The Commission finds that it can approve expansic
of the adjacent existing development to include the project site at this time, given
that: the site is near public and commercial services, which reduces the impact on
coastal access roads; the site is adjacent to high density residential development;
the project as conditioned will not contribute to geologic hazards; the project as

conditioned will minimize the grading and visual impact; the project as conditioned

~ill provide a public bonus in the form of low and moderate income housing; and
project as conditioned will mitigaie the cumulative impacts of the proposed di:
vy the extinguishment of development potential on sites less appropriate for devi™®
ooment which would impact the same coastal resources and transportation network as
the proposed development. Thus, because the Commission has found that the existing d
veloped area can be expanded to include the project site, the technical eriteria of
Section 30250(a) do not apply. The Malibu Guidelines provide:

In order to concentrate development and encourage efficient use of lands
within existing developed areas, the following provisions of these guidelines
do not apply t0 development within existing developed areas or approved expansia
thereto: ...(3) the size of new parcels are not limited by application of the
technical criteria for land divisions. ;

Finally, the Commission finds that only as conditioned to mitigaste the cumulativ
sdverse effects by requiring development credits in accordance with the Malibu guide-
Llines and the transfer of development credit program, can the project be found con-
gistent with Section 20250(a) of the Coastal Act.

b. Density. The proposed division would result in 13 parcels on a 23 acre
site; with the dedication of one additicnal lot to be used for & additional units of
low and modesrate income housing the total project would nhave z density of slightly
less than one unit per acre. The existing zoning is R-1-1, requiring a one acre min-
Imum ot si ze. A draft Land Use Plan developed by the Santa Monica Mountains Citizen
Planning Committee for the entire Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains area designates most
Af the zite for one acre minimum lot size, while the remainder of the site is desiz~
nated for a 2 acre minimum lot size. Since the project site has been identified
an appropriate expansion area to an existing developed area, since the project p

-abstantial publiic benefits in the form of low and moderate income housing which
he used to justify granting a2 density "bonus™, and since the project is fubstantlally
n eanfermance with the Citizens' Plamning Canm:.ttee draft Land Use Flan, the Go
g¢ion finds that the proposed density on the project site is app e and

praejudice future nl.n.“i.xg ei‘"‘oz'bs regarding appropriate density

.3 —
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3. Iow and Moderaie Tncome iiousing. One of the rezsons this project was appealed
was the failure of tne Regionzl Commission to consider the issue of low and moderate
income housing. Section 30213 of the Coastal Act provides:

project crea.

. .housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income shall be..., A
where feasible, providedaseces

The Southern Ca.ifornia Association of Goverrments (SCAG) published a Regional
Housing Allocation Model (April, 1977), which analyzes housing nceds and summarizes
fair share housing a locations by jurisdiction. The estimated existing need for
lower income assisted housing in the Malibu/Sinta Monica Mountains planning area
is 2200 households. In contrast to other Los Mngeles County planning areas, the
newd for low and moderate income housing in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area is
twice the number of e¢xdsting lower income households. In addition, the los Angeles
Jounty proposed Ceneral Plcn projscts that the popuiation will increase 12/ County—
wide between 1975 an¢ 2000; whereas the population of the Malibu/Santa Monica Moun—
tains area will increase 83% during the same period. While the Commission recognizes
that these are spprorimate figures, they do indicate a substantial need for low and
moderate incorw housing in the project vicinity., FPFurthermore, the major issue in
the Malibu/Santa Monica rezion is congestion on the primary traffic route and coastal
access corridor, the Pacific Coast Highway. lower income employees (e.g., gas station
attendants, jeritors, waiters, domestics) who cannot afford to live near their jobs
mst commute from areas where affordable housing is available, directly impacting
trzific conditions on the Pacific Coast Highway. )

Racognizing the aeed ior low and moderate income housing in HMalibu, the Commission’:
adopted Interpretive -Juidelines for Malibu provide:

In order to provide lower cost housing opportunities for persons of Iow and
moderate incomes. the Commission has as a general policy found that 25 to 35
percent of units in new multiple-family dwelling projects should be reserved for
low and moderate income housingz. However, because of envirommental and service
system constraint.s necessitating the use of the Transfer of Development Credit
pilot program to mitigate cumulative impacts of higher density residential devel—
cpment, new multiple family development in the Malibu area may be subject to a
lesser requiremert. Therefore, in multiple-family vrojects of zreater than 5
units, 15 to 20 rercent of the units should be reserved for low and moderate cost
housing opportunities as provided in programs described in the Statewide Interpret—
ive Guidelines fcr Housing. Because of the substantial need for lower cost housing
opportunities to serve persons working in Malibu bubt otherwise unable to afford
housing in the arza, prcjects which guarantee such housing opportunities, should
be afforded the highest priority in the allocation of the area's limited service
and environmental carrying capacity. Therefore, units reserved for low and moderzte
cost housing need not be affset by development credits.

The Commission Ifoilowed these guidelines in approving a permit with conditions
for & L~urit condominium located to the west of the subject site in Malibu (Appeal
lic. 337-79, leanse ), In that appeal, the Commission recuired both mitigation of en—
-Arcnnssntal impacts thirough the use of the TDC program, as well as dedication of low
and modarste income housing by providing 3 inclusicnary units or land for 6 units
ofP-site. The Commissicn subsequently approved an amendment to that pemmit allowing
Jhe wppilicont W0 mect 1he requiremsnts for lew and moderate income housing with an . .
in-iieu-fze of &%, bascd upen tho Commission's housing guidelines which provide thatm

in=iicu fees mzy be cor sidered for projects of 5 to 15 units in size.
) P 7
7N . '
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Hoazver, the sublcst irijsct liffers from che Leanse project, tecause, alt ‘

e subjcet projecs is & mului-lot development, no actual residential constructid

woposed and the erentual construction would te for single-family homes rather than

aulti-unit building. The Malibu Guidelines do not directly address situations suck
thz zubject zpplication where only the division of land is propossd. However, the

at» and Regicnal Commissicn's have on numerous oceasions found that the low and

Joeed vt Bnesle Mning proviHioes af the Coestal aog apply ro land livziszions

shvae o tealdentdi l sonstrisction was proposed, an! o land daivisions which .

incladed ths construstion of single-family homes. In Appeal ¥o. 329-79 (Cxnard

hare); the Ceanmirsion grantaod a permit with condltlions to divide a 30-acre parcel.

itto 17 iots with jelated improvements. No residential construction was proposed, and

tic lots were to be developed with duplexes. The Commission reqguired the applicant

o dedicate land zined to allcw 10 units (13% of the proposed lots) to be used to

T 2 Y e

T
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A
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wrovide low and mocerate income housing within thes coastal zone in Cxard. The
mmissicn slso vecuired the sppiicant to dedicate 19.6 acres of the site to the
nublic for open sp:ce and cune nabitat preservation. In Appeal No. 266-79 (Harvey
harmacies), the Gwumission granted a2 permit to divide 43 acres into 47 lots in Pismo
Rench, o recidential construction was proposed, but the lots will be used for single
family homes. The Jommission required the applicant to dedicate 4 of the lots plus

21 aibkiitional 2.5 £:re lot to be used for low and moderate income housing. In Appeal
Ho. 491-72 (Cyprus West), the Commission granted a permit to divide 61 acres into 227
*5ts in San Clement 2. No iresidential construction was proposed; the lots will be
used for single~fan ily homes. The Commission required the applicant to dedicate land
onsite and construc: 57 units of low and moderate income housing. In Appeal No. 419-T7
t Palomares), the apylicant proposed to divide a 9 acre parcel into 26 parcels for sing
Soamily homes; no residential construction was proposed. After the County declined
to reczone the project site to a2 greater density, the Commission approved the proj
ab 2 density of 4.3 dou./ac. and required the applicant to provide as low and mod: a
income housing 25% »f the units that would eventually be developed. In Appeal Mo, 81—
40 (tunnar), the Stute Commission found no substantial issue raised on an appeal where
the North Coast Regional Commission approved a permit to divide 4.26 acres into 14 -
ists in Fort Bregg. The lots were for single—family homes; no residential constructior
uas proposed. The isgional Commission required low and moderate income housing, allow
ing the gpplicant s:veral altermatives: 3 units on-site, 6 units off-site, or a dedi—
sation of land off-:ite for 6 units of low and moderate income housing, The Central
Jszst Becional Commissicn zpproved two permits to Half Moon Bay Properties (P-79-474
wnd F-79=449) to di.ide 2 parcels into 15 lots and 13 lots for single-family homes;

1o ceonstruction was proposed. The Regional Commission required a dedication of land
in each project for low and moderate income housing. The San Diesgo Coast Regional
Tommission granted : pemmit to Time Imvestment Co. (#F5785) to divide 40 acres inta
148 1ots and construct single—Tamily homes in the Tia Juzmna River Valley. The Regional
Sommiasion required the applicant to dedicate an 11 acre parcel offsite to be used for
iow and modsrate inome housing.

In addition to this established precedént, the State Commission's legel staff has
written a memo discussing the relztionship of the Coastal Act's housing policies to
rosidentizl subdiviiions (3:xhibit 5). This memo states:

¥, esthie application of Section 20813 and the Commission's-housing guidelines
%o urkan land divisions should require that such projscts dedicate an amount of
iend sufficient. to provide 5% of the number of units able to be constructed on
the land teing Hvided o the local housing authority, Coastal Conservancy, or
sther housing :.jency Jor use as low or low and moderate income housing.

The Sommiscion linds that residential subdivisions generate similar impacts dn
“he auetlauility of wusing for low and mocderate income persons as do mulii-unit res—
taertind constructicn projecis. The Commission therefore finds ”that Zection 30213 of

]
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the Uozstal Act and the Jommission's adopted ilousing Zuidelines should be applied tg
residenticl subdivisions, even where no actual construction is proposcd. Specifically
or Malibu, the Commizsion finds that the Seciion of the Malibu guidelines which di
5825 the provision of low and moderate income housing in multiple-family dwelling .
Jects should be appli=d to residential subdivisions. Because the added expense of
witigating the adverse environmental impacts through the Transfer of Development Credit
srogram reduccs cconomic feasibility for the applicant, these guidelines provide that
the requirement for low and moderate income housing in Malibu should be recduced from
25% to 15-263, The guidelines nlso nrovide that units reserved for low end moderate
come housing nsed not be offsot by development credits.

ommendation
§8¢

}

~
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-
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As cpproved by the Regional Commission this project would result in the creation
£ 1% parcels to be used for cingle family homes. The sprlicant has agreed to redesign
the project creating one additionsl parcel which will be dedicated to the public to
e used for low and moderate income housing., That additional parcel will be located
along Rey de Copas Drive, adj=cent to the Melibu Villas condominium site, which is
soned for high density residential development, both under existing zoning and the
draft land use plen prepared by the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Citizens' Planning
Comrittee. Since 3 zone change is necessary to increase the allowable density an the
decicated lot, the zpplicant has agreed to apply to the County to rezone the dedicated
1st to allow 4 units on that lot. The County's planning staff has indicated that the
Jounty will be willing to consider an increase in density cn the dedicated lot for law
and moderate income housing purposes. The County's planning staff states that the
size is suitable for a consideration of higher density because of the adjacent high-—
Gencity development, that low and moderate income housing on thisz site would not be
in conflict with the Superior Court injunction now in effect regulating land use de--
2isions, and that while the County is now undergoing changes to its General Plan, the
propused General Plen will indicate a need for low snd moderate income housing and the
“aruing Commission wonld not be precluded from considering rezoning the daedicated lot.
The County's Planning staff notes, however, that only the Planning Commission can make
<he final decision on reczoning the property. Since the Commission has no assurances
chat the County will szpprove a rezoning of this lot, Condition 2(c) provides that if
this reconing does not occur the applicant will dedicate two of the remaining newly
~ro.ted lots to the public to be used for low and moderate income housing. As dis—
~qssed in the Malibu guidelines, no development credits will be required for the lot
or lots that ars provided as low and moderate income housing. Thus, as conditioned,
the project will provide land for 22% of the total number of units as low and moderate
income housing; if the rezoning does not occur, 16% of the total will be provided.
This smount is consistent with the Malibu guidelines which recommend that 15-20% of
=h= units should generally be required as low and moderate income housing. The
Comriszsion finds that such a requirement is lfeasible, both economically and practically
=nd the Commission therefore finds the project as conditioned, consistent with Section
40213 of the Coastal Act.

g

L. Visual Impact. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act provides that new development
chall protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, shall minimize
~he alteration of natural land forms, and shall be visually compatible with the char—
acter of swrounding areas. The project site is not visible to westbound travellers on
Pacific Coast Highway; however, it would be visible to eastbound travellars an Pacific
Soest Highway. The epplicant has reduced the number of lots proposed in order to min—
ipize the alteration of natural landforms. The amount of grading proposed has been
reduzed from 80,000 to 45,000 cu. yds. Most of the grading will be for the read t;g‘z
zayve the proposed lots, and the applicant states he will be able to reduce the grad-s
inz for the building pads to the maximum of 1000 cu. yds. for each individual residenti
development as recommended in the Commission's adopted Malibu guidelines; Condition 3
sseures conformance with this recommendation. Furthermore, by extinguishing the develo
-2znt potantial of less buildable parcels in accordance with the ! jBsion’s trE Ysier
o7 develcoment credit program, the project overall minimices tne | :
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! LinadPorms.  (noaddition, tie views of the project site ure alrcudy impacted by
high density residentisl development on the adjacent lot, Malibu Villas condomini:
Jondition &4 requires the applicant to submit a2 landscaping plan designed to furthen
Imine the visual lmpact and screen the project as viewed from Pacific Coast Highway:
The Commdission thurefore finds the project, as conditioned, consistent with Section
0251 of the Coastal Act.

2| e St 5. Geoloric HYamards. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act provides that:

A o =) :

3 s $ 3 Mew development shall?

Nisl e s

S| =|ElN g (1) Minimize risks of life and property in areas of high gedlogic, flood,

cl| o _g : g| mnec fire hazard.

Ll o~ o

- m— m .E o ° '3 -

M RE (2) Assure stability and structural intsgrity, and neither create nor

._9_._. 8 2’ - cgntzibute significantliy to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of tt

al.c &= | site or surrounding srs:a or in any wey require the construction or protection

2- Ky 8| devices that would substantially elter ratural landforms along bluffs and cliff
& .

ong of the appeliants, the neighboring pmigerhy ouners zsscciation, contends ti
the proposed proj:ct will exacerbate geologic instability by the use of septic syste
tdidca will introduce additionel water to the groundwater table. The gppellant cante

The attached report of zzologist Bugene D. Michael is substantial evidence
thet one very direct effect of the proposed project, i.e., sewage dispos 2s
not been carefully considered or planned for in light of the limited sept

*;’ ‘acity of the soils in the immediate area. It is apparent that this s
waste water problem has not been sufficiently or accurately addressed in eithex
the EIR or in the Applicant's gsologist's report. Malibu Villas has been and
is now experiencing substantial geologic and ground water problems which can
only be exacerbated by the project as now proposed.

¥pr, Michael's reports, both of which have now been submitted tc the Commi
raise serious questions addressed to both the Applicant's project's waste wate
cspability and the dirsct adverse impact a deficient or poorly plammned septic

-

sysiem will have on the already geologicelly strained adjacent parcel.

As was recommended by the appellant's geologist, the applicsnt has retained a
hydrozediogist to analyze the impacts of the proposad project on the neighboring de
cpment. The applicant’s hydrogeclogist has cuncluded:

It is the opinion of the undsrsigned that the surficial distress exhibite
in the gpparently poorly reinforced wall along the northerly side of Pacific (
Eighway (maridng the south boundary of Malibu Villas) as well as distress des«
ty Sugene D. Michael (4/14/80) are not contributable tu groundwater. ...Whate
the cause of wall feilure and subsidence at Malibu Villas, it is the opinion «
the undersisned that groundwatsr dows not play a significant role in that disf

In =acition, the applicant's zeologist states:
Effluent diccharge from 22 dwellings wihtin Tentative Tract 31666 cargat
! affact Melibu Villas. There will be no rise of ground water that does ngi

erdst. Ceolczic elements at Tentative Tract 21666 differ from those st MIW
Yilias, and there is no reasoncble expectstion that its development can resul

in Jeteriorztion at Maiibu Villas. 5’2
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The Commission has 3 contract with the Stat: Division of Mines and Geology to
review projects where gwolagic disputes are unresolved, The Division of Mines' and
Jeology has reviewed all the zeologic reports submitted by both the applicant an
sppaliant and conducted several site visits. A preliminary assessment by the Dji:
I Hiues und Geology inuicated it was concerncd about additional water from septieha
systems entering the terrace deposits adjacent to the Malibu Villas condominium’aites
the Divisicn stated that such additional water could lead to slope instability:
Tivision therefure recommended in ils May 19 letter "...that no additional sewag
- ffluent. should be released in the torrace depasits." llowever, this latter alse
staled Jhobl the bivision necded additional information before it could make a fin
conclusion as to the effect of the project on slope stability. After riceiving add-
jticnal cross sections and other data from the applicant's geologist and a final site
visit, tie Division oi Mines and Geology has concluded that, with conditions requiring
Divisicr: of Mines and Geology review of final grading plans and percolation tests for
the septic systems that assure that sewage effluent will not enter the terrace deposits
tur will 20 deeper into the Monterey lommation, the project would not contribute to
geclogic instability on the site or surrounding area, and would not adversely affect
“he adjzcent condomindium project. Cfondition 5 thereforc requires the szpplicant to
cutain ivision of Mines and Geology approval of the final grading plans and septic
syctems, Lo assure conformance with its recommendations, and the Commission finds the
project as conditioned consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
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~omrission approve the requested amendment as consistent with the Coastal Act..,,ﬁfi‘he staff

Il. Condi‘bi ons

Qe parcels shall constitute 8 transfer of development credits on the basis of one credit per

]

A k ’ " .
| CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION Application 4-96-189
:’ ' 631 Howard Street, San Francisco 94105 — (415) 543- Exhibit 6, plof4d
. STATE CQMMISSIONERS Flinkman
FRQOM: MICHAEL L. FISCHER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTCR Amendment to Appeal
SUBJECT: PRCPOSED AMENDMENT TO FERMIT NO. A-42-80 (LEVINSON) 42-80
: Staff Recommendation

~[AFF NOTE
In the case of permits issued by the Commission under the Coastal Act of 1976, the Commis—
sion Regulations (Section 13166) permit applicants to request approval by the Commission of
amendments to the project or permit conditions. The Commission may approve an amendment if it
finds that the revised development is consistent with the Coastal Act. The following amendment
request involves a variation of spplication of Transfer of Development Credit (TDC) Program
undertaken by the Commission to mitigate impacts on coastal resources in the Malibu-Santa
Monica Mountains area. The applicant seeks to use large parcels from outside the Zone I area
(where the project is located) as donor parcels for 8 of the 17 development credits required bj
this project. These proposed donor parcels are the same parcels as were requested for use as
TDC's in an earlier amendment on Permit A-66-80 (Tiffany Development Co.). The Tiffany Develc
ment Co. no longer seeks to use these parcels for its TDC condition. Because the Commission
previously found that these parcels could be used for TDC purposes and because the Tiffany
and Levinson projects are located near each other, staff believes that there is no reason to
distinguish the projects for purposes of the adequacy of these parcels for mitigation pursuant
to the TDC program. Although staff believes that large parcels such as these should not be
used as TDC donor parcels in the future (as discussed in Issue Paper III of the recent staff
rt on the South Coast Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Transfer of Development Credits
£ also believes that because these parcels were previously approved for such use and :
~“scause the owner had relied upon such approval, that the Commission can approve this amendmen:
‘without setting sn adverse precedent which would contimme to dilute the effectiveness of the
TDC program. In light of the wmsual circumstances present in this case, staff recommends the

xrecommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:

I. Approval with Conditions ¢

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions:below, an amendment for the propos
development on the grounds that, as conditioned, the amendment will be in conformity with the
provisions of Chapter 3 of the Californmia Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability
of the local govermment having Jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program
in conformity with 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 Environ—

mental Quality Act.

The amendment is subject to the following conditions:
l. Effect. All conditions of the original permit not expressly altered by this amendment
shall remain in effect.

2. Transfer of Development Credits. As an alternatve to Condition 1 of the pemmit, the
1licant may use the 8 parcels shown in Exhibit 2 located within TS, R17 W, San Bermadino
dian within the Las Flores Canyon watershed for up to 8 of the required development credit

.arcels If the applicant chooses such alternative, prior to issuance of the permit, the appli:
cant shall record or cause to be recorded an irrevocsble offer to dedicate an open space ease—
ment prohibiting residential development over those parcels. The formm and content of the offe
;0 dedicate shall be approved by the Executive Director of the Commission; both documents shal

be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances and shall run with the land, binding a1l 7 6
et e Al e arn IS marmt . The Affer +0 dedicate ehall vim widh the land fo 1




J;-"’/ -2-
. ﬁeriod‘of 21 years from the date of recordation. X
"~ The lots shall be combined with each other such that they may be considered a single parcel
for purposes of sale transfer. development, or encumbrance, and the applicant shall EITHER
““wbine these lots with a developed or developable parcel such that they may be considered»m__
‘single parcel for all purpose:, including sale transfer, development, and encubbrance QR the
spplicant shall provide evidence for the review and approval of the Executive Director of the
,LCommission that these lots wil not become a public burden in temms of maintenance and tax

g‘*ayments.
This permit shall take ef:'ect only after the Executive Director has confirmed in writing
that all terms of this conditi.on have been satisfied.

- [II. Findings and Declarations

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

1. Project Description. The project consists of a 1%-unit subdivision and site prepara—
tion for 18 market rate single—family dwellings. The 1%th parcel would be dedicated for
construction of a fourplex forr low- and moderate~cost housing. The project is located
immediately north of Ramirez Mesa Drive in the Paradise Cove/Point Dume area of Malibu, Los
Angeles County.

The pemit approval was sibject to conditions requiring: (1) 17 Transfer of Development
Credits (2) dedication of the low- and moderate-income housing site (3) revised plans for
greding and landscaping, and (4). further geologic review. ~

2. JAmendment Approval. Is discussed in the Staff Note, the proposed amendment would
allow substitution for 8 large parcels (3% acres to 30 acres) located in Zone I in the
Las Flores watershed for 8 of the 17 development credits required by this project. For
the reasons discussed both in the attached findings for the Tiffaryy Development Co. am

" id the Staff Note, the Commission can find this amendment consistent with the policies o
“the Coastal Act. However, by this approval the Commission does not intend to establish policy'
_ vhich would allow other simil:r substitutions to occur on this or other projects and prejudice
..“he comprehensive review of tl.e Transfer of Development Credit program. This approval is
~4imited to the rather unusual circumstances present due to the Commission's previous action

regarding these 8 large parcels.
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THE MALIBU VISTA

PROFESSIONAL CENTER
BY FACSIMILE
December 15, 1998
Jack Ainsworth
California Coastal Commission

89 S. California St., Ste. 200
Ventura, CA 93001
Fax: 8035-641-1732

RE: App. 4-96-189
‘Dear Jack:

During the frantic period of time when the T.D.C. program was first expanded to include large

parcels of land in sensitive watershed areas for a developer that desperately needed the T.D.C.s,

there were mistakes made in the legal descriptions of the parcels to be combined in an effort to

satisfy the special condition that was stated in the Coastal Commission’s approval of the

“Levinson project.” The mistake did not involve the condition that the eight specified parcels be Q
deed restricted with a recorded offer to dedicate an open space easement; this was done properly

as specified in the condition. The mistake was that the owner included the description of more
“unrestricted” parcels than the condition required, or specified; three “nonrestricted” parcels were
combined with the eight “restricted” parcels that the condition specified. This was simplya -

mistake on the part of the gentleman providing the T.D.C., i.e. me.

The above stated mistake can be easily rectified by voiding the recorded deed restriction that
combines the subject lots at the same time as the documents are recorded that consummate the lot
reconfiguration that is being requested by the subject Coastal Commxssxon application.

By following this process, the result is that there continues-tp be only six legal lots and the
building sites are clustered around the existing graded access street, and each lot contains a
portion of property that was deed restricted with an offer to dedicate an open space easement
covering exactly the same land as was required in the Levinson T.D.C.s. Thus, the intent of the
Levinson permit condition remains satisfied, i.e. that eight lots are deed restricted, and combined
with a buildable parcel in order to insure that they don’t become a burden to the public relative to
maintenance and taxes.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call me immediately. e e——

Sincerely yours, ‘ Application 4—96-1%

%&wz‘wa % o Exhibit 10 y
‘Jm : ' Flinkman

Letter of 12/15/98

Norman R. Haynie
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LAW OFFICES
, ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
S APROFESSICNAL CORPORATION "
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 1901 AVENUE OF THE STARS, SUTTE 1610 '
‘ LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA %00£7-6001
OF COUNSEL EMman arblockiEworldict.an not OF COUNSEL

MICHAEL N. FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE  (310) 5523536 MOSS, LEVITT & MANDELL, L1p
TRLEFAX (310) 552-1850

March 8, 1999
VIA FAX & FIRST CLASS MAIL |
Ms. Debra Bove Application 4-96-189
California Coastal Commission thi
45 Freemont Street, Suite 2000 Exhibit 11, p. 1 of 8
San Francisco, CA 94105 Flinkman
‘ Letter of 3/8/99
Re:  CDP No. A-42-80 (Levinson) :
- CDP No. 4-96-189 (Flinkman) r

County of Los Angeles Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 4448-026-043,
4448-026-044, and 4448-026-045 :

Dear Debra:

This letter is written as a follow-up to my letter to you dated February 19, 1999, regarding
. the above captioned CDP No. A-42-80 (Levinson). Because my client, Mr. Louis Flinkman, has been
advised by South Central Coast staff that his pending application for CDP No. 4-96-189 cannot be
acted upon until the Commission’s legal staff makes a final determination regarding the validity of
three (3) of his lots, Assessor Parcel nos. 4448-026-043, 4448-026-044, and 4448-026-045, I have
also captioned his pending CDP and the subject assessor parcel numbers. This correspondence
would have been forwarded to your attention earlicr, but 1 was waiting for CDP No. A-42-80 to be
retrieved from the Commission’s archives, in order to review the same, and was only recently advised
by South Ceatral Coast staff that it is lost.

Nevertheless, Mr. Flinkman, based upon my review of numerous svailable documents, herein
demands that the Coastal Commission promptly proceed with the processing of his pending
application in that the subject deed restriction effecting the above-referenced assessor’s parcels
expressly permits those three legal lots to be developed. The County of Los Angeles issued
Certificates of Compliance for each of the three lots, recorded in January 1994, thereby establishing
their legality as separate and distinct lots. Given the foregoing, the Commission’s refusal to process
M. Flinkman’s application is a violation of its mandate under the Coastal Act to process applications

for coastal development permits, and the Commission's compliance with applicable law may properly
. be compelled by a traditional writ of mandate. Naturally, the applicant would prefer not to have to
enforce compliance, and it is our belief that the legal staff*s re-review of this matter, and the attached
exhibits; will permit the application to proceed with a favorable staff recommendation.
C#
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Ms. Debra Bove i ‘ P
iehncl?slj ?59'94'96'1 83 (Flinkman) Application 4-96-189
_ Exhibit 11, p. 2 of 8
Page2 | ; Flinkman
. Letter of 3/8/99
BACKGROUND FACTS

On June 13, 1980, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning recorded a
Certificate of Compliance, No. 1868, inthe office of the Los Angeles County Recorder, as document
no. 80-577009. The Certificate of Compliance recites that the property described therein meets the
requirements of the California Subdivision Map Act and may be sold, financed, leased or transferred.
The real property described in the certificate is commonly referred to as Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 4448-
026-043, 4448-026-044 and 4448-026-045 (referred to herein as “Lots 43, 44 and 45" or “Parcel I”).
The certificate notes, moreover, that “[d]evelopment of the portion ofthe snh;ect property lying
southerly of Las Flores Heights Road may not be permitted under current zomns regulations.” A
copy of the certificate of compliance is attached hereto as Exhibit A for your review,

On or about March 27, 1981, Mr. Norman Haynie, the owner of the subject property at that
time, executed the Coastal Commission’s form documents entitled “Offer To Dedicate Scenic
Easement And Declaration of Restrictions,” recorded as Los Angeles County Recorder document
no0.81-310530, and “Declaration of Restrictions,” recorded as Los Angeles County Recorder

. document no.81-310531. Inmhofthcﬂmgomgdocummﬁmedwﬁopableloumdm
together as Parcel 1.

i

Inthe offer to dedicate, Parcel I (i.e., Lots 43, MmdéS)udacﬁbedexhibn&whchm
forth the “subject lands” referred to in the offer. Parcel I in Exhibit A describes Lots 43, 44 and 45
as a single parcel. Parcel I in Exhibit A has lines drawn through it and a notation next to the legal
description states, “NOT A PART.” Beneath this notation are the initials of Mr. Haynie, the grantor,
andMr. T. R. Gorman, on behalf of the grantee. Therefore, the three lots that comprise Parcel I were
notdodlateduopeaspace Aoopyofthao&'ertodedmﬂeunnaclwdh«aounxh’b:tnform
review. p

lnthedeedrcgriction,;ccpyofwhichisattachedhemonlxhlbltc,l’arcdlisagﬁn
containedinExhibitA,whichis,ag:in.adscripﬁonofthe“mbjecthnds"tefuredtoinﬂudeed
restriction. Unlike the offer to dedicate, Parcel 1 is not crossed out in Exhibit A, Instead, specific
reference is made to Parcel I in the body of the deed restricuon.‘ypednm:edlmlynbovethe
signature line for Mr, Haynie. The relevant language provides: :
“Notwithstanding any of the foregoing, the owner of Parcel 1, as said pa’rcd
is described in Exhibit A attached, shall maintain all rights to develop Parcel I aad to
divide saxdparcelmthe ﬁxtureprovxdmgthat said subdiv:mnuappmvedbymo
govemmg governmental agencies.” .

On or about November 20, 1981, Mr. Haynie sold Lots 43, 44 and 45 to Stan and Ruth
Flinkman (Louis Flinkman's parents), along with other real property adjacem thereto. The

&5
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M:s. Debra Bove Aoolicar : .
’ Re: CDP No. 4-96-189 (Flinkman) Epﬁ.bc-atnon 4-96-189 |
l\mchs, 1999 Xhibit 11’ p'30f8
o Flinkman
Page3 Letter of 3/3/99

Flinkman’s purchased the jroperty with notice of the Offer to Dedicate Open Space E2sement and -
Declaration of Restrictions, including the references made therein to Parcel 1. :

In or about 1993, the Flinkmans began the process of applying for approvals td permit the
development of the subjec: property, including Lots 43, 44 and 45. On January 20, 1994, the Los
Angeles County Departme: it of Regional Planning recorded a Conditional Certificate of Compliance,
No. 93-0344, in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder, as document no. 94-134007. The
Cenificate of Compliance recites that the property described therein meets the requirenents of the
California Subdivision Ma:» Act and may be sold, financed, leased or transferred. The real property
described in the certificate is commonly referred to as Assessor’s Parcel No, 4448-026-043 only.
A copy of the certificate for Lot 43 is attached hereto as Exhibit D. On the same date, the Los
Angeles County Departme 1t of Regional Planning recorded a Conditional Certificate of Compliance,
No. 93-0345, in the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder, as document no. 94-134008. The
real property described in this certificate is commonly referred to as Assessor’s Parcel No. 4448-026-
044 only. A copy of the ce tificate for Lot 44 is attached hereto as Exhibit E. Each of the foregoing
certificates recites, “[t]his Certificate of Compliance supersedes that certain Certificate of Compliance
recorded as Instrument No. 80-577009 which contains erroneous legal descriptions.” 'f:}

Finally, on Januarr 27, 1994, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
recorded’a Corrected Cenificate of Compliance, No. 1868, in the office of the Los Angeles County
Recordef, as document nc.. 94-188500. The cestificate corrected the legal description-contsined in
the 1980 certificate by recerring only to the property commonly known as Assessor’s Parcel No.
4448-026-045 only. A ccpy of the corrected certificate for Lot 45 is attached hereto as Exhibit F.

In 1996, after receiving local approval in concept, our client applied to the Coastal
Commission for a coastal development permit, CDP No. 4-96-189. The application seeks, among
other things, approval to construct single-family residences on Lots 43, 44 and 4S. On or about
November 30, 1998, the jouth Central Coast staff planner assigned to the application; Mr. Merle
Betz, notified our client’s agent, Mr. Haynie, of the Commission’s concern about the: effect of the
deed restriction on the pre.perty proposed for development. Mr. Betz’ letter of November 30, 1998,
is attached hereto as Exh bit G. 2

0

Mr. Haynie respoiided in a letter to Jack Ainsworth, dated December 3, 1998. In said letter,
Mr. Haynie states, “The ‘Offer to Dedicate Scenic Easement and Declaration of Restrictions’ that
have beeh recorded against 59 acres of the total 120 acres involved in the lot line adjustment will
remain in place and in a first priority position. Note: an easement can cross property lines and
encumber more than a sir gle parcel of land” Mr. Haynie’s letter of December 3, 1998, is attached
hereto as Exhibit H. On December 15, 1998, Mr. Haynie followed-up his first response letter with
q additional clarification. }le states: '

5 6E
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Ms. Debra Bove Application 4-96-189
Re: CDP No. 4-96-189 (Finkman) thi

3 1950 Exhlblt.'l 1, p.40f 8
March Flinkman
Page 4 Letter of 3/8/99

' “During the frantic period of time when the TDC program was first expanded
to include large pz:'cels of land in sensitive watershed arcas for a developer ‘that
desperately nceded (he TDC's, there were mistakes made in the legal descriptions of
the parcels to be coinbined in an effort to satisfy the special condition that was stated
in the Coastal Com 1ission’s approval of the ‘Levinson project.” The mistake djd not
involve the conditin that the eight specified parcels be deed restricted with a
recorded offer to iiedicate an open space casement; this was done properly as
specified in the condition. The mistake was that the owner included the description
of more ‘unrestrict: d’ parcels than the condition required, or specified, three ‘non-
restricted’ parcels v ere combined with the eight ‘restricted® parcels that the condition
§peciﬁed. This was simply a mistake on the part of the gentleman providing the TDC,
ie, me”

Mr. Haynie's letter of December 15, 1998, is attached hereto as Exhibit L %

On January 26, 199 ), you responded to Mr. Haynie’s letters. You stated, inter alia, that the
recombination of lots invol -ed combining eight TDC lots with three buildable sites, i.e; Lots 43, 44
and 45. You conclude, “T) erefore, it appears that mistakes were not made in the legatidescription
of the recombined lands as you stated in your letter. Rather, it was necessary to utilize all three
buildable sites in order to re :ombine the subject TDC parcels with contiguous buildable sites™ Your
letter of January 26, 1999, s attached hereto for your convenience as ExhibitJ.

LOTS 43, 44 AND 45 ARE LEGAL LOTS.

The issuc raised by the foregoing facts is not whether or not mistakes were made in the
preparation and execution of the Offer to Dedicate Open Space Easement and Declaration of
Restrictions. Rather, to us, ‘heissue is whether the Coastal Commission can refuse to recognize Lots
43, 44 and 45 as separate |iits given the Certificates of Compliance recorded by the County of Los
Angelesin 1994, ;}3

A

It should be undisp uted that the Commission’s stated intention was to permiif the future
subdivision of Parcel I ifit: owner obtained the necessary approvals and complied with applicable
law. The Certificates of C¢ mpliance issued by the County of Los Angeles are conclusive evidence
that the owner did comply * vith the subdivision map act and applicable law, and that Parcel L, as of
1994, is comprised of three legal lots. Surely, the Commission does not seck to challenge the
County’s five-year old determination. Our client has relied upon those Cenificates of Compliance
in deciding to proceed with- he development of the subject property and in designing the subdivision.

Government Code 1:66499.35 provides: ‘ o

e
é /
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Ms. Debra Bove

Re: CDP No. 4-96-189 (Flinkman) Application 4-96-189

March 8, 1999 Exhibit 11, p. 5 of 8

Page 5 Flinkman
Letter of 3/8/99

“Any person owning real property or & vendee of that person pumant toa
contract of sale of the real property may request, and a local agency shall determme.
whether the real property complies with the provisions of this division [Subdivision
Map Act] and of local ordinances enacted pursuant thereto. Upon making the
determination, the city or the county shall cause a certificate of compliance to be filed
for record with the recorder of the county in which the real property is located. The
certificate of compliance shall identify the real property and shall state that the
division thereof complies with applicable provisions of this division and of local
ordinances enacted pursuant thereto.”

Moreover, Government Code §66499.37 provides:

“Any action or proceeding to atrack, review, set aside, void orannultbe
decision of an advisory agency, appeal board or legislative body concerning a
mbdmaon, or of any of the proceedings, acts or determinations taken, done or shade
prior to such decision, or to determine the reasonableness, legality or validity of any
condition attached thereto, shall not be maintained by any person unless such action
or proceeding is commenced and service of summons effected witkin 90 days after
the date of such decision. Thereafter all persons are barred from any such action or
proceeding or any defense of invalidity or unreasonsbleness of such decision or of
such proceedings, acts or determinations. Any such proceeding shall take precedence
over all matters of the calendar of the court except c¢riminal, probate, eminent domain
and forcible entry and unlawful detainer proceedings.” [Emphasis added) :

Whether or not the Commission had actual knowledge of the County’s issuance of the
Certificates of Comphance is of no consequence since the patent legislative objective of Government
Code §66499.37 is to insure that the judicial resolution of disputes under the Subdivision Map Act
occurs as expeditiously as is consistent with the requirements of due process of law. Such expedition
is necessiry because delay in the resolution of these disputes is ultimately reflected in increased
development and housing costs. Hunt v County of Shasta (1990) 225 Cal. App. 34 432.

Based upon the foregoing, it is our belief that the Commission must accept the Cenificates
of Comphance for Lots 43, 44 and 45 as conclusive proof of the legality of the three lots. Therefore,
the processing of our client’s application should not be delayed as a result of the Commission’s
position you articulated in your correspondence that the three lots were recombined in 1981 and
therefore currently constitute only one developable lot.

THE COUNTY'S 1980 CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WAS ERRONEOUS

We still firmly believe that Mr Haynie and the Coastal Commission both rehed ‘upon the

&S
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Ms. Debra Bove -
Re: CDP No. 4-96-189 (Flinkman) Application 4-96-189 : .
March 8, 1999 Exhibit 11, p. 6 of 8
Page 6 Flinkman

Letter of 3/8/99

admittedly erroneous 1980 Certificate of Compliance, which created a mistaken belief that these three
lots were instead a single, developable lot. The reason this is important to us is that we respect the
JumdxcnonoftheCodeommsaonandmncttmngtoukeudvmageoﬂegalteduucdnm
Rather, webeﬁeveweareeorrectmgmmjumee

Conmtoﬁwponnonywukzmyomlenuoﬂmxyzq 1999, it does not appear to us
that it was necessary for Mr, Haynie to combine Lots 43, 44 and 45 in order to comply with Special
Condition No. 2 of the Levinson permit amendment. Based upon the map you prepared, it was
possible for Mr. Haynie to restrict Parcels F and J rather than Parcels C and D. This way, all of the
TDC lots could have been combined with Lot 44 alone.

As stated above, the Coastal Commission’s file regarding CDP No. A-42-80 is lost.
Therefore, we may never know just what the Commission knew or did not know about Parcel 1.
However, there is no evidence in any of the staff reports regarding No. A-42-80 that we were able
to obtain and review that the Commission believed that Parcel 1 was not a “single parcel” Inall
likelihood, the Commission, like Mr. Haynie, believed that Parcel I was a single parcel because the
County of Los Angeles appeared to designate it as a single parcel in the 1980 Certificate of
Compliance (See Exhibit A). However, ﬂxeCounty’surorwssmuotdudydwgnwngd:nthe
certificate applied to three separate lots.

Government Code §66499.35 provides:

“Local agencies may process applications for certificates of compliance or
conditional certificates of compliance concurrently and may record a single certificate
ofmphmceornungloeondxﬂomlcemﬁutoofeomphmformhphmh.
Where a single certificate of compliance or conditional certificate of compliince is

¥ certifying multiple parcels, each as to compliance with the provisions of this division
~and with local ordinances enacted pursuant thereto, the single certificate of
“ compliance or conditional certificate of compliance shall clearly identify, and .
a'i:nngmh between, the dzscripﬁou of each such parcel.” [Emphasis added]

The legal description contained in the 1980 Certificate of Compliance fails to clearly identify,
and distinguish between, the descriptions of each such parcel. To the contrary, it lumps them all
together. We believe that this caused both Mr, Haynie and the Commission to reasonably believe that
Parcel [ consisted of & single lot, but that it could be developed in the future prowded the owner
complied with applicable law in subdividing the property.

Please ask yourself the following: If three developable lotswcrecombmedwuhsmcm
(9 actually, as you point out in your lester of January 26, 1999,) how come the Commission did not
count Lots 43 and 44 as TDCs? Likewise, why did Mr. Haymeluvctoo&'enodedimhrcdsc.

2

!
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Exhibit 11, p. 7 of 8

- Flinkman

Page 7 | 4 Letter of 3/8/99

and D, if he was either expiressly or impliedly offering to dedicate Lots 43 and 447

Webelieve that it i: manifestly unjust to hold that the owner of Lots 43 and 44 dedicated the
same as open space for n) apparent reason and without any consideration. Clearly, neither the
Findings and Declaration: of the subject Levinson Staff Report nor the applicable interpretive
guidelines in existence at that time regarding the TDC program would support the Commission
action. What makes this s unjust to us is that no one benefits from the Commission’s position. Mr.
Levinson built his subdivision. The development rights to an equal number of lots in the Santa
Monica Mountains were e tinguished as were created by the Levinson subdivision. The amendment
gave one credit for each parcel extinguished. But for the fact that the County’s Certificate of
Compliance in effect at th: time indicated that Parcel I consisted of one, rather than three, lots, we
believe that the Commission would have, in all fairness, given credit for Lots 43 and 44, or would
have permitted Parcels F :nd J to be restricted, rather than Parcels C and D, thereby allowing all

parcels to be recombined vwith Lot 44 alone.

CONCLUSION

We have attempte i to investigate this matter fully and regret that the Levinson permit file
cannot be located. None heless, our investigation has revealed that, in fact, the County’s 1980
Cenificate of Compliance 1vas, indeed, in error. The County corrected that error in 1994 subsequent

* to the recordation of the Commission’s Offer to Dedicate and Deed Restriction, thereby establishing

the legality of Parcel 1 as tliree lots. Based upon the foregoing, we urge the Commission to proceed
with its processing of our :lient’s coastal permit application, No. 4-96-189, and acknowledge that
Lots 43, 44 and 45 are leg:al, developable lots. In light of the fact that Mr. Flinkman has already
waived the 180 day period in which to have the application heard, time is of the essence.

Please feel free to :all me if you have any questions or additional comments. .
Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK

A Professional Co ion
N /\ﬁiz/@&.-.m

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK

ARB:vm
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Ms. Debra Bove ,
Re: CDP No. 4-96-189 (F linkman) Q
March 8, 1999
Page 3 Application 4-96-189
Exhibit 11, p. 8 of 8

cc:  Mr LouisFlinkman __ Flinkman

Mr. Norman Hayn e Letter of 3/8/99

John Bowers, Esq.

Ralph Faust, Esq.

Mr. Jack Ainsworth

i




STATE OF CALIFORNIA « THE RESOURCES AGENCY ' GRAY DAV'S Gavemo -

’lFORN!A COASTAL COMMISSION

MONT STREET, SUITE 2000
) 'RANCISCO, CA 94105.221%
. DICE AND TDD {415) 9045200
-

January 26, 1999

Norman R. Haynie

Malibu Vista Professional Center

22761 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 260
Malibu, CA 90265

Re: CDP No. A-42-80 (Levinson)

Dear Norm:

This letter is in response to your letter to Jack Ainsworth dated December 15, 1998, regarding the
1981 TDC transaction related to the above-referenced permit. You assert in your letter that
mistakes were made in the legal description of the recombining document. We have reviewed the
related TDC documents and found that in order to tie each of the TDC parcels (the cross-hatched
parcels on the attached assessor’s parcel map), to a contiguous buildable site, as required under
the Commission’s TDC Program, the TDC parcels were recombined with assessor parcels 4448-
026- 043, 044 and 045.

This recombination may be viewed as one recombined parcel or as 3 recombined parcels, i.e.,, one
buildable site or three buildable sites, as described below:

TDC Parcels Recombined With
4448-026-028 4448-026-045
4448-026-033 4488-026-043
4448-026-035, 036, 4448-026-044
037, 038, 039, 040&04!1

Therefore, it appears that mistakes were not made in the legal description of the recombined lands
as you stated in your letter. Rather, it was necessary to utilize all three buildable sites in order to
recombine the subject TDC parcels with contiguous buildable sites.

You also stated that 8 lots were deed restricted. Although the lot lines were omitted and the lots
were labeled A through H in the exhibit attached to the recorded declaration of restrictions, 9 lots
(parcels 4448-026-028,033,035,036,037,038,039,040 and 041) were actually restricted and
recombined with 3 buildable sites.

Sincerely,
Kﬁa;z&'
Deborah Bove
Legal Assistant
q ' Attachment
cc: John Ainsworth . .

- . Karen Brandstrader Apphcatnon 4-96-189
' Exhibit 13 -~
Flinkman <

Létter of 1/28/99




STATE OF CALWFORNIA -« THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS. Govermor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMNISSION
45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 841082219

VOICE AND TOD (415} 904-5200

January 28, 1999

Norman R. Havnie

Malibu Vista Professioniil Center

22761 Pacific Coast Hig 1way, Suite 260
Malibu, CA 90265

Re: CDP No. A-42-80 (..evinson)

Dear Norm:

This letter responds to vcur letter dated January 27, 1999, regarding the recombination of

TDC lots that transpired ‘n the 1981 TDC transaction related to the above-referenced

permit. You contend tha: the recombining of the TDC lots and the three buildable sites

into one parcel was not nzcessary to satisfy the intent and objective of the Commission’s

approval. However, the .anguage of the relevant condition to the permit, “The lots shall

be combined with each o:her such that they may be considered a single parcel ...” Q
(emphasis added), states :learly that recombination of the TDC lots into a single parcel

was, in fact. a requirement of the permit.

Therefore, not only was it necessary to utilize all three buildable sites in order to
recombine the subject TLIC parcels with contiguous buildable sites, but the permit also
" required that the lots be r:combined into a single parcel. '

Sincerely,
i i 7
ko< L5

Deborah Bove
Legal Assistant

cc: John Ainsworth
Karen Brandstrad :r

Application 4-96-1 85;
Exhibit12 —— |~
Flinkman 7/ ./ |-

Letter of 1/26/99
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Mike Lane

2265 Little Las Flores Rd.
Topanga, CA 90290
(31Q) 455 0847

September 28, 1999

YIA U.S, MAIL & FACSIMILE Q{ PaGes Tb-ml.)

Jack Ainsworth

California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast Area

89 South California Streat, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001

RE: Lewls Flinkman Project, APP# 4-96-169

Dear Mr. Ainsworth

| hereby request revocation of Coastal Commission approval for Application
# 4.96-189, on the grounds of failure to comply with Notification Requirements of -
Article 3 Section 13054{a) of Coastal Act, | have moved to my currant address of
2265 Little Las Flores Rd. In March of 1996 and have been on the LA County Tax
Assessors Records and other public records since that date. My property is
adjacent to this project (APN#4448-23-29), but as your records show, the Notice
of Hearing was sent o my old address. Subsequently | was not able to participate
in Coastal Commission hearings. As the Article 16 Section 13105(b) states there
are grounds for revocation of permit when “Failure to comply with the Notice
provision of Section 13054, where the views of the person(’s) not notifiad were not
otherwise made Known to the Commission and could have caused the Commission to
require additional or different conditions on a parmit or deny an appiication”.

Therefore in compliance with the Coastal Act Article 16 Section 13106 “Any
person who did not have an apportunity to tully participate in the original permit
proceeding by reason of the permit applicant’s intentional inclusion of inagcurate
information or failure to provide adequate public notice as specified in Section 13105
may request revocation of a permit by application to the executive director of the
commission specllying, with particularity, the grounds for revocation” | request the
initiation of revocation proceedings. :

The issue that | would like to address the Commission Is the merits of the
newly created parcels with respect to LUP of this area. These parcels are:

1. Parcei 1 of 1.6 acres Is located In the zones 3 and 4 of LUP with respective
densities of 10 and 5 aeres.

Aoofica Exhibit Il
pplication R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)

Original Revocatiop Request 9/28/99 ‘PI oF #
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2. Parcel 2 of 9.6 acres is located in the zones M2 and 3 of LUP with respective
densities of 20 and 10 acres.

3. Parcel 4 of 5.43 acres Is located mastly in thes zones M2 and 3 of LUP with
respective densities of 20 and 10 acres,

4, The sizes of these parcels are significantly lower than what is allowed by LUP
and parcel 3 has benefited from these Lot Line adjustments. Therefore | would
like the Commission to consider this permit in its entirety and place
restrictions on further divisions of parcel 3 in the future. Otherwise ot 3 could
once again be subdivided into smat!er lots without any consideration of its past
Lot Line adjustments.

| have enclosed a copy of LUP and also LUP superimposed on the Lot Line

adjustrnent plans. 1 thank you In advance for your attention to this matter,

Sincerely

W%A

Mike Lane

cc: Gary Tim

p2ot ¥
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o IN REFERENGE TO APPLICATION # 4-96-189

e PROPERTY LINE

M2/3/4  weoeemes

@ PARCS! NUMBERS 3

P?é??‘
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MICHAEL LANE
2265 E. Little Las Flores Road

Topanga, CA 80290 )
(310) 455-0847
Uity
October 4, 1999 Crrs %&
Jack Ainsworth , 2P1999 //

California Coastal Commission SOU),S 24;,::';*:/;0’?
South Central Coast Area 51\@4 0044%’
89 South California Street, 2™ Floor { Co,&’&o,v

Ventura, CA 93001
Re: Revocation of Permit for Lewis Flinkman Project, APP #4-96-189

The following is a summary of issues discussed with Mr. Betz and other Coastal staff in
writing and verbally in the past several weeks in connection with revocation of the
application that | have requested.

1. Lack of legal access to the lots created by the proposed redivision in violation of
Section 30250 of Public Resource Code.

2. Misrepresentation of amount of grading and paving required on Parkhouse Lane in
violation of Section 7005(b) of LA County U.B.C.

3. Misrepresenting the access from Parkhouse Lane to the proposed project as existing
Abbadie Lane and not a totally new road in violation of Section 30250 of Public
Resource Code.

4. Lack of Grading Plan, Geology Report, and Geotechnical Report on improvement of
Parkhouse Lane in violation of Section 7005(b) of LA County U.B.C. and Section
30250 of Public Resource Code.

5. Lack of Grading Plan, Geology Report, and Geotechnical Report on improvement on
800 feet of new road between Parkhouse Lane and the proposed Development in
violation of Section 7005(b) of LA County U.B.C. and Section 30250 of Public
Resource Code. '

6. Creation of lot sizes much smaller than allowed in LUP in violation of Coastal
Development Regulation.

7. Creation of lot sizes significantly smaller than the average size of the surrounding
lots in violation of Section 30250 of Public Resource Code.

8. Lack of Fire Department approval.

We are in the process of gathering evidence to support our allegations that will be
completed within the next few days. Meanwhile we would like to address the most
important issue that is the lack of legal access to the proposed lots.

The subject iots in the proposed redivision do not have legal access through Parkhouse
Lane. The legal access of these lots is through Las Flores Heights, which is to the south
of subject lots.

The documents Mr. Haynie has provided to Coastal Commission, as proof of access
through Parkhouse Lane, is not related to this project at all. This document is the

Exhibit IV
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Lane Letter 10/4/99 P} OF { 3




easement description of a lot with APN# 4448-22-9, which has no bearing on this
project.

It is clear that Mr. Haynie intentionally provided inaccurate and en;oneous information to
Coastal Commission in order to show a legal access through Parkhouse Lane for the
proposed project.

If the Coastal Commission had known about the lack of legal access of these lots
through Parkhouse Lane, it would have denied the permit on the basis of non-
compliance with Section 30250 of Public Resource Code.

Therefore based on Article 16 Section 13105 of California Coastal Regulation, we
believe there is sufficient ground for revocation of the permit.

Enclosed is a copy of easement document provided by Mr. Haynie, and a plotted map of
parcel 1 described in that document. It clearly shows that the easement described in that
document is the description of the easement to the lot with APN# 4448-22-09, as it has
also been shown in the last page of the document provided by Mr. Haynie.

Sincerely
Lot

Mike Lane {Mﬁyfm

Cc: Merle Betz

p2ot(3
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URGENT

PLEASE D D Y!
FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL

Date:. S/ 94?‘ | '
To: ?wd)»mwy Jady foeta
Fax No.: faf-—b ‘// -/ 732

Fram Ko Htrie | .

~ Total No. of pages
; mehdmg_cow:.sheet / 0

Regarding; E’M GO e e |
pa lonesr — REL FIn x—‘m
Puthae - lotlies M

b ;5"'*!'v_"‘ e

FF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL OF THE PAGES, PLEASE.CALL 310-456-5515
SENDER’S FAX NO.: 310-456-9821 |

- THIS MESSAGB IS INTENBED-ONLY. FOR-USE.QE THE RDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO
WHICHIT IS ADDRESSED AND MAY CONT AIN MORMA’HON THAT 1S

APPLICABLE LAW. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE 1S NOT THE INTENDED .
RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIELE FOR DELIVERING.THE
MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR CORYING.OR THIS COMMUNIGATION 1S
STRICTLY PROHIBITED. [F YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIEY. USITMMEDIATELY BV TET EPHONE AND.RETUBRN THE
ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ADDRESS BELOW VIA THE UNITED STATES
POSTAL SERVICE. THANK YOUEORYCIHE- COOPERATFION.

Malibu Vista Properties .
2276 1-Pacific Coast. Hwy, #260
Malibu, CA 90265 -
© 310-456-3515~

- - i . . ' o ... P%OQIB
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OF MINNESOTA

n Corporstion, of Minneapolis, Minnesota

SUBJECT TO SCHEDULE B AND THE CONDITIONS AND ST{PULATIONS HEREQF, TITLE INSURANCE
COMPANY OF MINNESOTA, 2 corporation, hetein called the Company, insures the imured, as of Date of Policy shown
in Schedule A, sgainst joss or damags, not exceeding the amount of insurance stated in Sdmdu!e A, and cost, 2teorneys’
foes and expenses which the Company may become obligated to pay hereunder, sustained of incurred by said insured by
reason of:

1. Title to the extats or imemt dexcnhsd in Schedule A being vested other than as stated therein;

2, Any defect in or lien or encumbrancs on such title;

3. Unmarketnbility of xuch title; or

4, Any-lack of the ordinary right of an abutting owner for access to at least one physsuuy open strest or
highway if the land, in fact, abuts upon one or more such stroets or highways:

and in addition, ss to an insured lender only:

5. Invalidity of the lien of the insured morigage upon said estale or interest except to the extent that such
invalidity, or cluim thereof, arises out of the transaction svidenced by the insured mortage and is based
upcm

4. Ly, of
b, any conmumer credit protection or truth in lending law:

é. Priority of any lien or encumbrance over the len of the insured morigege, sald motigage being shown in
Scheduke B in the order of fts priority; or

7. Invalidity of any assignment of the insured mortgage, provided such assignment is shown in Scheduie B

)
3

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Title Insurance Company of Minnasota hus caused its corporate name and seal to be
hereunto affixed by its du!y authorized officers on the date shown in Schedule A , ‘

rmm

’ POLICY .
| POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE | e ~
" ISSUED BY o :
'l' E [nsurance COMI'AHY ;

-
-~
ol . H
-'r*v 0' "&‘}P" \\ . . 1
o, €y e 4 #"g ¥, :
:’f“‘@." M t? 6.,‘ ITLE ENSURANCE OMPANY i:: . !
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A T
‘ f-' «< j s A
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SL”A Sunaia Coverme ~ 1973 , .
md Y 561799 -

L

SCHEDULE A

DatsofPuicy:  December 16, 1977 at 3:01 P.M. Amountof Insursncs: 8 450,000, 00

No, 9943386 965.60

Cherge: §

. Name of Insured: STAN FLINKMAN AND RUTH FLINKMAN

2. The estate or Interesi*referrad to herein is nt Date of Policy vested In:

STAN FLINXKMAN AND RUTH PLINKMAN, who are married to each
other, as joint tenants,

3. The estate or interest in the land described herein and which iz covered by thiz policy 5 a fee,

SCHEDULE 8
“This policy does not insure against loss or damage, nor against costs, sitorneys’ fees or expenses, any or all of which arise
by reason of the following:
PART |

1, Taxes or assessments which are not shown ag existing liens by the records of uny uxmg authorty that levies taxes
or msessinents on seal property or by the public records,

Proeeudngs by 8 public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether of
not shown by the records ot’ such apency or by the public records,

2. Any fagts, rights, interests m' claims which dre not shown by the public records but which could he gscertained by
an inspection of the lund or by making inquiry of persons in poswasion thereof.

3. Eascrnenis, ltens or encumbrances, or claims thereot, which ure not shown by the public records.

4. Discrepancics. conilicts in boundiry lines, shortage in prea, encroachments, or any other fagts which u correct
survey would disclose. und which are not shawn by the public records.

N

. (3) Unpatested mining claims: (b1 rexcrvations ar exceptions in putents or In Acts autharizing the issuance p—
(¢t water rights, claims or title 1o water, :

6. Any right. thle, interest, estate of easenent in Jand beyond the lines of the area specifically descuibed or referred e
in Schedule A, ur in abutting sticets, ronds. avensies, affeys, lincs, wiys or waterways, but nothmg in this parugiaph
shutl modify or Hmit the extent 1o which the ordinay vight of an abuiting owner-for scees 10 9 physically open
street o highway is insuied by this pelicy.

Contmnd § ) . p 6 O'F [3
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. . ey, .

CLTA Standard Cowvane — 1973
. SCHEDULE B (Confinued)

7. Any law, ordinance or povermmental regulation linchading it oon Timited 1o bailding and zoning ordinanees)
nis!rlcting ur regnluing or prolibiting the wceupancy, use o enjoyment of the land, or regulating the cluuuuc.l
dimensions of location of any improvement now or hereatior erected on the land. or prohibiting a separstion i.;
ownership or a reduction in the dimensions or aren of the lind, or the cffect of anmy violatlon of any such faw
ordinance or gavernmental regulation, . )

K Rights of eminent domain or governmentat rights of police power unluss natie of the exercise of suely rights
appears in the public records,

0. Defucts. liens, encumbrance, adwerse claims, » ather matters (i) ereated, suffered, assumed i maecd o by the
insun.'d claimant: (b) not shown by the public recurds and not otherwise excluded rom coverape It known 1o (he
insured claimant cither @ Date of Policy ne ar the date sich claimant equhied an estale o interest inmaed by this
policy or acquired (e lnsured mortgage amd ot disclosed in writhg by the inswred claimant 1o the Conspany pinm
to the date such insured claimant becune an insured heseunder: fe) resulting in no logs or damage (0 the insared
clatmant: (d) tisching or created subsequent 1o Date of Policy: or (e) resulting in loss or dutnage which would not
lave been sustained if the insured claimant had been a purchaser or encumbrancer fur vulue without knowledyge.

PART It .
1. Second installment general and special County taxes for the fiscal
year 1977-1978, in the amount of $4,052.98.

2. Bond No. ! 2788
. Series NO.: 1
Issued: May 2, 1969
' l Created fori Water System Topanga CI2215
i Original amount: $1,711.98
| Unpaid balance: $1,027.20, plus intevest.

All smounts due to date have been paid.

3. Seconid installment general and special County taxes for the fiscal
yeaxr 1977-1978, in the amount of $223,57.

4, Any vested and accrued water rights for mining, agricultural
manufacturing of other purposes and rightsa of ditches and reservoirs
used in gonnection with such water rights as may be recognized and
acknowledged by the local customs, laws and Jdecisions of Courts,
also a right of way thereon for ditches or canals constructed by
the authority of the United States, as provided in that patent
racorded in Book 1237 Page 79, Official Records.

S. An eaaemént for public utilities, and incidental purposes, as
granted to Southern California Edison Company, in deed recorded
in Book 22809 Page 157, Official Recorda.

Said easement affects a portion of said land.

- =continued-

0 7R 13
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;» CLTA Standand Cowrage 1974 »

PART 11 {Cuntinued)

Said instrument, among other things, provides that the polaes of sald
line shall be arected as near Tuna Canyon Road as possibla.

§. An easement affecting the portion of said land and for the purposes
stated herein, and incidental purposes,

In Favor of: Lana Turner, an pnmarried woman
For: Ingress and egrass
Recorded: May 12, 1965 Bock D2901 Page 213, 0££1gia1
/ Records and in Book 2901 Page 217, Official
Racords
Affects: That portion of said land included within the

lines of parcels 2 and 3.

7. A Declaration and Grant of easements for ingress and egress, over
those portions of said land as more specifiocally described therein,
recorded April 27, 1970 in Book D 4696 Page 775, Official Racords.

F>€?<5¥>155
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CLT A Stangerd Coverspe 1373

-

SCHEDULE C

. The land refirred to in this policy is situsted in the County of 108 Angeles
State of Califurniy, and it described us Toflows:

PARCEY. 1:

That portion of the West half of Section 24, Township 1 South, Range 17
West, San Bernardino Meridian, according to the Official Plat of said
éaixg f£iled in the District Land Office on August 31, 1896, described as
ollows:

Beginning at the West gquarter corner of sald Section 24; thence along the
South line of the Northwest guarter of Section 24, North 89* 41' 20" East
300.00 feet; thence parallel with the West line of the Southwest guarter
of said Section 24, South 0° 08' 40™ Bast 200.00 feet: thence along &
line parallel with said South line, North 89¢ 41' 29" Eagt 436.34 feet

to a point distant theraon South 89° 41' 20" West 363.66 feet West
363.66 feet from the East line of the West 1100.00 feet, measured along
the Northerly line of the Southwest quarter of said Section 24; thence
Nozrth 0° 33' 53" West 6§71.33 feat; thence South 87° 20' 07" West 124.00
feet; thence North 49° 35' 11* West 267.55 feet; thence South 17¢ 22' 22*
West 73,32 feet; thence South 70° 04' 47" West to the West line of the
Northwest gquarter of said Section 24; thence zlong said last mentioned
West line, South 0° 08' 40" East to the point of beginning.

. EXCEPT that portion of gaid land lying Scutherly of the Nertherly boundary
of Laa Floras Heights Road, as described in deed to the County of Los
. Angeles, recorded in Book 13940 Page 198, Official Records of said County.

PARCEL 21 7PAECHOVE LAKE * EH'S{:MW

An easement for ingress and egresa over that portion of the South-half
of tha Northwest quarter of Section 24, Township 1 South, Range 17 West,
San Bernardino Meridian, according to the Official Plat of =aid Land
f£filed in the District Land Office on August 31, 1896 included within a
atrip of land 30 feet wide, lying 15 feet on each side of the following
described center lines:

Beginning at the Northerly terminus of that certain course in the
center line of Saddle Peak Road, 60.00 feet wide, described in deed to
the County of Los Angeles, recoxded November 12, 1942 as instrument
No. 1236 in Book 19715 Page 1.0, Official Records of said County, as
having a bearing and length of North 13 degrees 58 nminutes 40 seconds
West 35,35 feet; thence South 86 degrees 37 minutes 17 seconds West
116.43 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Southeast:rly
and having a radiuve of 100.00 feet; thence Southwesterly along said
curve through a central angle of 42 degrees 10 minutes 37 seconds an
arc distance of 73,61 feet; thence tangent to said curve South 44

- ~continued-
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degrees 26 minutes 40 seconds West 73,55 feet to the beginning of a
tangent curve concave Northwesterly and having a radius of 100.00
feet; thence Southwesterly along said curve through a central angle of
25 degrees 34 minutes 10 seconds an arc distance of 44.63 feet; thence
tangent to said cuxrve Socuth 70 degraes 00 minutes 50 seconds West
124.24 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northerly and
having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence Westerly along said curve
through a central angle of 50 degrees 34 minutas 00 seconds an arc
distance of 88.26 feat; thence tangent to said curve North 59 degrees
25 minutes 10 seconds West 24,29 feet to the beginning of a tangent
curve concave Southerxly and having a radius of 70.00 feet; thence
Wasterly along said curve through a central angle of 69 degrees 57
minutes 45 seconds an arc diastance of 85.48 feet; thence tangent to
sali& curve South 50 degrees 37 minutes 05 meconds West 82,26 feet 4o

the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northerly and having a radius

of 100.00 feet; thence Westerly along said curve through a central
angle of 80 degrees 50 minutes 00 seconds an arc distance of 141.08
feet thence tangent t6 sald curve North 48 degrees 32 minutes 55
saeconds West 99,08 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave
Southerly and having a radius of 40.00 feet; thence Northwesterly,
Westerly, and Southwesterly along said curve through a central angle
of 125 degrees 55 minutes 30 seconds an axc distance of 67.91 feet;
thence tangent to said cuxve Scuth 5 degrees 31 minutea 35 seconds
West 101.59 feet; thence North 74 degrsas 59 minutes 40 seconds West
195,55 feet; thence North 81 degrees 43 minutes 25 seconds West 95.61
- feet; thence North 69 dagreas 26 minutes 10 seconds Wast 91.69 feet to

the beginning of a tangent curve concave Southerly and having a radius -

off 100.00 feet; thence Westerly along said curve through a central
angle of 46 degrees 50 minutes 45 seconds an arc distance of 81,76
feat, thencea tangent to sald curve South 62 degrees 43 minutes 05
saconds West 8.80 feat to tha beginning of a tangant curve concave
Northerly and having a radius of 40.00 feet; thence Westerly along
saild curve through a central angle of 74 degrees 38 minutes 55 seconds
an arc distance of 104.23 feet; thence tangent to said curve North 41
dagrees 36 minutes 00 seconds West 176.45 faet to the beginning of a
tangent curve concave Southwesterly and having a radius of 100,00
feet; thence Northwesterly and Westerly along said curve through a
central angle of 58 degrees 53 minutes 10 seconds an arc distance
102,78 feet; thence tangent to sald curve South 79 degrees 28 minutes
50 seconds West 53.09 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave
Southerly having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence Westerly along said
curve through a central angle of 20 degrees 56 minutes 30 seconds an
arc distance of 36.55 feet; thence tangent to said curve South 58
degrees 32 minutes 20 seconds West 112.28 feet to the beginning of a
tangent curve concave Northerly and having a radius of 100,00 fest;
thence Westerly along said curve through a central angle of 53 degrees
37 minutes 15 seconds an arc distance of 93.59 feet; thence tangent to
said curve North 67 degrees 30 minutes :i seconds West 10.01 feet;
-continued- )
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thence beginning of a tangent curve concave Northeasterly and having a
radius of 100.00 feet; thence Northwesterly along said c¢urve through a
central angle of 55 degrees 45 minutes 30 seconds an arc distance of
97.32 feet; thence tangent to sald curve North 12 degrees 04 minutes
55 seconds West B7.09 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave
Southwesterly and having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence Northwaesterly
along said curve through a central angle of 43 degrees 39 minutes 30
saconds an arc distance of 76,20 feet to the beginning of a tangent
curve concave Southerly and having a radius of 227.48 feet; thence
Westarly along said curve through a central angle of 51 degrees 23
minutes 45 seconds an arc distance of 204,06 feet: thence tangent to
said curve Scuth 72 degrees 51 minutes 50 seconds West to the West
line of said section 24.

The sida lines of szaid strip of land shall be prolonged or shortened
50 ag to terminate Eastarly in the Westerly line of said Saddle Peak
Road, 60,00 feet wide, and to terminate Waestarly in the West line of
said Section 24.

PARCEL 3: Affehd

An easement for ingresE and eqress over that portion of the West Half

of Section 24, Township 1, South, Range 17 West, San Bernardine Meridian,
according to the Official Plat of said land filed in the District Land
Office on August 3l. 1896 included within a strip of land, 30 faet

Yige, lying 15 feet on each zide of the following described center

- {-B

Beginning at a point on the South line of the North 200,00 feet,
measured along the West line of the Southwest quarter of said Section
24, distant therson South 89 degrees 41 minutes 20 seconds West”322.61
faet from the Bast line of the West line 1100.00 feet, measured along
tha North line of said Southweat quarter; thence North 15 degrees S50
minutes 07 seconde Bast’136.01 feet; thence North 13 degrees 29 minutes
53 seconds West 335.53 feet; thence West 77 degrees 20 nminutes 07
seconds West 222.00 feet; thence North 6 degrees 50 minutes 07 seconds .
East 113,26 feet; thence North 78 degrees 52 minutes 20 seconds East
134,09 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northwesterly
and having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence Northeasterly along said
curve through a central angle of 39 degrees 54 minutea 45 ssconds an
arc distance of 69,66 feet thence tangent to said curve North 38
degreas 57 minutes 35 seconds Bast 52.44 feet to the beginning of a’
tangent curve concave Southerly and having a radius of 100.00 feet;
thence Northeagterly Easterly and Southeasterly along said curve
through a central angle of 96 degrees 1) minutes 00 seconds an arc
distance of 167.87 feet: thence tangent to said curve South 44 degrees
51 minutes 25 peconds East 101.34 feet to the beginning of a tangent
curve concave Northeasterly and having a rxradius of 100.09 feet; thence
Southeasterly along said curve through a central angle of 23 degrees
33 minutes 00 seconds an arc distance of 41.10 feet; thence tangent to
~continued-
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said curve, South 68 degrees 24 minutes 23 seconds East £66.42 feet to
the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northerly and having a radius
of 100.00 feet; thence Eastarly along said curve through a central
angle of 47 degrees 26 minuteas 30 seconds an arc distance of 82,50
feet; thence tangent to said curve North 64 degrees 09 minutea 05
seconds East 49.16 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave
Southerly and having a radius of 100.00 feet thence Easterly along
gaid curve through a central angle of 21 degrees 09 minutes 45 seconds
an arc distance of 36.94 feet; thence tangent to said curve North 85
degrees 18 minutes 50 seconds Bast 85,65 feet to the beginning of a
tangent curve Southerly and having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence
Easterly along said curve through a csntral angle of 31 degrees 05
minutes 30 seconds an arc distance of 54.27 feet; thence tangent to
said curve South 65 degreea 35 minutes 40 seconds East 113.535 feet; to
the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northwesterly having a radius
of 60.00 feet and being tangent at its Northeasterly terminus with a
line bhearing South 17 degrees 57 minutes 0S5 seconda West from the
Southerly tarminus of that certain center line course described in
Parcel 2 above as having a bearing and length of South 5 degreas 31
ninutaes 35 seconds West 101.59 feet; thence Basterly and Northeasterly
along said curve through a central angle of 98 degrees 27 minutes 15
seconds an arc distance of 103,10 feet to gaid last mentioned point of
tangency; thence North 17 degrees 57 minute= 05 geconds East 47.26
faet to the Southerly terminus of said certain courses.

EXCEPT that portion of said land included within the lines of Parcel 2
hereinabove described,

ALSC EXCEPT any portion of said land lying Southerly of the Northerly
boundary line of Las Plores Helghts Road, as described in the deed to
the County of lLos Angeles, recorded in Book 13940 Page 198, Official
Records of said County.

p[20€1
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MICHAEL LANE
2265 E. Little Las Flores Road

Topanga, CA 90290 /D

(310) 455-0847
oer

October 4, 1999

COA s
Merle Betz | Soung Csi«%
California Constal Commission L
South Central Coast Area
89 South California Street, 2nd Floor
Ventura, CA 93001

Re: Lewis Flinkman Project, APP #4-96-189
Dear Mr. Betz:

I spoke to Emmett Taylor at Regional Planning about the Flinkman project (CA Coastal
Commission project #4-96-189, Regional Planning #101456). We have discussed my concern
that Mr. Flinkman is attempting to create a property with no road access. This will adversely
affect my property. Mr. Taylor is also concerned sbout this and said he had a conversation with
you prior to my call. ‘

In light of the fact that you had just spoken to Mr. Taylor an hour before I called you about this
very issue, ] am very concerned that you had no knowledge that I had expressed these issues in
my letter to Jack Ainsworth and Gary Tim (which was faxed on 9/30/99 and mailed). I want to

make sure that the coastal permit for 4-96-189 is not granted until all the issues are properly
addressed.

The other property owners along Little Las Flores and Swenson are also upset that they were not
informed about this project, as it affects their property rights. We have an organization (Malibu
Highlands Property Owners Association) which has been instrumental in maintaining our
property rights. My neighbors have asked me to take the lead on this situation, but they will
contact the Coastal Commission independently if needed. Iam hoping that this will not be
necessary as the issues and need to review this project are quite obvious.

Please stop the permit process on project #4-96-189 immediately.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely, |

Michsael Lane Exhibit V
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Second Lane Letter 10/4/99
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OCT-18-1993 1229 FROM ALAN ROBERT BLOCK, INC. 7O 18056411732 P.02
' LAW QFFICES
. ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A PROFESRIONAL CORPCRATION
ALAN XOBERT BLOCK 190 AVENUE OF THE STARS, SUITE 1610
LOS ANGELRS, CALIFORNIA 50067-6001
OF COUNSEL SMal, (3 OF COUNSEIL
MICLIAZL N, FRIEDMAN TRUEPHONE (310] A02.3538 MOSS, LEVITT & MANDELL, LLP

TRLEFAX (M) 552.1850

October 18, 1999
VIA FAX & FIRST CLASE MAIL

Mr. Jack Alnsworth

california Coastal commission

South Central Arsa Office

89 BSocuth California Street, Sacond Ploor
Ventura, California 93001

Re: CDP Application No.4-96-18% (rlinkman)
Objection to Requast For Revocation

Dear Jack:

I am in receipt of letter from Mike lLane, dated September 28,
. 1999, requesting revocation of the ahove captioned CDP N&. 4-896-189
{Flinkman). . :

With all dus respect to Mr. lane, even if ha did not receive
actual notice of the March 1999 hearing, the legally required basis
for revocation still cannot ba found in said request in that the
Commission was well aware of the concerns of Mr. Lane as expressed
in his correspondence of Septembar 38, 195%. -

The fact is the Commission based on an extensive and through
Staff Reaport, dated March 26, 1999, recognized the concerns as
expressed by Mr. Lane in the referenced correspondance, and
specifically found that the proposed redivision would cluster
residential davelopment around a southerly extension of Abadie Lane
on a relatively flat mesa along a secondary ridgeline.

The Staff Report clearly reflacts the fact that development of
the lots in their existing configuration would have resulted in
roads, building pads and residences located in very steeply sloping
canyen areas adjacent to or within envirommentally sensitive
habitat areas. The Commission determined after a review of all
applicable facta, that the proposed redivision was a more
appropriate configuration than the existing configuration, and that
the proposal realigns parcel lines to concentrate development
closer to developed areas, without the necessity of massive grading
into undeveloped areas and alternation of natural landforms.

. Exhibit VI

Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Block Response 10/18/99

rfo’FZ
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Mr. Jack Ainsworth
Re: CDP Application No.4-96-189 (Flinkman)
october 18, 1999

Page 2

In addition, the reconfiguration of the existing four lots did
not result in any additional buildout and was consistent with the
Land Usé¢ Plan's total build ocut of the entire 160 acres owned by
the ‘applicant.

lLastly, Special Condition No. 3 specifically provided that the
Commigsion's approval of the redivision does not commit the
Commission, or any successor in interest, to approve a future land
division of Lot 3. '

In summation, the applicant contends that the concerns of Mx.
Lane, as axpressed in his correspondence of September 28, 1999,
were spacifically addressed by both staff and the Commission, and
appropriately conditioned in the Commission’s approval of said
CDP. As such, Mr, Lane's requast for revocation should therefore
be summarily dismicsced.

Thank you for forwarding this office a copy of Mr. Lane's
correspondence, and pleasa keep us appraised of any further
activity on the matter.

Your continued courtesy and cooperation is greatly
appreciated.

Raespectfully Submitted,

LAW OFFICES OF
ALAN ROBERY BLOCK
A Professional Corporation

ARB:mb

cc: Stan Flinkman
Norm Haynie

pZd‘FZ
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LAW OFFICES

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 1901 AVENUE OF THE STARS, SUITE 1610
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-6001
OF COUNSEL E-MALL arblock@worldnct.attnet OF COUNSEL
MICHAEL N, FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE (310) 552-3338 MOSS, LEVITT & MANDELL, L1P

TELEFAX (310) 5562-1850

Octoker 28, 1999 /7[
/7 ”\:7 ")v"’m /j

California Coastal Commission G v . /
South Central Coast Area L ’ 199
89 South California Street, 2nd Floor o 29
Ventura, CA. 93001 Oww z;l wm
CNQ’A 1‘?}4“
Attention: Meryl Betz, Staff Planner (04 &
’ fé?"w

Re: Coastal Development Permit No. 5-96-18% (Flinkman)
Declaration of Lewis Flinkman In Opposition To
Request For Revocation

Dear Meryl:

Pursuant to our conversation this past Tuesday morning
enclosed please find the Declaration of Lewis Flinkman in
Opposition To Mike Lanes Request To Revoke the above captioned
Cqoastal Development Permit (CDP).

As evidenced in the declaration Mr. Lane did in fact receive
notice of the scheduled hearing on the subject CDP and discussed
the same with Mr. Flinkman approximately two days prior to the
actual hearing. Although Mr. Lane advised my client that he did
not oppose the application he stated that his wife was planning to
attend the hearing.

Naturally, should you have any questions regarding the same
please telephone me at your earliest convenience.

Thank ycu feor your continued courtesy and cooperation.

Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A Pfofe5517nal Corporation

Tl Gl

y
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK

ARB:mwh
enclosure
cc: Lewis Flinkman : Exhibit VI
Application R-4-96-188 (Lane and Douglas)
Block Response 10/28/99 with
Flinkman Declaration .
plof




: OCT.27.1999  4:2%PM P 2 .
FROM : FLINKMAN REALTY PHONE NO. @ 310 396 6425
0CT-27-1999 14:32 FROM ALAN ROBERT BLOCK, INC. Ta 13193966425 P.@2

-

DECLARATION OF LEWIS FLINKMAN

I, LEWIS FLINKMAN , declare and say as follows:

1. At all times relevant herein 1 have been one of the owners of the vacant real
property located south of Parkhouse Lane and west of Tuna Canyon Road, in Malibu, Califormis,
and the spplicant of Cosstal Development Permit (CDP) No. 4-96-189, wherein I applied to ths
California Constal Commission for a redivision of four (4) lots on the subject property, whick totaled
120 acres, tnto four (4) lots and 14,049 eu. yds. of grading for the construction of four residential
building pads, driveways, and access roads. The statements made herein are made from my own
personal knowledge and if called as & Witness in a court of law I could competeatly testify o the
same. |

2. That the Coastal Commission approved CDP No. 4-56-189 on April 15, 1999 after a 8l
public hearirg. : |

3. That on or sbout April 13, 1999 I spoka with Mr. Mike Lane
regarding the subject CDP application. Mr. Lane specifically advised me that he had received notice
of the hearing scheduled for April 15, 1999, and told me that he would not be opposing my
application. He further told me that his wife would be attending the Commission hearing on April

15, 1999 in order to advise him exactly what ‘action the commission had teken.
Idedarexm&pmaltyofpujmymmefougoingismmdwmmmio
declaration was eeeo\mdﬁ:iszfmdayof'()aobor, 1999, in Santa Monica, California.

TOTAL P.O2 |I
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OCT-27-1999 16:39 ' ' 93% ' P.B2



LAW OFFICES

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 1901 AVENUE OF THE STARS, SUITE 1610
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-6001
OF COUNSEL E-MAIL arblock@worldnet.att.net OF COUNSEL

MICHAEL N. FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE (310) 552-3336 MOSS, LEVITT & MANDELL, LLP
TELEFAX (310) 552-1850 -

November 24, 1999

California Coastal Commission Seo o
South Central Coast Area “Wyfﬁgﬁw,

89 South California Street, 2nd Floor *6@% NG
Ventura, CA. 93001 '

Attention: Meryl Betz, Staff Planner, Malibu

Re: Coastal Development Permit No. 5-96-189 (Flinkman)
Oopposition To Request For Revocation

Dear Meryl:

After reviewing the Request For Revocation and meeting with my
client and his consultants in order to discuss the same, I herein
request that pursuant to 14 California Administrative Code Section
13106(a) the Request For Revocation be dismissed as being "patently
frivolous".

Mr. Lane received both written as well as personal verbal
notice of the Commission's hearing on the subject application.

In the first instance, Mr. Lane's name and address were
included in the mailing list submitted to the Commission at the
time of filing of the subject CDP application. His name and
address were included on a stamped envelope which was also
submitted to the Commission's office pursuant to 14 cCalifornia
Administrative Code Section 13054(a). A copy of the mailing list
of persons owning or occupying property within 100 feet of the
subject property, referencing Mr. Lane with his address at that
time, is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and hereby incorporated by
reference.

Secondly, either one or two days prior to the date of the
actual hearing on CDP 5-96-189 Mr. Lane had a telephone
conversation with the applicant Lewis Flinkman wherein references
to the date and place of the scheduled hearing were specifically
discussed. During this conversation Mr. Lane specifically advised
the applicant that either he or his wife would be attending the
hearing. Earlier this month I submitted a Declaration of Lewis
Flinkman, made under the penalty of perjury, to your attention
confirming this conversation.

Exhibit Viii
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Block Response 11/24/99




Mr. Meryl Betz
Re: CDP No. 5-96-189 (Flinkman)
November 24, 1999

Page 2

Lastly, pursuant to Section 13054(b) of the Commission's
regulations, the applicant through his consultant, Mr. Norman
Haynie, posted the property in two separate and conspicuous places.
A copy of the Declaration of Norman Haynie, dated November 11,
1999, confirming the posting is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and
hereby incorporated by reference.

Mr. Lanes contention that the applicant does not have legal
access to the subject property appears to be completely unfounded.
0ld Republic Title company has confirmed the fact that the Mr.
Flinkman owns two separate legal easements from Saddle Peak Road
across the private street commonly known as Park House Lane, which
provide access to the vacant 5 acre parcel the applicant owns
immediately adjacent to the subject property (Assessor Parcel No.
4448-023-022). Copies of the Individual Grant deeds, Nos.83-117074
and 87-1015365, evidencing the easements are attached hereto as
Exhibits 3 and 4 and hereby incorporated by reference. °

Although at present, Mr. Flinkman is in the process of having
~his title company confirm the existence of said easements and map
the same, an assessors map high-lighting the easement is attached
hereto as Exhibit 5 and hereby incorporated by reference.

Although the applicant has not as of this date granted an -

easement over the adjacent 5 acre parcel to the most northern of
the 4 lots which make up the subject property (Assessor Parcel No.
4448-026-045) the applicant clearly has the legal right to do so,
and should only be compelled to grant said easements prior tec the
4 subject lots being sold.

Naturally, should you have any questions, please contact the
undersigned at your most earliest convenience.

Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK
A Professional Corporation

dﬂazuu4;44é¢l£{)p3=z=,__

ARB:nb ATLAN ROBERT BLOCK
cc: Lewis Flinkman
Norm Haynie

2
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Printed on Recycied Paper.

DECLARATION OF NORMAN HAYNIE

I, NORMAN HAYNIE, declare and say as follows:

1. That at all times relevant herein I have represented
Lewis Flinkman with regards to the £filing and processing of
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 4-96-188 Dbefore the
California Coastal Commission. I have personal knowledge of the
facts set forth in this declaration and if called as a witness tc
testify regarding the facts set forth herein, I could and woulc
testify competently thereto.

2. That prior to the scheduling of the CDP No. 4-96-182 for
hearing before the Commission I received the applicable Notice of
Posting from the Commission’s South Coast Area Office.

3. I thareafter_photocopied the Notice of Posting and
personally posted theANotice at the entrance of the applicant’s
property, as well as the intersection of Saddlepeak Road anc
Parkhouse Lane which is the entrance to ‘the applicant’é driveway.

'4. I have reviewed my files to see if I have a copy of the
Notice of Posting and have been unable to locate the same.

° 5. I filled out the Declaration of Posting regarding CDP
No. 4-96-189 forwarded to me by the Coastal Staff and returned th
same to the Commission’s Ventura Office.

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the above fact
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. Executed thi

11*" day of November 1999, in Los Angeles , California.

HWoriman e Moy

NORMAN HAYNIE

Exhibit 2
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4448-007-053, 034,055,056 4448023021 4448.023-027
Wave Enterprises lac. Jack and Dorothy Gardencr John Foley
2425S$ Pacific Coast Hwy, 6385 W 78" St 2029 Caorral Canyon Rd '
Malibu, CA 90265 Los Angelcs, CA %0045-1440 Malibu, CA 90265
';" 4448023029 4448-023-030 4448-026-023,025
Michse! & Ellen Lane Roy & Shavon Ramquish Everding Maclise
12600 Hatteras k. $911 W. Trenton P P.0. Box 693

Valicy Villags, CA 916071528

Milwaukee WI $53213-3268

Pasadena, CA 91102

$448-026-D26

Xenia Wright -
19643 Vision Dr
Topangz, CA 90290

444802627

Jeanne Roach

6821 Vallcy Circle Blvd. #69
West Hills, CA 91307

4448026-02Y

Ruymwond Bicdermun, Jr.
884 Capitan St

Thousand Caks, CA 91360

4448-026-030,031 4448-026-034 4448026072
Sam Hollow Ranadsi! & Billy Kocnig John Tellefson
P.O. Box 3723 158 Notteargenta Rd P.O. Box 32D
Thousand Ouks, CA 91359 Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 Malibu, CA 90265
443R-33-15,23-22-26-29.38,
4448-026-917, OLT-966 4343-030-01 7,024 32,33.34,35,36, 414573
State of California 19800 PCH Purtners Stan Fliokinan .
3750 Solstice Cyn Rd 1411) Mulbollond Dr. 3005 Main St. #500
Matibu, CA 90265 Beverly Hills, CA 90210-1063 Santa Monica, CA 90405
Il i ' . .I' .
22761 Pacific Ciamt Hwy. #260
Malitu, CA 90285
[
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FOR A YALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is harshy ackmowledege’
ALLEN T, WEST, I1I, an umasrried man

beeshy GRANT(S) to
STAN YLINKMAN and RUTH FLINMOWAN, husband and vife as Community Property

the {ollowing dmcribed rest property in the  UNINCORFORATED AREAS

Conuny of « Sante of Califocnin:
That portion of ths Southwest quartar of the Northwest quarter of Secrion i4
Towmship 1 South, Range 17 West, Saun Bernardino Meridian, sccoxding to the
officisl plat therecf, described as follows: As COMPLETELY DESCRIBED AS
EXMIBIT "A" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HERZOY COMPRISED OF THREE PAGES
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TERAL&TYO~12

DEBCRIPTION: COUNTY OF LOS ANCELES, BTATE OF _..IFORNIA
PARCEL 1.

That porsion of the Southwest quarter af the Northwest gquarter pf
Section 24, Township | South. Range 17 West, San Bernardine Mevidian,
in %he office of the county Tecorder of said county. according to the
afficial plat therecf, described ss Follows:

Beginning at the Northwest cormer oF the Southwsst quarter of the
Northwest quarter o] iaid Section 24; zaence Novth B9* 33’ 27" East
along the North line of said Southwest Juarter, » distance of 409, 18
fest) thence leaving sald North line. Seuth 11° 22° 27" West J06. 52
feeti thence South 17° 44° 42" East 180.43 feet tao the Northwesterly
sxtreaity of the course slong the Southerly line of Parce: 1 descrided
in deed te Cyril L. Carr and Virginia C. Carr vecorded in Jook DI04
Page 347, Official Records of ..id county, haviang a bearing o# Nerth
A9* 397 41 Wess. and a length  of J47.35 feess thance slong said
Southerly line Sowth (7° 217 32* West 73.32 fest te an angls point
thareoni) thence Seu'l 70° 047 17% West 404 49 Feet:, more or less. $o
the Hest line of said Section 24 thence North O 067 40" Vest along -
said west line 479 43 feet: more or less. $o the peoint of degqanning.

PARCEL 2:

An sasement fer ingress and egrees over thas portion of the Sauth Nals
ot the Nerthwest quarter of BSection 24, Township ! South, Range 17
Went: San Besrnardinoe Meridiam: according fo She Official rist of seid
land filed in the Districs Land Office on Avgust <31, 1896 included
within & strip of land, 30 feet wide, lying 13 Peet on each side o¢
the following described center line:

Deginning &t She Northerly Serminus of that certain course In the
canter 1ine of Baddle Peak Nuad, .2.00 feat wide: describad in deed %o
the counsy of Los Angeles, recovded Movesber 12, 17432 as Instrumens
Ne. 1236 in Jook 17713 Page 1l OFticial Recerds of said county. a9
having & bBasaring and lengsh of Noveh 13° 38 40" Nest 39.03 leess
shence Seush B&* 3J7’ 17" Hest 114.43 Jdeet 30 the beginning of »
sangont curve concave Seutheasterly and having & redius of 100, 00
fsat: thence Southwesterly along said curve Shrough & central angle o¢
A2* 10’ 37" an arc distance o¢ 73, &1 feed: Shence tangent %o said
curve Bouth 44° 24 40" West 7. 93 feat 0 she beginning of a Yengens
curve cencave Nevthwesterly and having a radivs of 100.00 feat) Shenze
Southwesterly along said curve Shrough & central ansls o¢ 23° J4¢ 10~
an  arc distance of 44,43 fees: thence Sangens %9 seid curve Ssuth 70
00/ 90" Hest 134,24 fast ¢ the daginning of & Sangent curve concave
Norsherly aond having & radius of 100,00 fewt; thence Hesterly along
said czurve threugh a central angle of 30° 34° 00" an arc distance o
9. 26 fees: thence Sangent 4s said curve Nerth 39° 28’ 10" et 29, 3¢
feet  to the beginning of & bangent curve cencave Southerly and having
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4 radius of 70.00 ‘ewt. Lthence Westerly along said curve through a
central angle of &9° 577 43" an arc distance of 83 .48 feets thence
tangent to said curve South 30° JI7’ 09" West 82 26 feet to tha
beginning of & tangent curve concave Northarly #- " having a radivs of
100.00 fteet: thance Hastarly along said curve through a central angle
of H5O0* 90’ 00" an arec distance or (41.08 feet: thence tangent ¢t~ said
curve North 48° 327 53° Hest 99.08 #ees to the deginning of & tangens
curve concave Sout.. ly and Dhaving a radiuvs of 40.00 feets thence
Northwestarly, Westerly and Southeesterly along sald curve through a
conirsl angle of 139 997 30" en arc distence of 87. 91 feets thence
tengent to said curve South 9° 31 33" Hest 101.39 faet; thence North
74* 39° 40" tWest 195,33 feet;: thence Norsh 381° 427 23" West 93, 42
fost: thence North 69° 267 10" West 71.469 fvet 20 the beginning ot &
tangent curve concave SBoutherly and haviny, o radius of 100.00 feets
thence Westerly along sais curve “hrough & ceniral angle of 44° 307
45% an arc distance of 81. 78 fests thence tangent %0 said curve Bouth
b62* 437 08" Weskt 9.50 fest to the beginning of a tangent curve concave
NMortherly ond Ddaving a radius of BO. 00 feets thence Westeriy along
sald curve through a central angle of 74° 38° 33" an arc distance of
104.20 feet; thence tangent to said cyrve North 41 38/ 00" Hest
176. 43 fest to the beginning of & tangent curve concave Southwesterly
and Maving » radius of 100.00 fvet; thence Northwesterly and Hesterly
along said curve through a -central angle of 38° 33’ (0" an arc
distance of {0X2. 78 fael, shence tangent o said curve Bouth 79* 2\
0% - West 93.09 feet e Xhe beginning of a tangent curve concave
Boutherly having a radius of 100.00 feet: thence Nesterly along said
curve through & cantral angle of 20° %47 20" an arc distance of D458
Pee¥s thance stangent to said curve South S&° IR’ 20" West 113.268 fees
to the beginning of & tangent curve .oncave Narthsrly and having a
radius of 100.00 faeti 1thence Uesterly alnng said curve through a
central angle of 353* 377 19" an avc distance of 9. 3% fest: snence
tangent to said curve North 47° 30’ 23" Neesd 10.0! feef to 4he
b. inning of & tangsent curve concavi Nertheestarly and having a radive
of 100.00 fesk: thence Nerthwesterly along said curve through a
caentral angle. of 53¢ 435’ 30™ an arc distance of 97. 22 Pest: thance
vangent %o said curve Nordh 12* 047 38" dast 37.0% feet to the
beginning or & tangent curve concave Boutkwesteriy and havine a radius
a¢ 100.00 fseti shencs Nerthwesierly along said curve through a
centrel angls of 43° J9’ 20 an arc dissance of 74.20 Pest: to e
beginning of a sngent curve concave Soviherly ind heving e radius of
227. 48  feat: shance Nesterly along said curve Zhrough a2 central angle
of 91° 23 AB" an arc distance of 204,06 feed; thence tesngent 3o said
curve South 72* 51° 30" West 20 the West line of said Section 24,

ZXCEPT that perdion of said land includad within She lines o Parcel 3
nereinbefors descridbed (known &9 Farthouse Lane). -

The side lines of said sirip of land shall be prolonged or shortened
se a9 &0 sevsinase Kasterly in the Weeterly line of said Baddlie Pegh
Road, &0.00 fsat wide. and 30 terminate Wostarly in the West lins o
said Seceion 34,

PARCEL 3:




AN 2838wy ful iNgTess and egress over that portion of the West hals
af Section 24, Township 1 Seuth, Rangs 17 West: San Bernavdine
Meridian, accarding ¢to the Official PFlat of said land filed in the
District Land Office on August 21, 1896, included within & strip of
land, 30 feat wide, lying 1S {feet on vach side of the followiiy
described center line: :

Beginning at & point on the South of the North 200.00 feet measursd
along the WUest 1i:° of the Southwest quarter of said Saction 24,
distank theveon South B9 41 20" West 322 &1 feet Prom the East line
of the VWest 1100.00 feet: measured along the North line, of saisg
Bouthwest quarter: thencz North 13° 20/ 07" East 134. 01 feet: thence
Novsh 18°* 29’ 253* West 333 39 fest: thence South 77° 20’ 07" Hest
2. 00 feet: shence Nerith 4&° 30 O7* East 113,24 fset: thence North
78* 82¢ 20" East 134,07 feat to the de, .ting of a Yangent curve
concave Northwesterly awe having a radivs of 100.00 #eet) thence
Northea.verly along said curve through a central anglas of 39° 347 45~
an  arvec distance of &9.66 feet: thencs tangent %o said curve North 28°
874 33" Eass 32. 44 feet to the deginning of & tangent cur.. :Oncave
Southerly and having a radivs of 100.00 feeds thence Nertheasterly,
Easterly and Southeasterly along 0i< curve through a central angle ped
96° 117 00* an avc distance of 147, 87 fest: theuce tangent %o redd
curve Seuth 44° 31’ 23" Easst 101. 04 feet s the buginning of & tangend
curve concave Nertheastarly and having & radivs of 100. 00 feet; thence
Southeasterly slong 32id ... ve thirough & contral angle of 29* 23’ CO*
an arc distance af 41, 10 fest: shence tangent to said curve. South .8
47 29* East 4b.42 fest o the heginning of a tangent curve concave
Northerly and having & radius of 100.00 #aed; thence Easterlis -along
.said curve S$hrough & cantral angle of 47° 346‘ 30" an arc distance eof
82. 80 feet: thance tangens to said curvs Norsh &4 09/ 03" East 49. 14
faat 0 the beginniig of & tanynt curve ctoncave Seviherly asnd hoving
s radlus of 100,00 Pemts; thence Easterly along said curve Sh..ugh a
contral angle of 21° 09’ 43" an arc distance of Jb. 94 teet: thence
$-~2ent %8 satd cueve North B0* 187 0" East 83.45 Fest teo the
beginning of a curve concave Sousherly and having a radius sf 100. 00
feed: thence Zssterly along said curve Whrough & centrsl angle af 21*
08’ J0° an arc distance of 54.27 feet) Shence Sangent Ve said curve
South 43° o 40" East 110, 99 feet s the deginning of a tangent curve
concave NerShuesterly having & radius av 40.00 fest and deang tangens
a8 i%s Nevsheastariy Sormince with & line dearing Boush 17° 97° 08~
West from She Bousherly terminus of that certain conter line course
_deancrided in Parcel 2 abave as having a dearing and longeh of Seuth »°
317 38" West 101.97 feet) thencse Lasterly andé NorthessSerly aleng sand
curve Shrough & contral angla of P8° 27’ 18° an arc dlstance of 109, 10
fees te 2344 las: mentioned point of tengencys thence Mersh 17* 37+
00® Zash A7.26 Pent o She Boutherly Sereinus of aid certain course.

LACEPY that portion of said land included within the lines of Parcel 2
seveinabove described (known as Applefield Lane),

MI0 KXCEPT any portion of said land lying Boutherly ef %he Northerly
Seundary: line of Las Flores Heights Read. as sescrided in the deed 4o
the csunty of Los Angeles. recorded in Jsak 10940 Page 109, Official

Recards of saild county.
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e MARVIN, SIESTER and ELFRIEDE, En CHESTER,.Jmisband and wife N
%

For & Valuable Considesation, the receipt of whirh is hereby acrknowledged, heeehy GRANT()
To.....STAN FLOWAN and RUTY ELAINE FLINRMAN, Trustees under Trust Agreement dated

aly 1, 1983

all that :..! preperty situstesd in the County of ... LoS Angeles o« Sate of California. dewsilen] se fllones

See BXhibit "A" attached and made a part hereof. - .
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- EXHIBIT "aA" | . %

PARCEL 1:. .

THAT PORTION OF THE SOQUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST GUARTER OF
SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDING
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TQ THE OFFICIAL PLAT QF SAID LAND FILED.IN THE

"DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BECINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN THE
DEED TO BYRD KOVAR WALSH, RECORDED IN BQOK 804, PAGE 54, OFFICIAL
RECORDS, IN SAID COUNTY, SAID CORNER BEING A POINT ON THE SOUTH
LINE OF_SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER, SISTANT THEREON NORTH 89° 04' 04*
WEST 417.40 FEET, MORE OR LESS, FORM THE SOUTHEAST LORNER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST
QUARTER, NORTH 89° 06' 04" WwesST 372.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 2° 58°
20" £AST 300.35 FEET; THENCE NORTH 39° 04' EAST 103,08 FeeT;-
THENCE NORTH J0° 00' EAST 115,46 FEET{ THENCE NORTH 19° Q8' EAST
197,52 FEET: THENCE NORTH 75° l8' EAST 84,74 FEEY;: THENCE NORTH
46° 24" EAST 118,82 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE'LAND DESCRIBED IN
SAID DEED TO WALSH: THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE .S0uTH 0° 08° 40"
EAST 776.45 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE POINT OF‘'BEGINNING,

PARCEL 28 .

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITY AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES OVER THAT OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN
BERNARDING MERIDIAN, ACCOROING.TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND
FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE aucusT 31, 1894, INCLUOED WITHIN
A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH LS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: .

BECINNING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF SAID SOQUTHEAST GUARTER TO
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER THAT IS DISTANT THEREON SOuTH 0° Q8' 40
EAST 293.09 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE LAND OESCRIBED
IN- THE DEED T0 8YRD KOVAR WALSH: RECORDED IN B0OCK 584 PACE 84,
OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAILD COUNTY, SAID POINT BEING ALSO DISTANY
squTH 0° 08" 40" EAST 564.81 FEET, MORE OR LESS, FROM THE

. NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF YHE NORTHEAST

QUARTER OF SECTION 23; THENCE NORTH 59% 08' 40* wesT 140.39 Feer
10 THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 60 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURYE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANCLE OF 70° 4&' AN ARC DISTANCE OF 74.ll FEET: THENCE
souTH 50¢ 05' 20% wesTt 20.03 FEET TD THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE

. WESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENY CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE oF 559

39'; AN ARC DISTANCE OF 97,13 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID LAST

4
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+ MENTIONED CURVE, NORTH 74* 15°' &0% wasT 38.61 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADILZ
of 100 FEET: Tuancs WESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENT CURYE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE 4® 12' AN ARC DISTANCE OF 77.14 FEET; THENCE .
SOUTH 62° 46’ 07' uesr 9,70 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF
SAID LAND OESCRIBED IN THE DEED TO BYRD KOVAR WALSH, SAID POINT
_BEING DISTANT sourH 0° 08" 40" easTt 267.05 FEET Tueasox FROM THE
naarnvssr CORNER OF SAID LAND OF WALSH; THENCE SOUTH 446° 24° 00
WEST 6/.28 FEET TO. THE BECIIUIING OF A TANGEN) LuAVE CONCAVE
NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET: THENCE WEGTERLY ALDNG
SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANCLE OF 28® 54' AN ARC DISTANCE OF,

8 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 75* 18' 00* wesT

141,20 FecT 10 THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE CONCAVE NORT...3LY
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE WESTERLY RLONG -SAID LAST
MENTIONED CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF £7° 52°' AN ARC ozsraur
OF 118.45 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 34* S0* O
wEST 48.32 FEET TO THE BECINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE CONCAYE
SOUTHERLY AND MAVING A RADiun OF 40 FEET: THENCE WESTERLY ALONG
SAID LAST MENTIONED TANGENT CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANBLE F 108*
<307 AN ARC DISTANY OF 74,35 FEET; THENcE soutr 36° 40° O ussr
98.57 FEET: THENCE sSOuTH 18% 40' 00° wesy 132,40 fFEET ro THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAYE nagrusasrzauv AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 30 FEET; ngce ggurnensrsnuv ALONG $ALD cgzve THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 111° ARC OISTANCE OF 5B.56 FEET;
THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH B&* 49' 30" EAST. L.60 FEET To
THE BEGINNING 27 A TANGENT CURVE CONCAYE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAvinG

. A RADIUS OF 33 FEET: THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONC SAID TANGENT CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 119* 1A' 30° AN ARC DISTANCE OF 62.44
FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIONED CURYVE, SOuTH 24° 04
00" wEST 5R 82 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 14° 04&*' 00* wesT 348.13 rFee7 ro
THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST OUARTER OF SECTION 23.

EXCEPT THAT PORTION LYING WITHIN PARCEL .l ABOVE.
PARCEL 3:

. AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, ECRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIOENTAL
PURPOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST GUARTER OF TH E
MORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, TOUNSHIP | SOUTH, RANGE 17 VEST,
SAN BERNARDING MERIDIAN, ACCOROING TO THE CFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID
LARD FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE AUGUST 31, 1894, InCLUDED
WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BECINNING AT POINT “A® OF PARCEL 2 HEREINABOYE DESCRIBED, SAID
POINT BEING THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY

-cD“TINUgD- , 87‘1015%5 (
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-ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT

RY
.THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 37° Q0' Q0% AN_ARC DISTANCE OF f& §3
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 32°% S5Q' Q0¥ EasY
" FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND

-~

N e

AND HAVING-A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID

CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 55° AN ARC LENGTH OF 95.99 FEET;
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 73° 60' Q0% wesT 160,37 reer
T0 THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND MAVING A
RADIUS 0F 10U FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAlD LAST MENTIONED
TANGENT CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 4B8° 30' AN ARC DISTANCE

. OF B4,875 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 57° 60° Ogv

WEST 30.93 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID, SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST -QUARTER OF SECTION 23. . :

PARCEL 4: ~ , X oo

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUBLIC UTILITY INCLUDING
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, °
TOWNSHIP 1 SQUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,

AND OFFICE ON AUCUST 31, 189%, INCLUDED WITHIN A STIRIP OF LAND
§0.00 FEET WIDE, LYING 30 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING
OESCRIBED LIKE: . .

BEGLNHING AT A POINT. IN THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 48°
k&' 32" weEST T4B.61 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23; THENCE
SOUTH 17™ 16' 00" wesT 142,73 FEET T0 THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET: THENCE
SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID_CURVE THROUGH A  CENTRAL ANGLE OF 24° 00' 00*
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 83.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH
6° 50! 00" EAST 367.17 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 0° 20' 00 EAST 75.56
FEET TO THE BECINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND
HAVING OF 50,00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY, EASTERLY AND
NQRTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 137° 30!

00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 119.99 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID -CURVE

NORTH 42° 10°' 00® EAST 4.69 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURYE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 50.00 FEET: THENCE

NORTHEASTERLY, EASTERLYGS§D SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE ?gROUGﬁ
3

A CENTRAL ANGLE oF £3° 00 AN ARC DISTANCE OF 59.34 FEET
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SQUTH 69° 50 00" gasT 20.60 FEET T2
THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING
A RADIUS OF 100,00 FEET; THENCE SQUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CU

27243
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HAVING A RADIUS OF 100,00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 49° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
85,52 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 81° 50' 00" EasT.
165.70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAYE NORTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF.200.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY- ALONG SAID
CURYE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17° 00' 00" AN.ARC DISTANCE OF
59.34 FEET; TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 81° 10'.00" EAST 95.42
FEET TO THE BECINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIMS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SALD
CURYE THRQUGCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 41° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF -
71.56 FEET;- THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURYVE, SOUTH 57° 50' (00" EAST
TQ THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER
OF SALD SECTION 23. ' .

" PARCEL 5:

AN EASEMENT F"OR‘INGRESS. EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUBLIC UTILITY INCLUOING
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER A STRIP OF LAND

-60 FEET WIDE, TOCETHER WXITH NECESSARY SLOPING RIGHTS QVER PORTIONS

OF SECTIONS 23 AND 24, TOWNSHIP ) SOUTH: RANGE 17 WEST. SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, 'ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND
FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OQFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1898, THE CENTER
LINE OF SAID &0 FOOT STRIP OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED RS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF YHE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 23, THAT 1S DISTANT THEREON
NORTH §8° 44' 32% WwesT 772.00 FEET FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF
SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER; THENCE NORTH 69% 31' 34" easT 501,22 FEET
TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANCENT CURYVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 300 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONGC SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10° 27' 52" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 54.79
FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 59° 03' 42% easT 104.40
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 300 FEEY, THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SALD CURVE
THROUGH -A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 6° 17' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE ofF 32,51
FEET: YHENCE TANGCENT YO SAID CURVE, NORTH 52% 4&6' 38% easrt 530
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 76° 12' (4™ AN ARC DISTANCE OF 133
FEET:; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 51° Ol' 18" easr 25.08
FEET TO-THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 60 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY AND NORTHEASTERLY

. ALDONG SAID CURVE THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 1139 22' 45% AN A

RC
DISTANCE OF 118,13 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SALD CURVE, NORTH 15°¢

1

~CONTINUED=-

87-1015365

)



*.35% 87% eaST 27.08 FEET T0 THE BECINNING OF A TANCENT CURVE
CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURYE THROUGCH A CENTRAL ANCLE OF &1° 47!

1. 45" AN ARC_DISTANCE OF 73.24 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE

NORTH 57°% 35" 42° £AST 264.31 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT

k CURVE CONCAVE ‘SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE
1 . EASTERLY ALONG SAID cunve THROUCH A CENTRAL ANCLE OF 53* 02' 30
AN Aac DISTANCE OF 97.58 FEET THENCE TAnuenT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
69° 23 A8 .EAST.104.60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A YANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE SOUTHMESTERLY ANO HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET: THENCE
. saumns*re:m.v AL ONG saw CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANCLE OF 25% 34!
gg Aeg ozstau;i g 89. 37 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TC SA.w CURVE SOUTH
47‘ 0 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE
NORTHERLY AND HAYING A Raoxus of 100 FeET; mancz EASTERLY ALONG
SAID CURYE THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 47° 264" 00" AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 117.69 FEET:- THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH &8°* A&' 20°
EASY 102.52 FEET YO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 23,
THAT IS DISTANCE THERcum SOUTH 0® 08' 40" EAST 557.76 FEET FROM
THE no RTHEAST CORNER OF SALD SECTION 23; THENCE CONTINUING NeaTH
48* 44' 20" €AST 54.00 FEET YO THE BEGCINNING OF A TANCENT . CURYE
cnucave NORTHWESTERLY: AND HAYINC A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE .
N arnsasrsstv ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE -OF 42° 23¢
45% AN ARC_OISTANCE OF 73.99 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE,
NORTH 26° 22' 39% £ast 17.01 FEET TO THE BECINNING gr A TARGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF s;..
THENCE uoavuzasrs Y AND_EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURYE' THROUGH
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 72°21' 30" AN are DISTANCE OF OF 126,29 FEEY: Tuencr-:
TANGENT TO SAID CURYVE, SOUTH 61 15° 35% €asT 57.89 FEET TC THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGCENT CURVE CONCAYE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A aaoxus
oF 200 FEET: THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUCH
{ CENTRAL ANGLE oF 23* 26' Q0* AN_ARC DISTANCE OF 81.80 FEET: Tnsuca
‘= TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 57% &Y' 55% EaSY 86.94 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS
1 OF 90 FEET: ruencs EASTERLY ALONG SAID cgnvs THROUGH A CENTRAL

t ANGLE OF §7° 0 AN ARG oxsraucz or 37.18 FEET; THENCE T0
i * .SAID cuavz. gn' 05 e S FEET; THENCE YO SAID
" 'CURYE, NORTH EAST 2 Fser T0 THE BEGINNING OF A

TANGENT cuavz cuscuve VESTERLY aun HAVING A RADIUS oF 100 err.
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURYE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 34°
‘20 30" AW ARS o:sragg: CF 59.9A FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID
.CURYE ;- NORTH EAST TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SADDLE PEAK
. 8239 60 FEET WIDE, AS SHOWN ON IN THE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S MAP NO,

SHEET NO. + AS FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ENGCINEER
-oF SAID COUNTY, .

.
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THE SIDE LINES OF SAID 60 FOOT STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR
SHORTENED S0 AS TO TERMINATE SOUTHERLY IN THE SOUTHERLY LINE_OF

SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23 AND
TQ TERMINATE NORTHERLY IN SAID SOUTHERLY LINE OF SADDLE PEARK ROARD.

PARCEL &%

AN EASEMENT 'FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS, OVER THAT PORTION OF THE NORTH
OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 1 SQUTH, RANGE L7
WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE QFFICIAL PLAT OF
SAID LAND -FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AuUcuUsT 31, 1896,
INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND, 30 FEET WIDE, LYING 15 FEET ON
EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED CENTER LINE: .

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHERLY TERMINUS OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE IN THE
CENTER LINE OF SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00 FEET WIDE, OESCRIBED IN
DEED TG THE COUNTY QF LOS ANGELES, RECORDED ON NOVEMBER 12, 1942
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 1236, IN BUOK 19715, PAGE 10, OFFICIAL RECORDS
OF SAID COUNTY, AS HAVING A BEARING AND LENGTH OF NORTH 13° 58°
_ 40% weST 35.35 FEET; THENCE SouTH 86°-37% 17% wesST 116,43 FEET T0
* THE BEGINNING QF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING
A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 42° 10° 37" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 73.61
FEET; THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 44° 24' 40% weST 73.55
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANCENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND
HAYING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SQUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF- 25° 34' 10" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
ié 63 FEET: THENCE TANGENT T0 SAID CURVE- SOUTH 70° Q0' 50* wEST
1.24 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY

AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID

CURYE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50° 34' 00" AN_ARC DISTANCE OF
88.26 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID CURVE NORTH 59° 25' 10* wEST
25.29 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY

AND-HAVING A RADIUS OF 70,00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURYE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 69° 57' 45" AN ARC.DISTANCE OF
. B5.48 FEET:.THENCE TANGENT TG SAID CURVE SOUTH 50° 37' 05" wesT
82.26 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE CONCAVE NORTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS 0F 100.00 FEET: THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE oF 80° 50' 00" AN ARC D1STANCE OF
141 08 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 48° 32' 55" wesT 99.08
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURYVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS 40.00 FEET: THENCE NORTHWESTERLY, WESTERLY AND
gBUTHHESTERLY ALONG SAID_CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 125° 55
“ AN ARC DISTANCE OF 87.9]1 FEET: ThHENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE

~CONTINUED-
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-snurn 5% 31 35° west 1n1.59 FEET: THENCE NORTH 74® 59' 40" west

95.55 FESY; THENCE KonTH 81° 43' 25" wEST 95.8) FEET; THENCE
NORTH £9° 26" 10 weST 91.69 FEET TO YHE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEEY: THENCE

WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF A8° 50°' 45"
AN Aag nagrancs 0F .76 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
82% 43 wEST 8 FEET YO THE BECINNING OF A TANGENT CURYE
CONCAVE - NORTHERLY AND HAVING .A RADIUS OF 80, =e=1- THENCE
WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 74* 38*' 55
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 10& 23 FEET: THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH
41° 38" 00" wEST 176.A5 FEET TO THE SEGINNING a A _TANGENT CURYE
CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 1 0.00 FEET: Trewce
uoarnuzsr RLV ann WESTERLY ALONG SAID cuavg UCH A CENTRAL
ANCLE 53* 10% AN ARC DISTANCE of 10 err. Tneuce
YANG&HT ro "SAID CURVE SouTtw 79* 28°' 50* 3.09 FEET TO THE

BEGINNING OF .A TANGENT CURYE CONCAVE SOUTNERLY HAVING & RAOI&IS oF .

0.00 FEET: Tﬂ&NCﬁ WESTEA ¥ ALONGC SAID CURYVE THROUGH A CENTRAL

ANGLE OF 20* 56° g H ARG DISTANCE 0F 36.55 FEET: THENCE YANGENT TO
.SAID CURVE SOUTH 2' 20" v

T 112.28 FEET YO THE BEGCINNING OF
A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE noarnsnLv AND HAVING A RADIUS of 100.00
FEET: racxct WESTERLY ALONG SAID :uave rnnnuca A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
53% 37% 15% an Ags ox§ranc: oF 93 T: THENCE TANGENT T0 SAID
cu&ve NORTH 67° vEST 10.01 FEE. ro THE BEGINNING OF A
TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A aaoxus oF 100 a0
FEET; THENCE NORTMWESTERLY ALONG SALD cun;e UGH A CENTRAL

~iSLE OF 55° &' AN ARC DISTANCE oF 97.32 FEET: THENCE TANGENT
TO SAID CURVE NORTH 12° 04® 55 wesT 87.09 FEET TO THE BEGINNING
OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RAOIUS OF
100.00 FEET: THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUCH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 43® 39' 30“ AN ARC DISTANCE oOF 76.20 FEET: ro THE
BECINNING OF A TANCENT CURVE CONCAVE <OUTHERLY AND HAYING A RADIUS
of 227.48 FEEY rusnce WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 51% 23' A5" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 204,06 FEET: THENCE
TANGENT I0 SAID CURVE SOUTH J2® 51° 50" WEST TO LINE OF SAID
SECTION 24, THE SIDE LINES OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL B€E
pnouoactn oR suonrzu:a SO AS TO TERMINATE EASTERLY IN THE VESTERLY
LINE GF SAID SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00 FEET WIDE, AND TO TERMINATE
u:sr:anv IN THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24, .

THE SIDE LINE OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE Psau0nczn oR
SHORTENED 50 AS TO TERMINATE EASTERLY IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
SADDLE PEAK aoan. 60.00 FEEY 4IDE, AND TO TERMIMATE WESTERLY IN
THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24, -

PARCEL 7@
AN EASEMENT AS SET FORTH IN THAT CERTAIN AGREEMENT' AND GRANT OF
EASEMENT GY AND BETWEEN SANDSTONE ’“°P§R7§§§7 INC., AND PAUL PAIGE

D SE MARIPOSA. RECORDED OECEMBER AS INSTRUMENT NO.
4523835 00" ’ ’

: 37-1015365

~ PR T S -~ . ~

<
4
-
=
B
13
.5
~ 1

dyw

At g

L2




P * F
i
sssss s Sy B I AT
L @ //, . [ R " . - - f“, ﬁ ]
/ﬁ\\fvr : 2.4t Agrmeer @ g ——— l.l.l.lguvl.l.ulnrb 2 Ho . —_ ) - ;
S gt iimt 1 N udiiAe | - 3 P n\.\.-\\\.. J.w f
S AR \ .
& ' {1 axede .
o A YT I

pro X

T -y R——

By kel

T

TN o e i et 208 = T

m”v DR | o A b

S
» (2SN e s wrge . S "N,
C \.m.m.m.«).:mm { DS ekt N ™ LS LV §
L €AETAnmte . .

5

Exhibit,

S gz L ~ - Rl oy .y L

. :Rsaikt...uuﬁ S . o . q H
]
A )

% AR

»
T A e e I R aiahaiatid /

ONVERENCE 1O LOCATE THE LAND HOICATED HEREON WITH REFERENCE 10 SYREETS AND OTHER
P e - ——

morwey,
LAHD. NO HABRIY 13 ASSUMED RY SEASON OF RELANCE MEREON.

*

* — VL i o ¢ £ Fe drgh . W

PP TCT = AN e
i

vt

= ,
Wn.lw...u.n. ¥ .".m.n”mﬁﬂumﬂ\%«\/@ /.45)%3

«

MISNEIW!I&M‘MAW‘HQWWHAC

/7



Flinkman Realty Phone: 310-396-1439

3005 Main Street, Suite 500 FAX: 310-396-6425 .
Santa Monica, CA 90405 email: flinkman@home.com
December 2, 1999 '
0 ﬁ

Vere Betz Ty
California Coastal Commission e LJ\/,j

50, CCuc 59
South Central Coast Area 2 C&ifq e,
89 South California Street, 2™ Floor ", ?gf@,&
Ventura, CA 93001 ¥ oy,

Re: Easement Information

Dear Mr. Betz,

| have enclosed the colored easement maps for parcel 4448-023-022 owned
my parents, Stan and Ruth Flinkman, who are co-owners of the parcel cover
by APP 4-96-189. Parcel 22 is the parcel that we use to access the acreage
that was subject to the lot line adjustment. The enclosed color copies of the
seven easements shown where prepared many years ago by Continental Land
Title Company. | have also enclosed a copy of a title report that | believe relates
to the colored maps. It is my interpretation of these maps and title report that we
have legal access to Parcel 22, and therefore the land subject to APP 4-96-189,
over both Parkhouse Lane and Swenson Drive. Please forward a copy of these
documents to your legal department for their review so we can your concerns.
Should you have any further questions please let me know.

Singerely,

ewis Flinkman

: Exhibit X
Cc Alan Robert Block Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)

Lane Correspondence 12/2/99
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RIENISHED AS A CONVENIENCE 10 LOCATE THE LAND INDICATED HEREON WITH REFERENCE 1O STREETS AND

THIS IS NEITHER A PLAT NOR A SURVEY. T 1S

8

OF RELUANCE HEREON.
Continental Land Title Company
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LAMYERS TIVLL IJNOUIRANCE CORFORATINON
w0 UINMIVERSAL, CITY FLAZA
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SECURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL EANE
1401 WILSHIRE QLVD.
SANTA MOMYICA., CA,
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DATED AS COF MARCH 20+ 19327 AT T30 ALM, (:

IN RESPFPONSE T THE ABOVE REFEREMIUD AFFPLICATION FOR A FPOLICY OF
TITLE INEURANDE

CONTINENTAL LAND TITLE COMPANY

HEREEY REFORTE THAT IT I8 FREPARED T 133Uy OR CAUSE T L [SSULD AS OF THI
DATE HEREDOFs A POLICY OR FOLICIED OF TITLE INSURANCE DESCRTSINGE THE LLAND AN

.THE ESTATE OFR INTEREZT THEREIN HERFINAFTER SET FORTHs 1MW ING AGATRNST LIOSS
WHICH MAY RE SUSTARIMEDR BY REASOR O ANY DEFECTs LIEN % Fra(dWmBERANMCE NOT SHO
DR REFERRELD TO AS AN FXCEPTION IN SCHEDULE B o NOT EMCLUDED FRrOM COVERAGE
PURSUANT 70 THE FPROINMTED SCHEDULELDS . COMDTTIONS AND STIFULATLIONSG OfF SATD POLL
FORMS.

THE PRINTOD FHCEST DS AN EXCLUSTONS FROM THE COVERAGE OF SAID (v i CY OR
POLICIES ARY SUT FORTH OIN THE ATTACHED LIZY. COFLES oOfF T POLICY Fiokib
SHIDULD BE REAU.  THTY ARE AVALLARLE FRUpb THE JFFICE WHICH LESUED Tail3 REFOF
THIS REFOIRET (AND ARY SUFRFPLEMENTSE O AMPNDMENTS HERETO) IS ISSUED SGLELY FOf
THE PURFOSEL OF FACTLITATIMNG THE  TUSUAMOE F A FOLICY OF T UHLE THSUIRARNCE AN
NO LTARBILITY 13 AWDUMED HERIEEY. - 11 18 DESIRED THAT LIAUILITY ££ ASSUME
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A FOLICY OF TTTLE INSURANCE, A DINMRDER R CUMAITME
SHOULD EBE WEQUELSTIED.

THE FORM DOF FOLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE CONTEMRPLATED BY THIZ REFORT I2:

1. CALIFORMIA LAND TITLE ASGOCIATION STAMDARD COVERAGE FOLICY . L¥

2. AMERICAN L AND TITLE AZSSOCTATION LIOAN FOLICY L:
S. AMERICAN LAMD TITLE ASSOCLIATION RESILDENTIAL TITLE INZURANCE MOLICY C

AMERLICAN LLAMD TUTLE ASZSOCIATION DMWMHER'S FOLICY FORM B C
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SCHEDULE A ORDER NO. 3995438 .

THE ESTATE OR INTEREST IN THE LAND HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED OR REFERRED TO
COVERED BY THIS REPORT IS:

A FEE AS TO PARCEL 1
AN EASEMENT AS TO PARCELS 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 AND 7

TITLE TO SAID ESTATE OR INTEREST AT THE DATE HEREOF IS VESTED IN:

MARVIN CHESTER AND ELFRIEDE E. CHESTER, HUSBAND AND WIFE AS COMMUNITY
PROPERTY

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS REPORT IS SITUATED IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL 1:

THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF

SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP | SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE

~ DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: .

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN THE
DEED TO BYRD KOVAR WALSH, RECORDED IN BoOK 804, PAGE 54, OFFICIAL
RECORDS, IN SAID COUNTY, SAID CORNER BEING A POINT ON THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 89° 06' 04"
WEST 417.40 FEET, MORE OR LESS, FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST
QUARTER, NORTH 89° 06' 04" west 372.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 2° 58'
20" easT 300.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 39° 04' easT 103.08 FEeT;
THENCE NORTH 30° 00' easT 115.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 19° 06' EAST
197.52 FEET; THENCE NORTH 75° 18' EAST B4.74 FEET; THENCE NORTH
46° 24" gAST 118.82 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN
SAID DEED TO WALSH; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE SouTH 0° 08' 40"
EAST 776.45 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

PARCEL 2:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITY AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES OVER THAT OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND
FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED WITHIN
A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
~CONTINUED- .

I




w

. SCHEDULE A Pale M. Z CORDER N, e e BT

BEGINMING AT A POINT OGN THE EaAST LIME 07 SAID SOUTHEAST GUARTER T
THE NORTHIZAST RUAKTER THAT I DISfaNt THEREON SOUTH O Ot qo0¢
EAST Z9I.0n FUFET oM THE NORDHEZALT COlNER OF THE LAND DESCRIEED
IN THE DEFD T BYRD FOVAR WALSGHS IEa0iehl) I el S84 PAGE s
DFFICIAL RECORIS OF SAID COUNTyw, SalD aINT DEING ALSO DISTANT
2OUTH 0% OS' 40" UAST SA4 0310 PUn s MR o LEEE, FROM THE
NORTHEAST CORMER i SAID S0OUTHEAST SUARTER OF THE NORTHEAZT
QUARTER OF SECTIOMN I35 THENCE RNUOEUTH Sw9d 020 4OYWEST 140,509 FEET
TD THE BEGINMIMNG 0FF A TARNGENT CURVE ToNCAVE SOUTHERLY ANLD HAVING A
RADIUS OF <0 FEETS THENCE WESTERLY At SAID CURVIZ THROUGH A
CENTRAL AMGLIED DF TOY 4a' AN ART DITTARNCE OF Y4011 FEETS THENCE
SOUTH SO0 O 20" WEST Z0.02 FLRED n MHE BEGINNING OF A TANGEMNT
CURVE CIONCAVE MORTHERLY ANMD HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEETY 1THENCE
WESTERLY ALLCNG SAITD TANGENT CUEVE THIRIUGH A CENMTRAL ANGLE OF D50
IO AN ARD DISTAMCE OF 97,132 FEET: THENCE TANGERT TO SAID LAEY
MENTIONED CURVIZ, MOIRTH 742 15 40" ER00 ZE.60 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TAMGENT CURVE CORCAVE TOUTHERLLY ARHD HAVING A RADIE
OF 100 FEETS THENCE WESTERLY Al OWG JA LD TANGENT CURVE THROLIGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE F a4 S0OAN ARG DRVARR L T 7T .14 FEETS THENCR
SOUTH £29 gt 7" WEST 2.70 FIO'T fuo» FOINT ON THE KWEST LINE oF
SAID LAND LDNECCRIEBLD IN THE DI b w0010 ENDVAIRD WALSHs SATD FOLNT
EEING DISTANT SO OF Qf' 40" ALl oAy 00 FEET THEREDM o THE

QQF{THNEZT CORNER il SAID LAND OF barsis THIDNGE S0OUTH e 240 Gor
EST &7.528 FEET T THE BESGINNING OF A VANGIINT CURVE CONCAVIC
NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 200 FUETY THENCE HWESTERLY ALUNG
SAID CURVE THRUOUGH A CENTRAL ANGLL i 2859 Ll AN ARC DISTARMCL v
{00.52 FEDEFY THENCL TANGENT T Safiy CLERVEy SDOUTH VR 13 o0t BWICUT
141.20 FECT 12 THD BEGINNING 7 A TARNGENT CURVE COMCAVE MNORTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADILEY OF 3100 FECTS Tulind WESTERLY ALDOMG SATL LAy
MENTIONED CURVE TIHIROUGH A CENTIRALL Albuall. OF 7% S5EZ' AN ARG DISTART
OF 115S.4% FECTS THINCE TAMGERT Ta SAlD CURVEs NORTH 280 B0 O0v
WEST 45,32 FEFT M THE BEGINNING 7 A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVIE
SOUTHERLY ARD HAVIRSG A RADIUS i 40 FENTS THENMCE MESTERLY AlLONG
SAID LAST MENTIONID TANGENT CLIVE THe=0ihak A CERNTRAL ANGLE GF 1060
20 AN ARC DISTANT OF 7435 FLISTS THUNMCE SOUTH Zet 40 00" WEST
93.57 FEETS THENCE SOUTH L& <400 Do WGT 122040 FEET TO THE
REGINNING OF A TAMGENT CURVE COdgCayl MOTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 30 FEET3Y THENCE ZO0UTHEAGITNRLY ALGNG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL. ANGLE OF 1119 H2*¢ 20" AN ARC DIDTANCE 0OF S2.%4 FREET)
THENCE TANGEMNT TO CALID CURVE s ROITTH a0 4% 20" EAST 1040 FEERET To
THE BEGINBMLIMG OF A TANGENT CURVE CUiUAVE SOUTHREZTERLY ARND HAVING
A RADIUS OF 23 FEFT: THENCE S0UTHEASTRRLY ALONG SAID TANGEMT CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 119v 14 Z0Y AN ARC DISTANCE OF i 44
FEETI THENCE TANGENT T2 SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE. SIDUTH Z&° 04
Q0" WEST $2.32 FEETS THENCE S0UTH 1e&® o040 00" WEST 242,17 FEET ToO
THE SO0UTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST idakiyf OF SECTION ZZ2.

.EXCEF’T THAT FORTION LYING WITHIN FARCEL. 1 ABOVE.

ST PR D -




SCHEDULE A PAGE NO, 3 ORDER NO. 3995438 .

PARCEL 3:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL
PURPQOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST,
SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID
LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED
WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT POINT "A" OF PARCEL 2 HEREINABOVE DESCRIBED, SAID
POINT BEING THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 55° AN ARC LENGTH OF 95.99 FEET;
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SouTH 73° 60' 00" wesy 160.37 FEET
TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED
TANGENT CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 48° 30' AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 84.65 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 57° 50' 00"

WEST 30.93 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23.

PARCEL 4:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUBLIC UTILITY INCLUDING
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,
ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT
LAND QFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND
60.00 FEET WIDE, LYING 30 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING
DESCRIBED LINE:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 68°
44" 32" wesT 746.6]1 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23; THENCE
SOUTH 17° 16' 00" wesT 142.73 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET: THENCE
SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 24° 00' 00"
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 83.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH
6° 50' 00" easT 367.17 FEET: THENCE SouTH 0° 20' 00" easT 75.56
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND
HAVING OF 50.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY, EASTERLY AND
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE oF 137° 30'
00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 119.99 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE
NORTH 42° 10' Q0" EAST 4.69 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT ‘I'

13

~CONT INUED-




SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 4  ORDER NO. 3995438

CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS 0oF 50.00 FEET; THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY, EASTERLY AND SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 68° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 59.34 FEET;
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SouTH 69° 50' 00" east 20.60 FEET TO
THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING
A RADIUS ofF l00.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE ofF 37° 00' 00" AN_ARC DISTANCE OF 64.53
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQO SAID CURVE SouTH 32° 50' 00" east 127.43
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET:; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE 0OfF 49° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
85.52 FEET; THENCE TANGENT YO SAID CURVE SQUTH 81° 50' 00" EAST
165.70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS ofF 200.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
59.34 FEET; TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 81° 10' 00" east 95.42
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 41° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF

‘I’ 71.56 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SouTH 57° 50' 00" EAsT
TO THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER
OF SAID SECTION 23.

PARCEL 5:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUBLIC UTILITY INCLUDING
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER A STRIP OF LAND
60 FEET WIDE, TOGETHER WITH NECESSARY SLOPING RIGHTS OVER PORTIONS
OF SECTIONS 23 AND 24, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND
FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, THE CENTER
LINE OF SAID 60 FOOT STRIP OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE NORTHWEST

QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 23, THAT IS

DISTANT THEREON NORTH 68° 44' 32" wesT 772.00 FEET FROM THE

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER; THENCE NORTH 69° 31!

34" EAST 501.22 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
NORTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 300 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10° 27' 52" AN ARC

DISTANCE OF 54.79 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 59°

03' 42" EAST 104. 60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE

CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 300 FEET THENCE NORTHEASTERlY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE 0F 6° 17' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 32.9]1 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 52° 4¢'

38" EAST 530 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY At

/%
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SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 5 ORDER NO. 3995438 .

HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 76° 12' 04" AN ARRC DISTANCE OF 133
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOQUTH 51° 01' 18" EasT 25.08
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 60 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY AND NORTHEASTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 113° 22'+45" aN ARC
DISTANCE OF 118.13 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 15°
35" 57" eaST 27.08 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 41° 47°
45" AN_ARC DISTANCE OF 73.24 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE
~ NORTH 57° 35' 42" £AST 264.31 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 100 FEgTé Tagnrs
EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 53° 027 30"
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 92.58 FEET THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
69° 23' 48" EAST 104.60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET; THENCE
SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25°¢ 36
08" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 89.37 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
53° 47' 40" €AST 76.50 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG
SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 67° 26' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE .
OF 117.69 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 68° 46' 20"
EAST 102.52 FEET TO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 23,
THAT IS DISTANCE THEREON SOUTH 0° 08' 40" EAST 557.76 FEET FROM
THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 23; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH
48° 46' 20" EAST 54.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 42° 23'
45" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 73.99 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE,
NORTH 26° 22' 39" gaST 17.0]1 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 100 FEET;
THENCE NORTHEASTERLY AND EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 72°21' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 126.29 FEET; THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH &1° 15' 35" EAST 57.89 FEET To0 THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SQUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS
OF 200 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 23° 26' 00" aN ARC DISTANCE OF B81.80 FEET; THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 57° 49' 55" gAsT 86.94 FEET TOo THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS
OF 90 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 67° 20' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 137.18 FEET: THENCE TO
SAID CURVE, NORTH 34° 50' 05" easT 2.35 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A
TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE WESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS ofF 100 FEET:
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 34°

~CONTINUED- - Ny .
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. SCHEDULLE A IPAGE MO. &  ARDER NO.

Z0' 30" AN ARC DISVANCE oF &9 .94 FELIS THENCE TANGENT TO SAID
CURVE: NORTH 0° Z9' 368" CAST 10 THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SADDLE FEAL
ROAD: £0 FEET WIDC. AS SHOWW 1M IN THE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S MAF Ni.

8807y SHEET ND. 1, AS FILED INW THE OFF TCE OF THE COUNTY ENGINEER

OF SAID COUNTY.

THE SIDE LINEDS 0F SAID &0 FOOT ETRIFP OF LAND SHALL BE FROLONGED OR
SHORTENED S0 AS T TERMINATE wnuTHERILY IN THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF
SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE RNORTHEAST BUARTER OF SECTION 2 AND
TO TERMINATE MORTUHERILY IN Salb SOUTHERP Y LINE OF SADDLE FEAEK RIDAD.

PARCEL &:

AN EAZEMENT FORR INGRESE AMD CGRESE. OVER OTHAT PORTION OF THE NORTH
OF THE NORTHWEST GUARTER OF SECTION Z4. TOWNEHIF 1 SOUTH. RANGE 17
WESTs» SAN EERNARDING MERIDIAN, ACCORDING 10 THE OFFICIAL FLAT OF
SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND QFFICE ON AUGUST =1, 1898,
INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LANDs 20 FEET WIDE. LYING 15 FEET ON
EACH SIDE 0OF THE FOLLOWING DEICRIBED CENTER LINE:

BEGINNING AT THE MORTHERLY TERMINUS OF THAT CERTAIN COURZE IN THE
. CENTER LINE OF SALDLE FEAE Rm«r\, G0, 00 FEET WIDEs DESCRIEBED In
DEED T THE COUNTY OF LS ANGELES. RECORDED ON NOVEMEER 1., 1942
AS INETRUMENT NO. 1224, IN Luuh 1#715, PAGE 10, OFFTCTIAL RECORDS
OF SAID COUNTYs AL HAVING A RICARING ANMD LENGTH OF NORTH 1350 &0
40O WEST 2S5.3% FEETS THENCGLE S sy 570 LT WEST 114043 FIUET T
THE EBEGINMNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CibiavE SOUTHEAZSTERLY AND HAVING
A RADIUE OF 100,00 FEET: THEMCE SCUTHMESTERLY ALONG SALD CLURVE
THROUGH A CENTIRAL ANGLE OF 4Zv 10 37" AN ARC DISTANCE oF ‘?":'.:"1
FEETS THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUMH 44° Z&' 40" WEST 73,495
FEET TO THE BEGINWING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHRWESTCORLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEETS THUNCKF SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF ¢ L+ 10" AN ARC DISTAMCE wF
44 .63 FEETS THENCE TANGENT TDU SATD CURVE SOUTHE 70° 00 S0 WEST
24.24 FEET T0 THE BEGINNING T A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUL OF 100.00 FEETS THENCE WESTERLY ALING SALID
CURVE THRIOUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50° 5S4 00" AN ARC DISTANCE oOF
S8.24 FEETS THENCL TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 59%° Z5' 10" WES
ZE.29 FEET T THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SUOUTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUL OF 70,00 1TLETY THCRE WESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CUNTRAL ANGLE (5 S o7 45" AN ARC DISTANCE oOF
85.438 FEETS THENMCE TANGENT TO SALD CLURVE SOUTH BO° 37 oY WEST
8Z.26 FEET TO THE BEGINMING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE MO THERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100,00 [EETS THINCE MWESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF &0° %0 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
141.08 FEETS THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CLRVE NORTH 435° 32+ 855Y WEST

. ¢7.05
=CONT THDED - / é



SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 7 ORDER NO. 3995438 .

FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SQUTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS 40.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY, WESTERLY. AND SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG
SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 125° 55' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
87.91 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID CURVE SOUTH 5° 31' 35" WEST 101 59
FEET; THENCE NORTH 74° 59' 40" weST 195.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 81° 43 25"
WEST 95.61 FEET; THENCE NORTH £9° 26' 10" wesT 91.69°'FEET TO THE BEGINNING
OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 100.00 FeET;
THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 46° 50' 45" AN
ARC DISTANCE OF 8l.76 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO0 SAID CURVE SOUTH 62° 43' 05"
WEST B8.80 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 80.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 74° 38' 55" AN ARC DISTANCE 0F 104.23 FEET; THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 41° 38' 00" wesT 176.45 FEET TO THE BEGINNING
OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS ofF 100.00
FEET; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY AND WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE of 58° 53' 10" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 102.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO
SAID CURVE SOUTH 79° 28' 50" wesT 53.09 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 96' 30™ AN ARC DISTANCE OF
36.55 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOQUTH 58° 32' 20" wesr 112.28
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS of 100, 00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRA
ANGLE OF 53° 37' 15" an ARC DISTANCE OF 93.59 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID
CURVE NORTH €7° 50' 25" wesT 10.01 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS ofF 100.00 FEET; THENCE
NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 55° 45' 30" AN
ARC DISTANCE OF 97.32 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 12° 04' 55"
WEST 87.09 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS ofF 100.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 43° 39' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 76.20 FEET; TO
THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF
227.48 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
51° 23" 45" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 204.06 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE
SOUTH 72° 51' 50" wesST TO THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24, THE SIDE

LINES OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR SHORTENED SO AS TO
TERMINATE EASTERLY IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00
FEET WIDE, AND TO TERMINATE WESTERLY IN THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24.

THE SIDE LINE OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR

- SHORTENED SO AS TO TERMINATE EASTERLY IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00 FEET WIDE, AND TO TERMINATE WESTERLY IN
THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24.

| ~CONTINUED~ : .
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PARCEL 7:

AN EASEMEMT AL GV FORTH DN THAT GLIRTAIN AGREEMENT AND GRART OF
EASEMENT Y AND EUTWEEN SANDSTONE ROFERT TESs INC. s AND FALL. FAIGE
AND JOST MARIFOSEA RECORDED DECEMEUR 1%, 1977, AS INSTRUMENT NC.
77-1324100, OFFICIAL RECORDE .

/%



SCHEDULE B

=

ORDER N, 954

)

AT THE DATE HEREDT EXCEPTIONS TO OIVERAGE IN ADDITION T THIE FRINIED
EXCEFTIONG AND EXCLUSIONS IN HE 1O LOY FORM DESIGNATED QN THE FALE FAGE OF
THIS REPORT WOULD BE AS FOLLOWS:

A. FROPERTY TAXEDZ, INCLUDING ANY ASOESEMENTS COLLECTED WITH TAXEZY TO DE
LEVIED FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1927 -~ 19292 WHICH ARE A LIEM NOT YET
PAYARLE.

B. PROFPERTY TAMES s INCLUDIRNG ANY FELRSOMAL PROPERTY TAXES AND AWY

SSESSMENTS COLLECTED WI1TH TAXEL., FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1%2s - 1987,
1ST INSTALLMENMT: $4197.47 FALD
ZND_INSTALLMENT:.. $A51% .47
EXEMPFTION: NONE
CODE AREA: SATE
SESESTMENMT MU 44FE-0Z D058

Co 7 A SALE YO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA FOR GENERAL AND SPLECTAL TAXES AND

SURSEQUENT DELINQUENCIES FOR THE .
FIGCAL YEAR: 1931 - 105
TAXING AUTHINRITY: COUMTY F LOS ANGELES
AMOUNT 70 FAY
FPRIOKR Ti: APRIL 10, 1727 $66.544, 07'
D. THE LIEM OF SURFLEMENTAL TAMEL. IF ANYs AZSE -.:\:,ED FURZUANT T0 THE

PROVISIONS 17 CHAPTER 2008 (COMRMEHCING WITH SECTION 74 OF THE REVENUE
AND TAMATION TODE OF THED STATE 7 CALLIFORNIA.

1. AN EASEMUINT MOy THE PURFOSE SN BELOW AND RIGHTES INCIDEMTAL THERETO
AS SET FORTIE IN A 'DOCUMEINT
PURPOZE = FUJAL
RECORDED: IN ROOE =240 MAGE 54, OFFICIAL RECORDES
AFFECTS: SAID LAND

THE EXACT LOCATION AND EXTENT OF SAID EAZSEMENT IS NOT DISCLOSED OF
RECORD.

~CONTINUED-
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SCHEDULE B PAGE 2 ORDER NO. 3995438

AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPQOSE SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETQ
AS SET FORTH IN A DOCUMENT

PURPOSE : ROAD

RECORDED: IN BOOK 7071 pPaGE 138, OFFICIAL RECORDS

AFFECTS: THE SOUTHERLY LYING WITHIN*THE LINE OF LANKERSHIM
ROAD _

AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETQ
AS SET FORTH IN A DOCUMENT

PURPOSE ¢ INGRESS AND EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES
RECORDED: IN BOOK D2578 PAGE 19, OFFICIAL RECORDS
AFFECTS: THAT PORTION OF PARCEL 2 INCLUDED WITHIN PARCEL 1

A DECLARATION AND GRANT OF EASEMENTS DATED MARCH 31, 1969, EXECUTED
BY FRED A. WRIGHT AND ANN M. WRIGHT, HUSBAND AND WIFE, RECORDED APRIL
15, 1969 ASs INSTRUMENT NO. 4276. :

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES INCLUDED WITHIN THE EASTERLY 30 FEET OF THE NORTH 314.70
FEET; THE NORTHWESTERLY 30 FEET ALONG THE LINES DESCRIBED IN PARCEL 1
ABOVE AS INSTRUMENT NO. "NORTH 75° 18' EAST B4.74 FEET; THENCE NORTH
46° 24' EAST 118.82 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN
SAID DEED TO WALSH"; AND A 30 FOOT STRIP LYING SOUTHWESTERLY OF A
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 70 FEET, SAID
CURVE BEING TANGENT TO THE EAST LINE OF PARCEL 1 AND BEGINNING AT A
POINT ON THE EAST LINE THAT IS DISTANT SoUTH 0° 0B8' 40" easT 149.70
FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF PARCEL l; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE NORTHWESTERLY BOUNDARY OF PARCEL 1. THE SAID
30 FOOT EASEMENT LINE SHALL BE PROLONGED OR SHORTENED SO AS TO
TERMINATE NORTHWESTERLY IN THE SECOND ABOVE MENTIONED EASEMENT LINE
AND TO TERMINATE SOQUTHERLY TANGENT TO THE FIRST MENTIONED EASEMENT
LINE, AS RESERVED BY FRED A. WRIGHT AND ANN M. WRIGHT, HUSBAND AND
WIFE, IN DEED RECORDED JANUARY 24, 1972 AS INSTRUMENT No. 1709 AND
BY ANN M. WRIGHT, A MARRIED WOMAN, IN DEED RECORDED MARCH 1, 1976 As
INSTRUMENT NO. 4689; AND BY M. J. SCHEINBAUM, A MARRIED MAN, IN DEEI
RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 1970 AS INSTRUMENT No. 4532.

A REAL ESTATE OPTION (NON-TRANFERABIE) DATED AUGUST 25, 1977,

EXECUTED BY J0SI MARIPOSA AND PAUL PAIGE, PARTIES OF THE FIRST PART,

AND MARVIN CHESTER AND EILLFRIEDE E. CHESTER, PARTIES OF THE SECOND
ART, RECDRDED SEPTEMBER 1, 1977 AS INSTRUMENT No. 77-972201.

ay o ° 4%@6\@
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SCHEDULE B PAGE NO. 3 ORDER NO. 3995438 .

AN AGREEMENT AND GRANT QR EASEMENT BY AND BETWEEN SANDSTONE
PROPERTIES, INC., AND PAUL PAIGE AND JOSI MARIPOSA, RECORDED DECEMBER
15, 1977 as INSTRUMENT No. 77-1384100.

DESCRIPTION OF EASEMENT: THE EASEMENT GRANTED IS:

(A) A RIGHT OF WAY TO INGRESS AND EGRESS TO THE UPPER ROAD OF
SANDSTONE, KNOWN AS PARKHOUSE LAND, AND;

(B) A RIGHT OF WAY, RIGHT TO HAVE BUILT, ERECTED, INSTALLED, AND
MAINTAINED, A WATER LINE, INSTALLED BY A PUBLIC UTILITY COMPANY,
ALONG THE ALREADY EXISTING ROAD KNOWN AS PARKHOUSE LANE, AND;

(C) A RIGHT OF WAY AND RIGHT TO USE THE WATER WELL ON THE “SCRVIENT
TENEMENT", THE COST OF USE TO BE BORNE TOTALLY BY THE "GRANTEE", AS
WELL AS THE COST OF INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ANY NECESSARY
EQUIPMENT TO FACILITATE ORDINARY, CUSTOMER; AND REASONABLE USE.

ILOCATION OF THE EASEMENT: THE EASEMENT HEREIN IS LOCATED AS
FOLLOWS:

AN EASEMENT THIRTY FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OFf WHICH FOLLOWS AN‘I’
EXISTING ROAD KNOWN AS PARKHOUSE LANE, WHICH RUNS FORM EAST TO WEST
ALONG THE SERVIENT TENEMENT. THE PARTICULAR LOCATION OF THE EASEMENT
IS DESCRIBED IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY TAX MAP BOOK 4448 PAGE 22, AND
IDENTIFIED THEREIN AS PARKHOUSE LANE.

AN INSTRUMENT ENTITLED "CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCES,
EXECUTED BY DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES,
RECORDED OCTOBER 5, 1984 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 84-1201203.

DOCUMENT RECITES, IN PART:

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCEL WAS NOT CREATED IN COMPLIANCE WITH STATE
AND COUNTY SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS. UNDER CURRENT STATE LAW, THE
PROPERTY MAY BE SOLD, LEASED, FINANCED OR OTHERWISE CONVEYED WITHOUT
RESTRICTION., HOWEVER, THE CONDITIONS LISTED BELOW MUST BE FULFILLED
BEFORE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL.
THESE CONDITIONS ARE IN ADDITION TO ANY PERMIT REQUIREMENTS WHICH MA
BE IMPOSED. .

CONDITION(S):
1. OFFER FOR ROAD RIGHT OF WAY ANY PORTION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

WITHIN 30 FEET OF THE CENTER LINE FOR PARKHOUSE ROAD ON THE NORTH
SIDE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY.

-CONTINUED- .
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SCHEDULE B RaGE NOL 4 DRDER NG, Doosdinm
Z. COFFEFR SALD BIGHT OF WAY AZ LASEMENT TO OTHER FROPFPERTY DWNERIS IN
THE NIRTHEALST QUARTER DOF SECTION Z3. .o
MOTES :

BATER AND ACCESS REQUIRLBENTS MAY BE IMPOZED AS A COMDITION OF PERMIT
APPFROVAL FPURNCUANT 10 SECTIONS L30301 AND 13,243 0fF THE FIRE CODE.

GELDGICYy SOMLE AND/UR DRALMAGE CONDTTIONS ON THE SUBJECT FROFERTY
MAY LIMIT DEVELOPMENT O MNEZCHSELTATE THAT REMEDIAL MIIAZURES BE TAKEN
IN DRDEFR To ORTAIN A BUILDINMG FLIZRMIT. ‘

EMD OF SCHEDULE B BE-3-30-37
NOTES

NITE NO. 1: IF ANY OF THE VESTEES HEREIN ARE NOW MARRIEDY THIZ
COMPANY WILL REQUIRE THAT THE SPOUSEE OF SAID VESTEE JOIN IN THE
EXECUTION O ANY CONVEYANCE OR ENCUMEBRANCE OF SAID FROFPERTY.

PGTE MQ. Z:  WE WILL REQUIRE A STATEMENT OF INFORMATION FROM THE
FARTIESDS NAM Y BUELOW TN ORDER TO COMPLETE THIZ REPFORTs BARED ON THE
EFFCCT OF DoUMENTSy FROCEEDINGS: LIENE. DECREEZ, 0OR QTHER MATTERS
WHICH DO N0 SPECIFICALLY DOSCRIRE SAID LANDS, RUT WHICHs IF ANY DD
HISTy MAY ARFFECT THE TITLE OFR IMFOSE LIENS OR ENCUMERANCEZ THEREOM.
FARTIEZ: ALL PARTIES

(NOTE:  THE STATEMENT OF INFORMATION IS NECESSARY TO COMFLETE THE
SEARCH AND EXAMINATION OF TITLE UNDER THIS ORDER. ANY TITLE ZCARCH
INCLUDES MATTERS THAT AR INDEXED EBY MNAME DINLYs AND HAVING A
COMFLETED STATEMENT OF ITMNFORMATION ASSISTE THE COMFARY IN THE
CLIMINATION OF CERTAIN MATTERS PIMICH AFFEAR T INVOLVE Tl FARTIES
EUT IN FACT AFFECT ANOTHIER FARTY MWITH THE SAME OR SIMILAR NAME. EE
ASCURED THAT THE STATEMERMT OF INFORMATIONM IS ESSENTIAL AND WILL EE
FERPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL T THLIS FILEOD)

NOTE WX, Z:  THERE ARE NI CONMVEYANCES AFFECTING ZAID LARND, RECORDED
WITHIN 1K (&) MONTHS OF THE DATE OF THIS REPORT.

MOITE NO. 4: THE CHARGE FUR A POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE, WHEN ISZUEL
THROUGH THIZ TITLE ORDER, WILL & BADED ON THE BAZSIC (MOT SHORT-TERK
TITLE INSURANCE RATE.

~CONT INUED -
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THIS IS HEITHER A PLAT HOR A SURVEY. IT IS FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE 10 Loi:m THE LAND lelUAcév — ..9.". .. /ERENCE 1O STREEIS AND OTHER

LAND. NO LIABILITY 13 ASSUMED BY REASON OF RELIANCE MEREON.

Continental Land Title Company



— —
CCHESTER
. CONTINENTAL LAND TITLE COMPANY
. A TSI TARY
LAMYERS T1VLL LHUURANCE CORFORAT Tib /}/ m
LA LNLVETESAL CITY PLAZA <V/“ T
UN[\:‘ER‘E?!’\I CITYy CALTIFORNIA 21403 A Fi) =2 70
) JOQ o s
e e _ ‘ . /:?\,., . ;
SECURITY FACITFTIC NATIONAL BARNE q; /
1401 WILSHIRE CLVD. Y,
SANTA MINICA. CAL
ATTENTUIN: MARY HELEN STAI YOUR O,
OUR N,
DATED AZ OF MARCH e 17937 AT £330 AWM. Q

IN RESFONIE Ti.'t I'H‘.: ABOVE RISFERIMCE0 AFFLICATION FOR A FOLICY QOF
TITLE INSUIRANITL

CONTINENTAL LAND TITLE COMPANY

HEREBY REFGHTZ THALD IT I3 FREPARED T 138U Ok CAUSE T L [SSULD AS OF THE
DATE HERIDH Yy A FOLICY DR FOLICIES OF TITLE INSURANCE DESUISTSING THE LLAND ANLD
THE ESTATL LR iNfIhi,! THERETIH PEREINAFTER ZET FORTHY LU TRA AGATRST LIJSS
TWHICH MAY E ZUSTAINEDLR BY REACH O &NV DEFECT: LICN O £rc RRRARCE NJT SHIDN
DR REFERRL )Y T3 AS AN FHCEPTION [N CCHEBHLE 1D OR MOT EXCLU-D ¢ art COVERAGE

PURSUANT 700 THE FICTRTED SCHEMN LSy COPMDTUTITONS AND STIFULAT LGNS OF SATD POLLC
FORMEI.

THE PRINTL L PR vl ANE CXOL USRS RO 1 D COWVERAGE 18 wad D T 0y Ok
POLICIES ARG SET LT IN THE ATTACHED LIZY. COFRLES Of 0 FOLICY Filkms
SHOULD k& KEADL. THLY ARE AVAILADLE FRomd THE QOFFICE MHICH J3SCUED Thiil REFPORS

THIS REFCORT (AND AHY SUFFLEMENTS 3 AMURDMENTS HERETOY |7 ISSUFD S fLyY FOR
THE LIPS, l'-’ ACTLUITATING THE [ofodishkcts o A FOLLICY OF Lo THSLUIARLLD AND
NID LIABILIYY 15 AGUMED FHOREDRY . i 1y S DESIRED THAT LIAuiilTy £FE ASSUMED
FRIOR To THE ISSUARMCE OF A FOLICY OF TTTLE INSURANCE: A DIMLRER O COMMITHMEN
SHOULD EBE WESULLTED. ‘

THE FORM Of FOLICY O TITLE DMSURARMCLE CONTEMPFLATED EBY THIZ REFORY IZ:

1. CALIFORMLIA LLarD TITLE ASEOCIATION STARDARD COVERAGE ol 1CY . ER1
2. AMERICAN | AND TITLE AZSICTATYION LIDAN FOLLLICY EXC

. AMERICAN LAWD TITUE ASSOCTATTON FEIDENTIAL TITLE INSURANCE POLICY

4. AMERTCAN VAMND TITLE AGSOCTARTOH OWMER'S FOLICY FORM B L

B /xb\//z//é
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SCHEDULE A ORDER NO. 3995438 .

THE ESTATE OR INTEREST IN THE LAND HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED OR REFERRED TO
COYERED BY THIS REPORT IS:

A Fsg AS To PARCEL !
AN EASEMENT AS TO PARCELS 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 AND 7

TITLE TO SAID ESTATE OR INTEREST AT THE DATE HEREOF IS VESTED IN:

MARVIN CHESTER AND ELFRIEDE E. CHESTER. HUSBAND AND WIFE AS COMMUNITY
PROPERTY

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS REPORT IS SITUATED IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL 1:

THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF

SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP ] SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO

MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE

DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: .

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE LLAND DESCRIBED IN THE
DEED TO BYRD KOVAR WALSH, RECORDED IN BOOK 804, PAGE 54, OFFICIAL
RECORDS, IN SAID COUNTY, SAID CORNER BEING A POINT ON THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 89° 06' 04"
WEST 417.40 FEET, MORE OR LESS, FROM THE SOUTHCAST CORNER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST
QUARTER, NORTH 89° 06" 04" wesT 372.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 2° 58'
20" EAST 300.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 39° 04' east 103.08 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 30° 00' €AST 115.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 19° 06' EAST
197.52 FEET; THENCE NORTH 75° 18' EAsT 8B4.74 FEET; THENCE NORTH
46° 24' £aST 118.82 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN
SAID DEED TO WALSH; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE SouTH 0° 08' 40"
EAST 776.45 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

PARCEL 2:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITY AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES OVER THAT OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP | SOQUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN
_BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND
FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED WITHIN
A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: .
~CONT INUED- .
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. SCHEDWL LD A ot i, F DRDER N R R

BEGINMING AT A FOINT ON THE EAUT IR o7 SATD SOUTHEAST OQUARTER To
THE NORTHEAST QUAKSILR THAT I35 DLSant PHERION SOUTH 00 ot aor
EAST 93,00 FORT Cpoam FHIS WO resIas b 0 ORNETD o THE LAND DELICHRITHD
IN THE DEFD T Dyl FOVAR RALLGHES B OOyt ikl SE3 PAGE o4,
OFFICTAL RECONDS (0 SALD CoUNTY, Al PRINT PEING ALBO DITTANY
SOUTH O° 3 0Y UAST S84 030 1 cD . Mok, O LETLE, FROM THE
NORTHEAST CORMER wl- SAID SOUTHLAST 2 =TER OF THE NORTHEADTY
QUARTER OF SECTION 233 THENCE NOKRIH ' OE' 40"SWEST 140,239 FEET
TD THE EEGINHIMNG M A TANGENT CLRVLE CORICAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 40 FEETS THENCE WREISTERLY A amss SATD CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL AMGLE 17 708 44 AH AR DGO E OF 74011 FEETS THERNCE
SOUTH B0t OF ZON WFST Z0.03 FRET o 1R SIIGINNIRNG OF A TANGLENT
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND FIAVING A RADTUS OF 100 FEETS THENCE
WESTERLY ALONG SATD TANGENT CLIRVE rrHisieH A CENTRAL ANGLE 1@ G50
=9ty AN ARG DISTANCE OF ©7.13 FEETS VHENCE TANMGEWNT T EAID LAET
MENTIONED CURVE s MIUUSTH 740 1% 40" Al 23.61 FEET TO THE
EEGINNING OF A TAMGENT CURVE CORCAYE T MHRRLY ARD HAVING A AL
DF 100 FEETS: 1TPENGH WZSTERLY Al O, s byy TANGENT CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF a4 12 AN ARG s b U L 77014 FEET THERCR
SQUTH a9 4t G7" WEST .70 FIT e« FPOINT ON THE WEST L ING oF
SAID LAND IHOLCRIGE Y IN THE DL 0 00 KOVAR WALSHS SATD s LT
BEING DISITANT Sndry ov Qo g0 At -7 08 FEET THEREOH Fiodd THIL
NORTHIME ST CIASNET wd- SATD LAND o b 15 THILHGCE SOUTH 449 40 o
WESY &7.50 FEET T THE BESIMMIMG vl a0 TARNGUINT CURVE COMCAVE
NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUSZ o3F Zind VUIETS THENCE WESTERLY ALUNNG
SAID CURVEL TeHMWaUGH A CENTRAL ARl s Lo Led AN ARC DISTANCED 37
10053 FECESY THEMCE O TANGENT T atp c ORVEy LOUTH T8 13 aor Wil
141.20 FEOT 10O THE EEGINNING OF A 1 AMGERT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHURLY
CAND HAVIMNG A RADLIES OF 100 FECTS t1a7rit WFSTERLY ALOMG SAITD Ll
MENTIONED CURVE THaeDUGH A CENTRAL Atrall OF =7 SEY AN ARC DIETAr
OF 11S.4% FECTSs TIHFNCE TANGENY Tid ooty JURVE, NORTH Z£° =0 gov
WEST 4%2.5% FEUT Wy THE BEGINNIMG b A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVI:
SOUTHERLY AMD HAVIRSG A RADIUS (47 a0 FIIETS THEMCE HMESTERLY A ng
SAID LAZYT MENTIONL L TANGEWT CLURVE pnvdiail A CENTRAL ANGLED wF ae
20" AN ARC DISTANT OF Ta4.0353% 1T1371 HHHPCE UlTH Zae® 400 QO WES
D57 FEELT: THENCH ZOUTH Lo 400 ono™ Wl ST 122040 FEET T HHE
REGINNING MF A TAMOGUNT CURVE Crddg sl MO THU ASTERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 20 FEETS THENCE SOoUTHLAY L ELY ALLNG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL. ANGLE 0OF 111° 52 30" AN aAla. DISTAMCE OF B2,54 FFREFTS
THENCE TANGUHNT TO DAID CURVE s WL S St 20 EAST 1,40 PEETD T
THE REGINMING U5 A TANGENT CURVLE s AVE SOUTHWNESTERLY ARD MAVING
A RADIUS - 2% FEFTS THENCE SOUIHUEASTHIRLY ALONG SAID TANGENMNT CURVE
THROUGH A CONTRAL ARNGLE OF t1%e 147 0" AN ARG DIZTANCE oF i .44
FEETS THENCE TANGENT T3 SAID LAST mllITONED CURVE. SDUITH Za% o4t
Q0" WEST .38 FEFT Y THENCE SOUTH Lo O4' 00" WEST 243,172 FLET T
THE SOUTH LINI OF SAID NOGTHEADT Al 10 SECTION =3,

. EXCEPT THAT FORTION LYING WITHIN [FAaRCHl. 1 ARGVE.

WIS NI R0 VRS
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PARCEL 3:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SQUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP | SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST,
SAN BERNARDINQO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID
LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND QOFFICE AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED
WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT POINT "A" OF PARCEL 2 HEREINABOVE DESCRIBED, SAID
POINT BEING THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 55° AN ARC LENGTH OF 95.99 FEET;
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SouTH 73° 60' 00" west 160.37 FEeT
TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED
TANGENT CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 48° 30' AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 84.65 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 57° 50' 00"

WEST 30.93 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23. .

PARCEL 4:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUBLIC UTILITY INCLUDING
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,
ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT
LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND
60.00 FEET WIDE, LYING 30 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING
DESCRIBED LINE: :

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 68°
44" 32" wWesT 746.6]1 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23; THENCE
SOUTH 17° 16' 00" wesST 142.73 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURYE CONCAVE EASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OoF 200 FEET; THENCE
SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 24° 00' 00"
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 83.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH
6° 50' 00" easT 367.17 FEET; THENCE souTH 0° 20' 00" easT 75.56
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND
HAVING ofF 50.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY, EASTERLY AND .
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 137° 30
00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 119.99 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE
NORTH 42° 10' 00" €AST 4.69 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT ‘I'

~CONTINUED-
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CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 50.00 FEET; THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY, EASTERLY AND SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH
A CENTRAL ANGLE ©fF 68° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 59.34 FEET:
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SQUTH 69° 50' 00" east 20.60 FEET TO
THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING
A RADIUS goF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SQUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 37° 00' 00" AN_ARC DISTANCE OF 64.53
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 32° 50' 00" easT 127.43
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS ofF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 49° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
85.52 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO0 SAID CURVE SOQUTH Bl® 50' 00" easT
165.70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 200.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURYVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE of 17° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
59.34 FEET; TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH B81° 10' 00" east 95.42
FEET TQ THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOQOUTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS 0OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 41° 00' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
71.56 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 57° 50' 00" EasT
TO THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NQRTHEAST QUARTER
OF SAID SECTION 23.

PARCEL 5:

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUBLIC UTILITY INCLUDING
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER A STRIP OF LAND
60 FEET WIDE, TOGETHER WITH NECESSARY SLOPING RIGHTS OVER PORTIONS
OF SECTIONS 23 AND 24, TOWNSHIP 1l SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND
FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, THE CENTER
LINE OF SAID 60 FOOT STRIP OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE NORTHWEST

QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 23, THAT IS

DISTANT THEREON NORTH 68° 44' 32" wesT 772.00 FEET FROM THE

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER; THENCE NORTH 69° 31'

34" EAST 501.22 FEET T0 THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
NORTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 300 FEET: THENCE NORTHEASTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10° 27' 52" AN ARC
DISTANCE OF 54.79 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURYE, NORTH 59°

03" 42" eAasT 104.60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE

CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 300 FEET THENCE NORTHEASTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 6° 17' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 32.91 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 52° 4¢'

38" EAST 530 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND

2F

~CONTINUED-
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HAVING A RADIUS oF 100 FEET; THENCE FASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 76° 12' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 133
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 51° 01l' 18" east 25.08

" FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 60 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY AND NORTHEASTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 113° 22'+45" aN ARC
DISTANCE OF 118.13 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TOQ SAID CURVE, NORTH 15°
35" 57" £AsT 27.08 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLF OF 41° 47!
45" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 73.24 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE
NORTH 579 35' 42" eAsT 264.31 FEET T0O THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEETE rﬂgNgF
EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OfF 53° 02 g
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 92.58 FEET THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
69° 23" 48" easT 104.60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET: THENCE
SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 25° 36’
08" AN ARC DISTANCE OfF 89.37 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
53° 47' 40" easST 76.50 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE ,
 NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS oF 100 FEET: THENCE EASTERLY ALONG 'I'
SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 67° 26' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 117.69 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 68° 46°' 20"
EAST 102.52 FEET T0 A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 23,
THAT IS DISTANCE THEREON SOUTH 0° 08' 40" EaST 557.76 FEET FROM
THE NORTHCAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 23; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH
48° 46' 20" easT 54.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE

- CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE
NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 42° 23!
45" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 73.99 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE,
NORTH 26° 22' 39" gasT 17.01 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEeT;
THENCE NORTHEASTERLY AND EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 72°21' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 126.29 FEET; THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 61° 15' 35" EAST 57.89 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENY CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS
OoF 200 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A '
CENTRAL ‘ANGLE OF 23° 26' 00" aN ARC DISTANCE OF 81.80 FEET; THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 57° 49' 55" EAST B86.94 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS
OF 90 FEET:; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 67° 20' 00" AN ARRC DISTANCE OF 137.18 FEET; THENCE TO
SAID CURVE, NORTH 34° 50' 05" easT 2.35 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A
TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE WESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET;
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 34°

~CONTINUED- . .
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20 30" AN ARC DISTANCE O 520w PRLES THENCE TANGENT To SAID
CURVEs NDORTH 00 7' %% CAST o Tif5 SGilNTHERLY LINE OF SADDLE PEAL
ROADy A0 FEET WIDC, AL SHOWN Ol TN THE COUNTY ZURVEYOR'S MAP NO.,
8807+ SHEETYT NOD. 1 AZS FILED I THT OFTTCE OF THE COUNTY ENGINEER
OF ZAID COUNTY.

THE SIDE LINED OF SAID £0 Fod STRIFP 7 LAND SHALL BE FROULONGED R
SHORTENED 210 AZ T0 TERMINATE aw)JTHERELY TN THE SOUTHERLY LINEC OF
SAID NORTHHEST QUARTER QF THIZ ROR THITAST QUARTER OF SECTION 3% AND
TO TERMINATE NORTHERLY IN SALDDL SOUTHEN v LIME OF SADDLE FEAK ROAD.

PARCEL &=

AN EASEMENT Fiid INGRESE AND CGRESG, v R OTHAT PORTION OF THE NORTH
OF THE NORTHWEST GUARTER OF SECTION Z4. TOWNEHIF SOUTH. IRANGE 17
WESTy SAN BERNARDING MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE QOFFICIAL PFLAT OF
SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICY LAND OFFICE ON AUGUET 21, 12%e.
JINCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LANDs 30 FEET WIDE. LYING 1% FCET ON
EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIEED CENTER LINE:

BEGINNING AT THE MURTHERLY TEMRMINUS OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE I THLU
CENTER LINE F ZTADLLE FEAE ROADs  4O.00 FEET WIDEs DESCRIEED IN
DEED TO THE COUNTY OF LS ANGELLEEs RECORDED ON NOVEMEER 1.+ 1794
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 1234, N B 137 L, PAGE 10 OFFTCLAL ROLOOHDD
OF SAID COUNTY s A4S HAVING A GUEARING AND LONGTH OF RNORTH 15e o
40" WEST Z2Z5.3% FEETS THENCLE Sutsirt sie~ 3700 L7 WEST 11,43 FLLT T
THE EBEGIKMMNING 0F A TANGENT CURVE (NMOAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AMND HAVING
A RADIUS OF 100,00 FEETT THEMUL SOUTHMESTERLY ALONG ZA1D ClLRYE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF a4+ 10 27" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 132,21
FEETS THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE Zu0UNH 44° Z4' 40" WERT 73.%%
FEET TO THE BEGINKING OF A TAMGEMT CURVE CUNCAVE NORTHRESTORLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS 0 100,00 FEETT THUNCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SaAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF S0 e 10" AN ARC DISYARGCE b
44 .62 FEETS THENCE TANGENT T SATD CURVE SOUTE 70° OO0* S0 WEST
124.24 FECT T THE EEGINNIMNG 07 A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE WO THIERL Y
AND HAVING A RADILES OF 100.00 FEETF THENCE WESTERLY ALDING SAID
CURVE THRUOUGH A CHNTRIRAL ANGLE 7 Hde 34 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
B83.24 FEETS THUNCL TANGENT To SOATD CURVL NORTH B¢ 25 10Y S
SE.EY FEET TO THE REGINMING OF A TARGENT CURVE CONCAVE Sl FRITRLY
AND HAVIWG A fADILE, OF 76,00 1 By THLMCE HESTERLY ALONG CAID
CURVE THROUGH A CUNTRAL ANGLE f 00 7 4B AN ARC DISTANCE OF
85.43 FEETS THI'NCE TAMGENT T “SAlh CUORVE S0OUTH S08 27 O pEsST
§2.26 FEET T HE GHEGINMIMG OF A FANGUENT CURVE CONCAVE NOHTHERLY
AND HAVING A fRADIUS OF 100,00 1 EETY THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CLENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° YU 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
141.08 FEETY THERNCLE TANGENT T ZAID CLURVE NORTH 420 33 SEY WOST
9%.03

=~ T InnED-
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FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOQUTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS 40.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY, WESTERLY AND SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG
SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 125° 55' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
87.91 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TQ SAID CURVE _SOUTH 5 31' 35" wesTt 101.59
FEET; THENCE NORTH 74° 59' 40" wesT 195.55 FEET; THENCE NORTH 81° 437 257
WEST 95.61 FEET; THENCE NORTH 69° 26' 10" WeST 91.69*FEET TO THE BEGINNING
OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FeeT:
THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 46° 50' 45" aN
ARC DISTANCE OF 81.76 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 62° 43' (5"
WEST 8.80 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND
HAVING A RADIUS OF 80.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 74° 38' 55" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 104.23 FEET: THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 41° 38' 00" wesT 176.45 FEET TO THE BEGINNING
OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A rRADIUS oF 100.00
FEET; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY AND WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 58° 53' 10" AN ARC DISTANCE oF 102.78 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO
SAID CURVE SOUTH 79° 28" 50" west 53.09 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGCLE 0OF 20° 56' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF
36.55 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 58° 32' 20" wesrt 112.28
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 53° 37' 15" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 93.59 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID
CURVE NORTH 67° 50' 25" wesT 10.01 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS ofF 100.00 FEET. THENCE
NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 55° 45' 30" AN
ARC DISTANCE OF 97.32 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 12° 04' 55"
WEST 87.09 FEET To THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY
AND HAVING A RADIUS of 100.00 FEETS THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 43° 39' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OfF 76.20 FEET; TO
THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF
227.48 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
51° 23" 45" AN ARC DISTANCE oOF 204.06 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE
SOUTH 72° 51' 50" WeST TO THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24, THE SIDE

LINES OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR SHORTENED SO AS TO
TERMINATE EASTERLY IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00
FEET WIDE, AND TO TERMINATE WESTERLY IN THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24.

THE SIDE LINE OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR
SHORTENED SO AS TO TERMINATE EASTERLY IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00 FEET WIDE., AND TO TERMINATE WESTERLY IN
THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24.

~CONTINUED- .
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PARCEL 7:

AN EASEMEMT Al 5LF 1 FORTH [N THAT G KTATN AGREEMENT AND GRANT O
EASEMENT LY AND [l FUEEM SAMDSTOME x [T IRS INC.y AND FAUL FAIGE
AND JOSI MARIIFIIGEAS RECORDED DUCEMIIRE 17, 13277, AZS INSTRUMENT NLi.
77-1384100, OFFICIAL RECIRDE.
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AT THE DATH HUIRCO CCERPTLMNG 1w CovliaaGr T ADDITION 1 THIL. FRINIED
EXCEPTIONS AND CXCLUSIONSG IN (1D 0L LOY FORM DESIGNATED ON 1L FACL PAGE OF
THIS REFORT WOULD E AS FOL LTINS :

FROPERTY TAXIS, INCLUDING ANY AZUESSMENTS COLLECTED WITH TAXKESs TO CGE
LEVIED FUR THE FIZSCALL YCAR 1927 - 192832 WHICH ARE A LICN NOT YET
PAYAELE.

PROPERTY TAYLUEs INCLUDING ANY H JHSONAL PROFERTY TAMES AND AWY
SSESSMENTS COLLECTED WITH TAXED. Fult THE FISCAL YEAR 1%#&5 - 193270

15T INSTALLMEMT: $:317.47 5 FALD
ZND INSTALLMENT:. F519.47
EXEMFTION: NIONE
CODE AREA:
ASSESSMENT Mz (Tt 8 Yo
A SALE YO TIHC STATE OF CALIFORNIA FOIRR GENERAL AND SFLCIAL TANES AND
SURSEQUENT UFLINGUENS IES FOR THE .
FISCAL YIEAR: 195 - 1

TAXING AUTHIIRITY = COUNTY OF LO%S AMGELES
AMOUNT T FAY

FPRIOR Tii: AP 10s 1727 86, 544.07
THE LIEM OF SURTLEMENTAL TAMES. IF ANY, ASSESSED FURSUAMT T THE

FROVISLONS td7 CHAFTION ot (GURIMETRICTING WITH SCCTI0N 7w OF T RECVENURE
AND TAMATTONM CODIE o THED STATE fd7 CALTIFFORNIA,

AN EASEMUNT Moy THE PLURFOSE  SHoN GELOKW AND RIGHT S INCIDEMTAL. VHERETC
AS SET FORH IN A DOCUMENT :

PURPOSE : ROAL
RECORDIEED: IN BOOE 204 PAGE S4. OFFICIAL RECORDS
AFFECTZ: SATD LLANMD

THE EXACT LOCATION AND EXTENT OF SAID EASEMENT IS MOT DISCLOZED OF
RECORD.

—CONTINUED-
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2. AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETQ
~ AS SET FORTH IN A DOCUMENT
PURPOSE : ROAD
RECORDED: IN BooK 7071 PAGE 138, OFFICIAL RECORDS
AFFECTS: - - THE SOUTHERLY LYING WITHIN'THE LINE OF LANKERSHIM
ROAD
3. AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL raeasrc
AS SET FORTH IN A DOCUMENT 4
PURPOSE : - INGRESS AND EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES
RECORDED: IN BOOK D2578 PAGE 19, OFFICIAL RECORDS
AFFECTS: THAT PORTION OF PARCEL 2 INCLUDED WITHIN PARCEL 1
4. A DECLARATION AND GRANT OF EASEMENYS DATED MARCH 31, 1969, EXECUTED

BY FRED A. WRIGHT AND ANN M. WRIGHT, HUSBAND AND WIFE, RECORDED APRIL
15, 1969 as INSTRUMENT No. 4276. _

‘I'.S. AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES INCLUDED WITHIN THE EASTERLY 30 FEET OF THE NORTH 314.70

FEET; THE NORTHWESTERLY 30 FEET ALONG THE LINES DESCRIBED IN PARCEL I
ABOVE AS INSTRUMENT NO. "NORTH 75° 18' EAST 84.74 FEET; THENCE NORTH
46° 24" EAST 118.82 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IN
SAID DEED TO WALSH"; AND A 30 FOOT STRIP LYING SOUTHWESTERLY OF A
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 70 FEET, SAILD
CURVE BEING TANGENT TO THE EAST LINE OF PARCEL 1 AND BEGINNING AT A
POINT ON THE EAST LINE THAT IS DISTANT SouTH 0° 08' 40" east 149.70
FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF PARCEL l; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE NORTHWESTERLY BOUNDARY OF PARCEL 1. THE SAID
30 FOOT EASEMENT LINE SHALL BE PROLONGED OR SHORTENED SO AS TO
TERMINATE NORTHWESTERLY IN THE SECOND ABOVE MENTIONED EASEMENT LINE
AND TO TERMINATE SOUTHERLY TANGENT TO THE FIRST MENTIONED EASEMENT
LINE, AS RESERVED BY FRED A. WRIGHT AND ANN M. WRIGHT, HUSBAND AND
WIFE, IN DEED RECORDED JANUARY 24, 1972 AS INSTRUMENT No. 1709 anD
BY ANN M. WRIGHT, A MARRIED WOMAN, IN DEED RECORDED MARCH 1, 1976 AS
INSTRUMENT NO. 4689; AND BY M. J. SCHEINBAUM, A MARRIED MAN, IN DEED
RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 1970 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 4532,

(E;) A REAL ESTATE OPTION (NON-TRANFERABLE) DATED AUGUST 25, 1977, ,
EXECUTED BY JOSI MARIPOSA AND PAUL PAIGE, PARTIES OF THE FIRST PART,

O\ AND MARVIN CHESTER AND ELFRIEDE E. CHESTER, PARTIES OF THE SECOND
§> RT,%RECORDED SEPTEMBER 1, 1977 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 77-972201.
\ .
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SCHEDULE B PAGE NO. 3 ORDER NO. 3995438 .

AN AGREEMENT AND GRANT OR EASEMENT BY AND BETWEEN SANDSTONE
PROPERTIES, INC., AND PAUL PAIGE AND JOSI MARIPOSA, RECORDED DECEMBER
15, 1977 as INSTRUMENT No. 77-1384100.

DESCRIPTION OF EASEMENT: THE EASEMENT GRANTED Is:

(A) A RIGHT OF WAY TO INGRESS AND EGRESS TO THE UPPER ROAD OF
SANDSTON$ KNOWN AS PARKHOUSE LAND, AND;

(B) A RIGHT OF WAY, RIGHT TO HAVE BUILT, ERECTED, INSTALLED, AND
MAINTAINED, A WATER LINE, INSTALLED BY A PUBLIC UTILITY COMPANY,
ALONG THE ALREADY EXISTING ROAD KNOWN AS PARKHOUSE LANE, AND;

(C) A RIGHT OF WAY AND RIGHT TO USE THE WATER WELL ON THE “SCRVIENT
TENEMENT", THE COST OF USE TO BE BORNE TOTALLY BY THE "GRANTEE"., AS
WELL AS THE COST OF INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ANY NECESSARY
EQUIPMENT TO FACILITATE ORDINARY, CUSTOMER: AND REASONABLE USE.

LOCATION OF THE EASEMENT: THE EASEMENT HEREIN IS LOCATED AS
FOLLOWS: ' :

AN EASEMENT THIRTY FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH FOLLOWS ad‘l'
EXISTING ROAD KNOWN AS PARKHOUSE LANE, WHICH RUNS FORM EAST TO WEST
ALONG THE SERVIENT TENEMENT. THE PARTICULAR LOCATION OF THE EASEMENT
IS DESCRIBED IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY TAX MAP BOOK 4&48 PAGE 22, AND
IDENTIFIED THEREIN AS PARKHOUSE LANE.

AN INSTRUMENT ENTITLED "CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE OF COMPLLANCEB.
EXECUTED BY DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES,
RECORDED OCTQBER 5, 1984 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 84-12012053.

DOCUMENT RECITES, IN PART:

THE ABOVE DESCRIQED‘PARCEL WAS NOT CREATED IN COMPLIANCE WITH STATE
AND COUNTY SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS. UNDER CURRENT STATE LAW, THE

"PROPERTY MAY BE SOLD, LEASED, FINANCED OR OTHERWISE CONVEYED WITHQUT

RESTRICTION. HOWEVER, THE CONDITIONS LISTED BELOW MUST BE FULFILLED
BEFORE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT OR OTHER DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL.
THESE CONDITIONS ARE IN ADDITION TO ANY PERMIT REQUIREMENTS WHICH MAY
BE IMPOSED. .

CONDITION(S):

1. OFFER FOR ROAD RIGHT OF WAY ANY PORTION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
WITHIN 30 FEET OF THE CENTER LINE FOR PARKHOUSE ROAD ON THE NORTH
SIDE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. , I

~CONTINUED-
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SCHEDULE I FAGE M, 9 ORDER NI, etasa

2. OFFER SALD RIGHT 7 WAY Al LASEMENT T OTHER FPROFERTY OWNEIRE IN

THE NORTHEADDD GUARTER OF SECTION 232,
MOTES :

WATER AMND ACCESS REQUIIRL BMENTS MAY BE IMFOSED AS A CONDITION ufF FERMIT
AFPROVAL FFUIICGUANT TO S0 1aeks 703010 AND 13020 0 THE FIRE CODiE.

GO OGICy OIS ANDZOF DMIOUINAGE (ONDTITIONS ON THE SURBJECH PFROFERTY
MAY LIMIT DEVELOENMENT e FECHSSITATE THAT REMEDIAL ML AZUKRES il TAEEN
IN DRDER TO OBRTAIN A BUILDING PERMIT.

END OF SCHEDULE B E~3-30~-8T
NOTES

NOTE ND. 1: IF ANY OF THE VEZTEFE HEREIN ARE NOW MARRKRIED. THIE
COMPANY WILL REGUIRE THAT THE SMIUESES JF SAID VESTEE JOIN IN THE
CHECUTIORN 07 ANY OONMVEYANCE OR ENCUMEBRANCE OF SAID FROFLRTY.

MOTE M. 2 WD WAL REGUIRE A STATEMENT OF INFORMATTON FROM THE
FARTIED NARHE b ELLOW N ORDER TO COMFLETE THIS REFORT . DASCD ON THE
EFFCCT o Do UMy MTS s FROCEEDRDIMGS . LILNSy DECREES, OR OTHUER MATTERES
WMHICH 00 N3 SPECIFLICALLY DUSCRIREE SALID LAND. BUT WHICH, If ANY DO
EXIETy MAY AFFECT THL TITLE OR IMPOSE LIENS OR ENCUMERANCUS THEREOM..
FARTIES: AlLLL PARTIES '

(NOTE:  THID STATEMENT OF INFORMATION IS NECESSARY To CIMFLETE THE
SEARCH AND LXAMINATION OF TITLE UNDERN THIS ORDER. ARLY 1 1TLE SEARCH
INCLUDES MATTERE THAT ARE INDEXED EBY NAME ONLYs ARND HAVING A
COMPLETED OTATEMENT 0 INFORMATION ASSISTS THE COMIFARY IN THE
CLIMINATION OF CCRTALNM FMATTED WHICH APFEAR 10O INVOLVE Tid FARTIES
EBUT IN FACT AFFECT ANOTHER FARTY WITH THE ZSAME OR SIMTILAR NAME. EE
ASSURED THAT THE STATEMEWT OF INFORMATION IS ESZENTUAL AND WILL EBE
FERT STRYCTLY CONFIDINTIAL TN THIS FLLEL)

NOTE N. 2 THERE ARE NDY CONVEYANCEE AFFECTING ZAID LAND, RECORDED
WITHIN 100 Gl MONTHS OF THE DATE oF THIS REFORT.

MOTE N2, 9: THE CHARGE FOR A POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE, WHEN ISEUED
THROUGH THIS TITLE DRDER,y WILL DY BASED ON THE BASIC T SHIORT-TERIMY
TITLE INUGUIRANCE RATE.

~CONT INUIED -
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V1A FACSIMILE (415) 904-5400: LETTER 4 PAGES, DOCUMENT 10 PAGES

December 9, 1999

Sandy Goldberg

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street

Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Ms. Goldberg:

Thank you for sending the documents that Mr, Flinkman (permit application 4-96-189) had submitted to
the California Coastal Commission recently.

1 would like to address some core issues that are clear grounds for revocation of permit application 4-96-
18%;

" 1. ‘The property in question does not have the required easement. According to Public Resource Code
30250, you cannot create a property without adequate public resources, access being one of them.

. 2. 1wasnot given sufficient notification of the hearing. Had I been given sufficient notice, [ would have
been able to dispute easement documentation that was erroneously submitted which would have
prevented the application’s approval. :

3. The owners of four properties were not notified of the hearing and the Flinkman project goes right
through their lots. Obviously, they are unable to participate in the process because they still have not
been notified. Those properties are: 4448-23-17, 4448-23-18, 4448-23-19, 4448-23-26. Also, ] was
able to speak to two additional property owners on Parkhouse that were on the notification list and they
had no idea that this hearing bad been held. As they are just finding out about this and getting some
preliminary information from me, they will need time to decide how to respond.

4. The following lots have old addresses that could have been easily updated on the notification list:
*  4448-23-30 Roy and Sharon Ramquish (name should be Ramquist)
¢ 4448-26-27 Jeanne Roach
*  4448-23-27 John Foley
¢ 4448.26-72 John Tellefson

Mssrs. Alan Block and Norm Haynie, on behalf of Lewis Flinkman (the applicant), have submitted
documentation that now admits that the document they had previously submitted as the property’s
easement is NOT the easement, which is what I have been trying to communicate to Merle Betz since [
became aware of this application. It appears that the applicant and/or his representatives purposely
submitted this erronecus document. 1t is very likely that Lewis Flinkman-and his representatives knew they
did not have an easement becanse they’ ve been trying 1o get an easement since at least 1992 and bave been

. unsuccessful. Please see the endosed letter and documentation of Norm Hayuie letter dated March 17,
1992,

) Exhibit X
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas)
Lane Correspondence 12/9/99
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Mr. Block’s letter is misleading regarding the lack of an easement for the property under consideration by
the Coastal Commission. 1tis clear that the property doesn’t have an easement but he fails to state this
directly, opting to muddy the waters by mentioning other easements that have nothing to do with the
property under consideration.

Now to address Mr. Block's letter directly:

1. It'safact that thereis no easement access to the property. Mr. Emmett Taylor from L.A. County
regional planning is concerned about this and has called Merle Betz and Nonn Haynie aboutit. He
discovered the lack of a proper easement after he gave approval in concept.  Coupled with the fact that
I was not given sufficient notification, my request can hardly be coined as “patently frivolous™

2. Mr. Flinkman and Mr. Haynie knew that [ had built my bouse and have been living next to the
applicant’s property for over two years at the time notification was sent, and still allowed it to be sent
to my old address. The mail forwarding period had already expired and the notification was not
redirected. Contrary to Mr. Block’s claim, the mailing list does NOT reference me with my correct
address at the time the notification was to be mailed,

3. Itisinaccurate to state that [ “specifically advised the applicant” that either my wife or I would be
attending the hearing. | was sent out of town by my employer the week of the hearing and would have
- never indicated to Mr. Flinkman that I was going to attend. And, my wife would never go to a coastal
hearing without me because she has limited understanding of the process.

4. ‘There was no posting of the property “pursuant to Section 13054(b)”. I drive on Saddie Peak and pass
by the Parkhouse entrance every day to and from work and have never seen the posting. In addition,
either my wife or I walk our dogs by the property at least twice a week and neither of us saw any
posting. I'm not surprised that Mr. Haynie in paragraph 4 of his dedaration states, “1 have reviewed
my filesto see if | have a copy of the Notice of Posting and have been unable {my emphasis] 10 locate
same.” | guess his copy must just be transparent, like the posting.

5. 1don’t understand Mr. Block can state, ““Mr. Lanes [sic) contention that the applicant does not have
Iegal access to the subject property appears to be completely unfounded.” (Although he does cover
himself by using the words “appears to be™). Then, Mr. Block sidesteps the fact that the property in
question has no access and redirects attention to the easements that other properties may have. He
avoids dealing with the lack of easement of the property involved in the permit application. Mr.
Flinkman can have these easements to other properties checked all day long by his title company. It
makes no difference because they are not the easement that the applicant claimed to have inhis
application nor do they give access to the property. '

6. The proposed redivision in CDP (Coastal Development Permit) # 5-96-189 claims legal access to
public road through 2 lot with APN # 4448-23.22 and then through Parkhouse Lane (a private road) to
Saddle Peak Road which is a public road. Therefore this project needs easements through the lot with
APN £ 4448-23-22 a8 well as easement through Park House Lane

Dhesa
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In regard to the easement through the lot with APN # 4448-23-22, Mr. Block admits that currently they
have no easement but claims that easement can not be created until they seil the properties. We
disagree.

First, the lot with APN # 4448-23-22 is owned by Stan and Ruth Flinkman. Secondly, the proposed
redivision is owned by River Stone Group which is owned by Lewis Flinkman and others. These two
properties are not only under different titles but also have different owners. Therefore we reject Mr.
Block’s argument that the easement can not be created at this time. In fact the easement should have
been created prior to the approval of this project in accordance with Section 30250 of Public Resource
Code.

Mr. Block may offer to create the easement now, but that clearly is adding conditions to CDP # 5-96-
189. As you well know, it is not possible to change the conditions of the permit through the revocation
process.

In regard to easement through Parkhouse Lane, Mr. Block has submitted the Grant Deed of properties
with APN # 4448-23-22 and 4448-22-12, which shows easement through Parkhouse Lane for these
two lots. We agree that these two lots have legal access through Parkhouse Lane, but as it is clear from
these Grant Deeds that Stan and Ruth Flinkman, the owners of these two lots, do not have the right to
grant the same ecasements to others. Therefore it is irrelevant that these two lots have easement through
Park House Lane, What Mr. Block needs to show is the Grant Deed of the lots in CDP # 5-96-189 in
order to show that the proposed development has legal access. Indeed that would resolve the issue of
easement.

Mr. Block may offer to create the easement on Parkhouse Lane now, but as we mentioned before, that
would be adding conditions to CDP # 5-96-189. As you know it is in violation of Coastal Act to add
conditions through revocation process. :

There are numerous additional problems with the project, including the lack of required soils reports,
geology reports, and grading plan. The grading repost is based on the contention that the road is 20 feet
wide but I found and measured several long sections of road that are 10-13 feet wide. This means that
there are huge amounts of dirt that are going to be moved and are not accounted for in the grading plan.
Not only

that, but the grading plan was prepared and submitted by Mr. Haynie who is NOT a licensed civil engineer.

Additionally, I obtained the tape from the last coastal hearing where Mr. Haynie is asked how much of the
road is paved and he states, “4/5”, when it is actually less than S0% paved.

Howevér, I will address these geology and grading issues only if necessary as they will require my personal
resources which I do not feel should be my financial burden. The applicant should have provided the
proper reports, and they should be signed off by a professional, licensed civil engineer.
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The initial points | have made at the beginning of this ictter should be sufficient for the California Coastal
Commission to approve revocation of application permit 5-96-189 at the January 2000 hearing in Santa

‘Monica. Just the easement issue on its own is sufficient grounds for revocation based on Article 16,
Section 13105(A).

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael Lane

2265 E. Little Las Flores Road
Topanga, CA 90290

(310) 455-0847

ce: Merle Betz

via fax/signed copy in mail

Encl. (1 document — 10 pages)
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FLINKMAN

MAL1BU VISTA PROPERTIES
22761 PACIFIC COAST HWY., SUITE 260
MALIBU, CA 90265

March 17, 1992

Dear Property Owner:

You may recall that I gent you & letter several weaks ago
regarding the improvemant of the street, Parkhouse Lane, which
provides access to the property you own in the Banta Monica
Mountaing off of saddlepeak Raad. A copy of this letter is
acttached for your convenient reference. I followed up this letter
with a phone call. During that phone call you indicated to meé
that you would be willing to grant a wider access eassment along
the Parkhouse Lane right-of-way to your neighbors in return for
your neighbors' granting a wider access esasament to you over their
property adjacent to Parkhouse lLane. The existing access easenant
width is 10 feet wide and the L.A. County road standards require a
64 foot wide access; accordingly each property cwner alony the
right-of-way will be granting an additional easament width of 17
feet. Thig additional 17' easement is required if the Parkhouse
‘bane is ever going to be improved to L.A. County standards, and
thersby permit each person who owns a lot adjacemt to parkhousa
Lane to cobtain a house comstruction permit in tha futurs.

Please read the snclosed easemant agroament and call me if you.
have any questions. Please note that the easement contract must
be signed and the Bignature must be notarized. ‘

I am sure that the future improvement Of the strest will
substantially increase all of ocur property values in the future.

Sincerely yours,
Norman R. Haynie
Asgociate with Stan Flinkman
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STREET IMPROVEMENT AND ACCESS EASEMENT

Tnis agreoement is being entered into to facilitate the improvement
of thagrcertain gtreat referred to herein as “Parkhouse Lane.* It
18 the cbjective of this agreendnt that said improvemsnt will be
consistent with street improvement standards estsblished by the
county of Los Aungeles. When the improvements have been conpleced
all owners of property which raquire access over the improved
portion of Parkhouge lanse to access a pingle family dwelling will
have said access rights and said access rights will be over a
gtraer which satisfies the County of Los Angeles Road Department
and Fire Department standards.

The axigting street right-of-way will be widened to 64 feet and
the centerline of said right-of-way will be mogified fram its
current location in only three areas to accorwodate the LO6
Augeles County Road Department's radius and gradieat standards
(s¢e Exhibit A-2, attached hereto).

This documant will also grant casements ovar the improved streset
to the parties to this agreement and sald easements will provids
access to all properties owned by the parties to this agreemant
and any future owmers of said properties or any portion of said

propexties; said propaerties are listed in Exhibit B attached
hereto.

In addaition to the above stated objectives of establishing = &4°
wide right-of-way for Parkhousa Lane and the granting of access
eagaments over sald street to the parties to this agreamant and
said parties' successors in interest, this agrsement will alsc
document the commitment of said parties to contribute to the cost
of the improvement of Parkhouse Lane to tha extent that said

atregt; satisfian all street improvament standaxrds of Los Angeloes

THEREFORE AND IN ACCORD WITH THE ABOVE STATED OBJECTIVES THE
PARTIES TO THIS AGREEMENT AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING TERMS AND
PROVISIONS: )

p

I. Each and every person, or entity, which is a party to
this agreement, listed in' Exhibit B attached, doas
hereby grant to each and avaery other party to this
agresmant an access cassmant for ingress and egress
over, under, and along all portions of property lying
within that cercain strip of proparty 64 feet wide and
described in Exhibit A attached hereto and referenced
herein as the “Parkhouse Lana Accass Easement®.

IX. This agresmant will be recorded in the County of Los
Angelas and the Parkhouse Lane Accuss Easement will
theraby be recorded on the title of, and insure to the
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STREET IMPROVEMENT AND ACCESS EASEMENT
Page 2

I1I.

:vl

benefir of, each of the owners of the parcels of
propexcy dascribed {in Exnibit B artached, and to
successors in interest of each of said parcels Or any
portion of sald parcels.

The Parkhouse Lane AcCaess Emgement can bs used by any ot
the parties listed in Exhibit B for the following
purposes:

1. Ucility installation including, but not limited
to gas lines, water mains, telephona lines and
conduit, power lines and conduit, cable
televigion lines and conduie.

2, Grading as required to construct straet
. improvemants.

3. Drainage devicas, including but not limited to,
-conduitg, swales and catch basins.

4., Paving.
5. Retaining wallsg.

§. Landscaping, including sprinkler gystems.

7. Botry gate and apurtenant structures at the
intersection of Parkhouse Lane and Saddlepeak
MH s v

Notwithstanding anything stated above or elsewhare ia
this documant, Stan Flinkman may, at his acle
discretion, grant the exact same casemant rights over
the Farkhoume Lang Easement as is being provided to the
parties to this agreement to the “"owners of 8 other
parcels” and for said owners succesgors in interest.
Said eight (8) other els are listed in Exhibit *C*
and .ant:ac:had herato, '

The above stated provisions have boen read, understood, and agreed
tO by the parties whose signatures are witnassed balow. .

Date

Stan & Ruth Flinkman

Bate

Cyril & Amn Carr
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STREET IMPROVEMENT AND RCCESS EASEMENT

Fage 3
Date Louis Bolivaer & Ralph Orr
v
Py
Date Lazzy & Barbara Wizth
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3194333812

H F Richardson

Date

S’
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: EXMIBIT A
REVISED LEGAL DESCRIPTION, PARKHOUSE LANE CENTERLINE

Beginning at the Northerly terminus of that certain course in

the centerline of Saddle Peak Road, 60.00 feet wide, descridbed in
deed to the County of Los Angaelaes, recorded November 12, 1942 as
instrument No. 1236 in Boock 19715, Page 10, Official Records of
said County, as having a bearing and length of North 13 degrees 58
minucaes 40 seconds West 35.35 feet; thence Jouth 86 degreer 37
minutes 17 seconds West 116.43 feet to the beginning of a tapgeat
curve concave Southeasterly and having a radius of 100.00 feet;
thence Southwestarly along said cuxve through a central angle of
42 degrees 10 minutes 317 seconds afi arc distance of 71.61 feet;
thence tangent to said curve South 44 degress 26 minutes 40
seconds West 73.55 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve
concave Northwesterly and having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence
Southwesterly along said curve through a central angle of 25
degrees 34 minuces 10 seconds an arc distance of 44.63 faet;
thence tangent cto said curve south 70 degrees 00 minutes 50
seconds West 124.24 feet t0 the beginning of a tangent curve
concave Northerly and having & zadius of 100.00 faet:; thence
Westerly along said curve through a central angle of 50 degrees 14
minutes 00 seconds an arc distance of £8.26 feet; thence tangent
to said curve North 39 degrees 25 minutes 10 seconds Weat 3,30
feet to the begimning of a tangent curve concave Boutharly and .
having a radius of 100.00 feet; thence Westarly along said curve
through a central angle of 69 degrees 57 mimutes 45 seconds an ¢
distance of 85.48 faet; thahce tangent to said curve South 50
degrees 37 minutes 05 seconds West 61.27 feet to the beginning of
4 tangent curve cconcave Northerly and having a radius of 100.00
feer; thence Westerly along said curve through a central angle of
80 degrees 30 minutes 0Q seconds an arc distance of 141.08 fest
thence tangent to said curve North 48 degress 32 minuces S5
saconds West 1.1l feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave
Southerly and having a radius of 90.00 feet; themce Norcthwesterly,
Westeorly, and Southwesterly along said curve through a central
angle of 125 degress 5% minutes 30 setonds un arc Giacance of
67.9) feset; thence tangent to said curve South 5 degrees 31
ninuces 35 seconds West 3.38 feet; thence liorth 74 degrees 59
minutes 40 seconds West 195.55 feet; thence North 81 degrees 4)
ninutes 25 seconds West 95.61 feet; thence North 69 degrees 26
minutes 10 seconds West 91.69 feet to the begimnning of a tangent
curve concave Southerly and having a radius of 100,00 feet; thence
Westerly along sald curve through a central angle of 37 degrees 00
minutes 00 secomds an arc distance of 64,59 feet to the begimning
of a tangent curve concave Northerly and having a radius of 100,00
feet; thence Westerly along said curve through a central angle of
€0 degrees 30 minutes 00 seconds an arc distance

-centinued-

[0
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of 105,62 feet; thence tangent to sald curve North 41 degrees 36
minutes 00 seconds West l41.43 feer to the begimnning of a tangent
curve concave Socuthwesterly and having a radius of 100.00 feet;
thence Northwesterly and Westarly along said curve through a
central angle of 5§ degrees 53 minutes 10 seconds an arc distancs
of 102.78 feet: thence tangent to said curve Squth 79 degrees 28
minutes SO seconds West 53.09 feet.

The side lines of said strip of land shall be ’ﬁx »d OY

shortened so as to terminate Basterly in the Wes line of said

Saddle Peak Road, 60,00 feet wida.

/4
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EXHIBIT "B
PROPERTY OWNERS

PARCEL MAP 4448-23

3

- 45
45

stan & Ruth Flinkuan
Stan Plinkman Trust
Stan & Ruth Plinkman Trust

PARCEL MAP 4448-22

4

13
13

Iarry & Barbara Wirth
1535 rernwood Pacific Drive
Topange, CA 50290 ‘r.'

R ® Richardson '
1040 columbia Ridge Drive
vancouver, WA 28664

Louis Bolivar & Raiph Orr
2717 W 1é3rd

Gardana, CA 90249

Btan & Ruth Flinkman Truse
stan & Ruth Flinkman
Cyril & Am Caxry

1733 N. Refugio Road
Santa Ynes, CA 93460

/3
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EXHIBIT "C*

-

PROPERTY OWNERS

[

PARCEL MAP 4448-23

16

7

18
19

3l

26

-3
aé

27

28

Joseph Schmid
19200 Hamlin 8t.
R.'ﬂu CA

Fereydoon Mashall
ga4l Saturn Strest ,
Los Angeles, CA 90035 . 7

rergydoon Mashali £

Alan & Pacricia Haynes
21201 W, Red Bluff Trail
Topanga, CA 90290

Jack & Dorothy Gardener
€385 W 78th Rail
Los Augelas, CA 90045

Mattys Van Leeuwen
18222 Floxwood Ave.
tavndale, CA 950260

stan rlinkman Trust

Charies & Anne Gates
2443 Nuez way
Topaogs, CA 90290

i
2029 Corral Cyn Rcad
Malibu, CA 90265 .

charles Lisanby
2162 Willetta Ave.
Los Angelas, CA 90068

Michael & Ellan Lane _
11046 Kling 8t.
North Hollyweed, CA 51602
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