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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) 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 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 2ft. 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 
131 05 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: 

I. 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. 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A . Project Description and Background 

On April15, 1999 the Coastal Commission approved with conditions coastal 
development permit 4-96-189 (Fiinkman), 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, ~md 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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Grounds for Revocation 

Executive Director'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 (1 00) 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 1 00 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 Jist. 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 Jots. 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 incomplete information 
relative to the coastal development permit? 

b. If the application included inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, was 
· the inclusion intentional? 

c. If the answer to a and b 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 8.1. 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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Mr. Lane asserts that there is no easement granting the right to use the proposed • 
Abadie Lane to access the project site from Parkhouse Lane and this should have been . 
required prior to approval of the permit. The proposed' 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. 

The Commission staff did not request that the applicant provide evidence of an 
easement authorizing use of Abadie Lane to access t.he 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 8.1. 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 incomplete 
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 du.ring 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 requiring 
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 Coastal 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 fou!'ld 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. 
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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 . 

II 
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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 . 
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:.. APN: 

' County: • : 
ing: 

Map Pg: 

Phone: 

OWners: 

Mail: 

2) 

APN: 

County: 

Use: 

Zoning: 

Map Pg: 

Phone: 

Owners: 

Mail: 

3) 

·N· 
unty: 

Use: 

Zoning: 

Map Pg: 

Phone: 

Owners: 

Mail: 

4) 

APN: 

County: 

Use: 

Zoning: 

Map Pg: 
Phone: 

Owners: 

#Situs: 2575 APPLEFIELD LN. TOPANGA CA 90290 

4448-022-004 Rec Date: 

LOS ANGELES, CA 

RESIDENTIAL LOT 

LCA11· 

115-B·t New Pg: &29-JZ 

3101455-2321 

WIRTH LARRY & BARBARA 

Sale Price: 

Document#: 

1st TO Amt: 

Rooms: 

Full Baths: 

3189 Ml\PU PL; KIHEI H! 96753-9424 R014 

Situs: , TOPANGA CA 90290 

4448-022-005 Rec Date: 

LOS ANGELES, CA Sale Price: 

RESIDENTIAL LOT Document#: 

LCA11• 1stTDAmt: 

115-B1 NewPg: 62.9-J2 Rooms: 

Full Baths: 

RICHARDSON H F 

04/13/1987 

$165,000 

567651 

$60,000 

Bedrms: 

Half: 

02/05/1968 

Bedrms: 

Half: 

PO BOX 1298; CANNON BEACH OR 97110-1298 8011 

Situs: , TOPANGA CA 90290 

4448-022-008 Rec Date: 

LOS ANGELES, CA Sale Price: 

RESIDENTIAL LOT Document#: 

LCA11• 1st TO Amt: 

115-81 NewPg: 629-J2 Rooms: 

Full Baths: 

BOLIVAR LUIS R/TR 

ORR RALPH l 
2717 W 143RD PL; GARDENA CA 90249·3103 C014 

Situs: , TOPANGA CA 90290 

444·8-022-014 

LOS ANGELES, CA 

RESIDENTIAL LOT 

LCA11* 

115-81 New Pg: 62!1-JZ 
805/688-9699 

CARR CYRIL L & ANN R/TR 

Rec Date: 

Sale Price: 

Document#: 

1st TO Amt: 

Rooms: 

Full Baths: 

07124/1989 

1177724 

Bedrms: 

Half: 

03/22/1988 

Bedrms: 

Half: 

Total Value: 

lmprv Value: 

land Value: 

Lot Size: 

Bldg/Uv Area: 

Yr Built/Eft: 

Stories: 
Pool: 

Total Value: 

lmprv Value: 

land Value: 

lot Size: 

Bldg/liv Area: 

Yr Built/Eff: 

Stories: 
Pool: 

Total Value: 

lmprv Value: 

Land Value: 

Lot Size: 

Bldg/Liv Area: 

Yr Built/Eft: 

Stories: 

Pool: 

Total Value: 

lmprv Value: 

Land Value: 

lot Size: 

Bldg/liv Area: 

Yr Built/Eft: 

Stories: 
Pool: 

Mail: 6121ilLLSIDE DR; SOLVANG CA 93463-2165 C004 

• 
@ 1996 Win2Data 2000 

Exhibit I 
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas) 
Property owners' list furnished ·by Flinkman 

$201,747 

$201,747 

A14.73 

$52,504 

$52,504 

A12.53 

$82,904 

$82,904 

A14.13 

$27,626 

$27,626 

A5.11 
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Th \&a.. 
STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

LIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl COAST AREA 

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 

VENTURA, CA 93001 
(805) 641·0142 

APPLICATION NO.: 

Filed: 
49th Day: 
2701h: 
Staff: 
Staff report: 
Hearing Date: 

STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

4-96-189 

PETE WitSON, GoYflntar 

7127/98 
9/14198 
4/23199 
MB-Vta 
3/26/99 
4/13-16/99 

\·.-:"· .. APPLICANT: Lewis Flinkman 
'4 ....... 

... .:;. .. : , AGENT 
-i'.~·. : 

.; •• <t'.o:~ Alan Block/Nonnan Haynie 

• 
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) 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 
residential building pads, driveways and access road {Abadie Lane).lmprove 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). Additionally, the 
applicant is proposing to offer to dedicate a 20 foot wide public hiking and equestrian 
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 II 
Application R-4-96-189 (lane and Douglas) 

Staff Report for 4-96-189 (Fiinkman) 
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update letter, May 12. 1997; Coastal development permits nos. A-42-80 (Levinson). 4- • 
93-103 (Murphy-O'Hara), 4-96-28 (Herberger, 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 prQposed 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 existing configuration would have resulted in roads, 
building pads and residences located in very steeply sloping canyon area~ adjacent to 
or within environmentally 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 
Joss of this vegetation, massive reconfiguration of the natural landforms and increase of 
impermeable 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 sign~cant 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 iines 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. For these 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 April13 -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: 

J. 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 fn 
conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, will not 
prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare 
a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, 
and will not have any significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning 
of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. Standard Conditions 

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

2. §xpiration 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. . 

3. Compnance 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. 

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

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

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

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



A. 'lplicaUon 4-96-189 (Fiinkman) 
Page4of40 

111. Special Conditions 

1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendations 

Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit the applicant shall submit, for 
review and approval by tl" e Executive Director, evidence of the geology and 
geotechnical consultants' review and approval of all project plans. All recommendations 
contained in; Geoplan, lr·c., Engineering Geologic Report, Tentative Tract 50456, 
October 22, 1991-; Strata· Tech, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for Proposed 
Single Family Residential Development Tentative Tract No. 50456, N.ovember 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 recomme 1dations concerning keying and benching of till and drainage. 
All plans must be reviewed 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 th :a proposed development approved by the Commission which 

· may be required by the C)nsultant shall require an amendment to the permit or a new 
coastal permit. The Exec:utive Director shall determine whether proposed changes are 
substantial. 

2. Landscape Pltns and Monitoring 

(a) Landscaping Plan 

Prior to issuance of a eo~tstal development permit, the applicant shall submit landscape 
plans for review and app "'val by the Executive Director. The landscape plans shall be 
reviewed and approved l•Y 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 & dis1 urbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained 
for erosion control purposes within (60) days of completion of final grading. To · 
minimize the neKI for irrigation all landscaping shall consist primarily of 
native/drought mslstant plants as listed by the California Native Plant Society, 
Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, in their document entitled Recommended List 
of Plants for Lardscaplng 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) All cut and fill sic ,pes shan be stabiUzed with planting at the completion of final • 
grading. Plantir g shoukl be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa 

4-
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Monica Mountairls using accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire. 
safety requirements. Such planting shall be adequate to provide 90 percent 
coverage within ·Y~o {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 nati 11e 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 continue::i compliance with applicable landscape requirements; 

(b) Monitoring R aport 

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

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 supplements I landscape plan for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director. The revised ll tndscaping 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 um lertake development in accordance with the final approved plan. 
Any changes to the fimal approved plan shall be reported to the Executive Director. No 
changes to the approvud final plan shall occur without a Coastal Commission -
approved amendment :o the coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director 
determines that no am !ndment is required. 

3. 

(a) 

Drainage Ct)ntrol Plans/Interim Erosion Control 

Drainage Cc •ntrol Plan 

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

5 
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control features which ensure that all run-off from Parkhouse Lane, Abadie Lane, • 
all driveways, and all building pads is collected and discharged in a non-erosive 
manner. Velocity reducing devices or structures shall be included to minimize 
erosion into adja•:ent 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 ye~ rly 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 succ:essor interests shall be responsible for any necessary repairs 
and restoration. 

(b) Interim Eroslc•n Control during Rainy Season 

Should Q.rading 1ake place during the rainy season (November 1- March 31), 
sediment basins (including debris J;>asins, desilting basins, or silt traps, and other 
interim erosion (:Ontrol 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 or to a • 
site within the O)astal zone permitted to receive fill. In the event that grading . 
operations are i1terrupted for a period of more than 30 days, regardless of the 

1 

· 

time of year. se:fiment retention and erosiOn control measures shall be 
implemented. · 

4. Tnll Dedicat.on 

ln order to implement the applicanfs proposal of an offer to dedicate a 20 ft. wide public 
access hiking and eque,trian 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 :Jr shall execute and record a document. in a form and content 
acceptable to the ExeClltive Director, irrevocably offering to dedicate to a public agency 
or priVate association approved by the Executive Director an easement for public access 
and passive recreatiom1l use in the general location and configuration depicted in Exhibit 
3. - The exact easement location shall be agreed upon by the Santa Monica Mountains 
Traits 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. ·tn the event that the applicant is not in agreement· 
with the Executive Dire :tors determination. the trail alignment shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Coast 11 Commission. 

• 



• 

Application 4-96·189 (Fiinkman) 
Page7of40 

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 1he 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 thls 
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 Division of 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 Permit 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 • 

. 7 
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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). Tf:le 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 n2 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 travelling 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 relative to time of operation· 
and responsibility for any survey. 

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

Table 1: Parcels Before and After Raconfiguration · 

Before Reconfiguration 
Parcel Parcel Size 

A 
B 
c 
D 

109 Acres 
5Acres 
1 Acres 
5Acres 

AfterReconfiguration 
Parcel Parcel Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 

1.60 Acres 
9.60 Acres 

103.27 Acres 
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 
own~rs of any interests of record in the affected prope~ 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 mne 
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 nor:th of the project location. The subject property is 
adjacent to at the southwest comer 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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A review of application m :~terials 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 November21, 1996. 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, 1996, March 25, 1997, 
August 25, 1997, and Ap ·i123, 1998, December 9, 1998). Principal items of discussion 
included local governmer .t approvals, grading plans, geologic review, percolation tests, 
land use designations, a\ ·erage lot size analysis, completeness of plans, application fees, 
etc. Staff subsequently rr et with the applicanrs representatives on March 13, 1999 at 
which time the proposed project resulted after submittal of new material regarding the 
parcel configuration, pad ·location, offer qf 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 v. as 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 April13- 16, 1999 meeting because of the need to 
complete action within 2~'0 days as required by the Permit Streamlining Act 

3. Current Status of ttle Subject Lots. 

Staff notes that the appl~ :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 belov.. 

On June 18, 1980, the Commission granted Coastal Development Permit No. A-42-80 
(Levinson) for a 19-lot sl;bdivision. 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 i 1 the Commission's Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) 
program by restricting dE!Velopment of 17 parcels in the so-called Zone I Donor area • 

(0 
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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 niay be considered a 
single parcel for purposes of sale, transfer, development or encumbrance ... • 

ln March 1981, an amendment to COP 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 I 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, I 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 aU 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 1 0 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. Pareef 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 

I I 
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involved in this permit application, the applicant has asserted that parcel1 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 I could only be tied to parcel B; 
and parcels D through H could only be tied to parcel 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 
applicanfs agent's letter, March 8, 1999, Exhibit 12) These certificates assertedly show 
the County's recognition of these three parcels as $till separate. The Commission 
notes, however, that. an approval from the Commis~ion would ~ave 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 parcel1, together 
with three additional parcels 2, 3, and 4. For this reason, there are not 6 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: 

• AppDcation 4-96-187 {Sohal) for the reconfiguration of eight lots qf 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 
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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: 

• 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). 

• Increased development in undisturbed, steep areas resulted in unacceptable le~els 
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. 

ln permit 4-93-1 03 (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 ~o an existing road and avoi~ing 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 
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. 

1. 

Geologic and Fire Hazards 

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 structurallntegdty, and neither create nor contribute 

• . -

significantly to erosion, Instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding • 
a~ otar i~ ~?Y w

1
teay reqtuuire

1 
,thedfoconstru~tionbo,'J::tecdtlv~evlces that would· .... 

suus nua••Y a rna ra .an . . rms a.ong ,, an C11 • 

The MaHbu/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 oti, 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: 

/If 
• 
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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 
consultants. 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 t:omposed 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 thu geotechnical engineers and engineering geologist, the 
Commission finds that tht t development is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal 
Act so tong as all recommendations regarding the proposed development are 
incorporated into the proj•:tct 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 Jnding 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 engineem and engineering geologist as conforming to their 
recommendations, as no1 ed in special condition number one (1) for the final project plans 
for the proposed project. ~proval 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 a 1d structural integrity, and not contribute significantly to erosion, · 
instability, or destruction ·lf 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 towar:f the unnamed tributary to the west, at a distance of 
approximately one- eight 1 mOe. Both creeks are designated as environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas in the land use component of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountafns • 
local Coastal Program. '' .... 

The consulting engineeri ,g geologist has noted that the proposed cut slopes will be fairly 
resistant to erosional det ~rioration, but recommended that storm water from buDding sites 
and roadways be collectEd and controlled to flow to adjacent ravines. In past 
Commission decisions fer similar projects involving cut and fill slopes, avoidance of 
concentration of runoff a11d erosion has been found necessary. The Commission has 
found that uncontrolled s!orrn water runoff associated with the construction of projects 
such as the proposed pre ,ject 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 anc I off the site, which will adversely affect the stability of the 
building pads and roadw 1ys 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 ass•)ciated with uncontrolled drainage. 

Ero~ion control devices ure proposed for the main access road to the site, i.e. 
Parkhouse Lane. Howe,,er, drainage control measures are needed to convey runoff off 
of all impermeable surfat:es on the entire site. Paving of roadways and driveways 
including Abadie lane attd driveways to the individual building pads will significantly • 
increase the amount of it npervious surfaces which increases the volume and velocity of . 

!? 
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!11 stonn water runoff. In addition, compacted fill and cut slopes Increase the volume and 
velocity of runoff from the developed sites. Therefore, the Commission finds that it 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 engineering 
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 result 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 . 

17 
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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 store terpanes, which are highly flammable substances (Mooney in Barbour, 
Terrestrial Vegetation of California, 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 buHding sites are located on the more gently sloping to • 
relatively level mesa area of the which a less hazardous area than the $teeply 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 application 4-96-187 
(Sohal), for reconflguring 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 als\l 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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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 minimize 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 Uttle 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 pavement 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/and 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 Csllfomla 
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. 

Jn addition, the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains LUP includes the following 
policies regarding protection of visual resources, which are used as guidance by the 
Cornrnission 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; 

• minimize the alteration of natural/and forms; 

• be landscaped to conceal raw-cut slopes; 

• be visually compatible with and subordinate to the character of 
Its setting; 

• be sited so as not to significantly Intrude Into the skyline as 
seen from public viewing places. 

P131 Where feasible, prohibit placement of structures that will break the 
ridgellne view, as seen from public places. 

• i 

• 
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Application 4-96-189 (Fiinkman) 
Page21 of40 

• ~--· 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 natura/landscape from 
earthmoving activity blends with the existing te"ain 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 appUcant is proposing to create four six building pads clustered off Abadie Lane, 
make improvements to the existing access road (Parkhouse l~ne), 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 includes 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 project. 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 actions. · 

21 
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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 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Subtotal* 

Cut 

1,803 
277 
444 

3,652 

6,176 

Abadie Lane 

Access Road Grading 

3,100 

Parkhouse Lane 

Parkhouse Washout 
Repair and Maintenance 

Subtotal 

Total 

772 

0 

3,872 

10,048 

Fill -
214 

. 3,259 
316 
33 

3,821 

952 

772 

1,623 

r3,247 

7,068 

TOTAL GRADING (bulldingpads,drlvewaysandaccessroacss) -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 0 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 ihe .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 

22. 
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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 proj~ct 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 farge cut and fill slopes or otherwise significantly alter the 
existing 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 Lot 3 
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 Trail 
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 area to 
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 blen.d in with the s~rroundings. 

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 opportunities 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 BI8B so as 1o mitigate a(llllnst 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 onslte 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 coastline, 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 
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 neets 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 publir: access on the project site represents an important 
"missing" link that will further complete this trail (Exhibit4). Such an offer requires 
formalization through a rEcorded, irrevocable offer to dedicate a route which is 
agreed to by the Executi\ e Director and concerned agencies, and which 
specifies the hours of avi 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 di!Velopment ·permit. 

The above recornmende<l 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 ':ertified LUP. Therefore, Q'le Commission finds that the 
proposed project, as coflt :litioned, is consistent with PRC Sections 30210, 
30212.5, 30213, 30223, nnd 30252. 

E. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

1. Coastal Act und LUP Policies 

PRC Section 30240 statE ·s: 

(a) Environmental fy sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against 
any significant d'rruptlon of habitat values, and only uses dependent 
on those resourct ta shall be allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development 1n areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and 
designed to prevc,nt Impacts which would significantly degrade those 
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat 
and recreation anJ&S. 

• 

• 
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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 substantia/Interference with 
surface water now, 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 Cornmission, 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 policies 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 
runoff over pre-existing peak flows .. Impacts on downstream 
sensitive riparian habitats must be mitigated. 
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P B7 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 B9 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 All 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) to 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 1 000 ft. There will be 
some drainage to the west toward· an unnamed tributary of Uttle Las Flores Creek from 
Abadie Lane from the pad proposed on lots 3 and .4. This unnamed tributary is 
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 '· .. , 
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Local Coastal Program. 

As discu5$ed 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 controlled and conveyed in a non-erosive manner. In tum, 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. 

· • · Eroded soil contains nitrogen, phosphorous, and other nutrients which, when carried 
into water bodies. trigger algal blooms that reduce wat~r clarity and deplete oxygen 
which leads to fJSh kills and creates odors. 

• Excessive deposition of sediments in streams blankets the bottom fauna, paves 
stream bottoms, and destroys fish spawning areas. 

2~ 

• 
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• Turbidity from sediment reduces in-stream photosynthesis, which leads to reduced 
food supply and habitats. 

• Suspended sediment abrades and coats aquatic organisms. 

• 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 produ~s 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 
conditio.ned is the proposed project consistent with the habitat and coastal 
resource protection policies of Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

F. Cumulative Impacts 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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servl~~ and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either • 
indivl..,ually 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 of an individual project shall be reviewed In 
conjunction with the effects of past projects, the effects of other cun-ent 
projects; and the effects of probable future projects. 

In addition, the certified Malibu/Santa Monica Moun~ins 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 U$e plan map 
pteSents a base land use designation for all properties. ..~ For those parcels 
not overlain by a teSource management category, development can normally • 
proceed according to the base/and 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 policies include: 
. 

P 273 Development shall conform to Chapter 3, as amended, of the Coastal Act 

P 273c On property encompaulng stream cour.ses, 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 PBO 
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 Cl)de Sec. 66499.35 (b) shall be subject to a coastal 
development p tJrmit which shall be approved, but shall be subject to 
conditions to implement 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 t·edivision must be reviewed against Section 30250 of the 
Coastal Act. The Commi!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 geologbally stable, and contain an appropriate potential building pad 
area where Mure 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 ir npact of new development in the Malibu/Santa Monica 
Mountains area in past P'!rmit actions. The cumulative impacts problem stems from the 
existence of thousands of undeveloped and poorly sited parcels in parcels and/or 
residential units through aubdivisions 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' 1 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 ct >mprehensive planning perspective, the potential development 
of thousands of existing 1mdeveloped and poorly sited parcels in this area creates 
potential cumulative impetcts on coastal resources over time. Because of the large 
number of existing unde\ ·eloped parcels and potential future development, the demands 
on road capacity, public :;ervices, recreational facilities, and beaches can be expected to 
grow tremendously. In response to these concerns, the Commission has not allowed 
land·divisions which would increase the number of residential units without requirement 
of a transfer of developrr ent credits (TDC) development rights so that the development 
potential of donor lots is ~xtinguished 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 residenti~:llots 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 .,pen space in perpetuity. Nine separate portions ofexisting lots 
totaling fifty-nine acres were dedicated as open space through deed restrictions required 
by th~ Coastal Commission in coastal development permit A-42-80. Although these deed 
restrictions follow the lard, special condition five (5) is necessary to ensure an open 
space easements are pr:>perly 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!. conditioned, is c.onsistent with PRC Section 30250. 

2. Land Divisions und ,, PRC Section 30250(a) 

The criteria in PRC Sectic •n 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 prevc mts 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 Jnding 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, ak •ng Pacific Coast Highway, and does not apply to the interior of 
the Santa Monica Mount sins coastal zone. The Commission further found that the area 
addressed by the 50% c1 iterion was the •market area• which amounted to the entire 
Santa Monica Mountain .:nea within the coastal zone. Within this area, a majority of the 

•• 

existing parcels are not yet developed and, consequently, all land divisions· outside the • 
coastal terrace failed the required test under Section 30250. The Commission instituted .· _ 
the TDC program to address 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 cuupled with lot retirement do not increase the number of 

.. potentially usable parcel!•, the technical criterion of30250(a) concerning 50% of the 
useable parcels in the a'• is, iri effect met In the case of the proposed project the 
number of usable parceh• is not Increased by the rediyision of land, therefore the project 
conforms with the 50% c: iterion of Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act is not applicable. 

Section 30250(a) also s·:ates that land divisions outside of existing developed areas shall 
be permitted only where the parcels created are no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. In determining this in the Santa Monica Mountains, the 
Commission has conside red the average and median lot sizes within one-quarter mile, 
taking into account majcu·topographic and cultural features. In this case, the surrounding 
area is characterized by ~at ridges 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 compl ated an analysis of average lot size within a quarter mile radius, 
except for two large pat eels of respectively 320 and 400 acres to the south. Based on 
this information, the avmage lot size in the surrounding area has been calculated as 5 
acres. The proposal "il result in creation of of Lot 1, which at 1.6 acres in size is below 
this criteria. The remai 1ing 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 previousl 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 Mountains 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 II, 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 resource$. 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 II, 1 du/5 acres; 3: Rural land I, 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 II, 1 du/5 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 specifi~d 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 
configuration. 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 redivislon 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 ,, ... 
Monica Mountains because of the existing large number 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 
concern the applicant calculated the maximum allowable residential density for the 
existing and proposed lot reconflgurations 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 Slope 
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 aHowable 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 originally 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 prqposal 
in application 4--96-187 (Sohal), which did not resuH 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, creating 
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 
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adverse impacts, either ir1dividually or cumulatively, on coastal resources and is 
therefore consistent with PRC Section 30250(a) and 30253(a). 

4. Project AlternatiVeti/Oevelopment of Existing Configuration 

The above cumulative impact analysis describes how the proposal is consistent with the 
allowable lot size crHeria 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 ~rea, an analysis of project alternatives is 
necessary to determine t.' the proposed development is preferred. The following 
evaluates the proposal rE.Iative to the project alternative of development under the 
existing lot configuration. 

The present lot 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 prese11t configuration has the advantages of creating a potential 
building site off Abadie L1ne. This lot straddles Abadie Road in a relatively flat area that 
is suHable 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 c ,f cut and fill would be· required. · ·· · 

Further, one of these P.arcels {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 
streer. Development of l.as Flores Heights Road will in.tum result in massive amounts 
of grading and landform ;tlteration. 

The surrounding area is ·~haracterized as development of flatter areas on minor ridges 
and plateau areas as opf tosed to development in· canyons or on the side of steeper 
slopes. Development un :fer 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 :1n 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 exist !ng configuration is a better alternative than development In 
nearby areas to the soutl1 and west introduces development into areas of steeper and 
potentially unstable slopEtS 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} entitled 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 tire 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 tire 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. 

1n addition, construction of tire 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 turns, 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 

37 
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envthironmeb!'tatlly sensrtyitive habitat areas associated with the two blue line stream courses • 
on e su ~ec prope . 

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 result 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 see~s to maintain their biological productivity. 

In summary, the above shows that there are difficulties with Coastal Act policies 
through development of the present rot configuration are avoided by the proposed 
reconflguration. 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 ~f 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 ~aters. 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 
Ge.ologic 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 Jots 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 conaitions are incorporated 
into the project and accepted by the applicant. As conditioned, the proposed 
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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 Ad as 
required by Section 30604(a). 

I. 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 adequa~ely 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. • 

• 
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Flinkman Appeal No. 42-00 
(Ievinson) Appeal 42-80 Hearing Opened: 4/16/SO 

Staff Recommendation 
DEGISIOI·I 0 F 
RID:ZIONAL 
OOZ-11·1ISSION : 

PE»f!T 
APPUCA.r-IT: 

DJNE:U)PMENT 
LOCATIO~:. 

DEi.TELO?.-!ENT 
!::>ESCRIP'l'IO~I: 

?UBL!C 
HEARING: 

Permit gn1nted with conditions by South Coast Regional Commission. 

Imrnediatel~,north of Ra.:nirez-Mesa Drive, Paradise Cove/Point !kane 
area of Ms:,Jibu, I.os Angeles Count:r (Exhibits 1 &. 2) 

.. 
Division o.:t' 23. 2-acre parcel into· 22 lots, with related const:ru.cti.on 
of roads, ~ter lin<es, dry setV"er lines, utilities and grading for 
building pa~ (Exhibit 3) 

., . 
Malibu Villas,~w.ners ~sociation and~ommissioners Lenard Grote and 
!Dis Elv-en 

Heari..'lg :>pen\f·~ April,.~6, l9Jtf in los An~eles 
.• 

ADD~IOKAL SUBST.4NTIVE FILE OOCUHENTS: 

1. Appeals No. 3'Z9-79 (Oxnard Shores), 2.66-79 (Harvey Phamacies), 491-78' ( CyprJS 
·,!est), 41.9-?S (Pal.omares), 31-.30 (Gunnar) 

STAFF !10TES: 

'1'!-...is appeal. and the Ti.f.'fan:r appeal are the first large land d.:.i:vision proposals 
in llalibu where no residential construction is proposed to be considered by the Commis
sion since the adoption of the Malibu/Santa !-tonica Mountains Transfer of Development 
Credit program. The coastal issues raised are whether low ~~ moderate income housing 
:require:nents should be imposed i."l approving and divisions where no residential. constrJ..c
tiOJl is proposed, and the need to balance the Coastal Act's housi."lg policies with the 
ne•~d to mitigate the other environr.~en.tal con::erns addressed by the Transfer of Develop
nent Credit program. Neither the Corrr..ission' s housing guideli..11.es nor the Corrmission' s 
:~dopted a.al:!.bu guidelizms S?ecific.::illy 1lsC'..:.ss housi...'1.g requirement3 ~'lith regard to 
~-'ttld divisions. These guideli."les do :::-ecommen.:i i:npQ3ition of housi..'lg re<r..:drements in 
spp!'O~ .... .,g m.ulti-fam.il;y ciev~lopments. The staf.!' believes that residential subdivisions 
s7en~r~te t.he same impacts r:.s do multi-tmit r-=sid.e~tial nrojects .L."l terms of the avall
~illty of and need fo!" ho-J..si!:.g for all econor.dc segr.to.t'lts of the comr.rJr~.ity, and the 
:::ta!.'f' thersi'ore believes t:1at, residential subdl;tisions should be treated simil;:r!.:r1Jif-"' 
rr.~ti-ur.!t col".stru~tion ;>rojects. The staff recommends that land sufficient to pro 
::5i~ of t.he total number of l ;"t~ prcpcse::i i."l a subdivision should ganerally be req:..:dr d 
~, t;e d«licated for lot~ an<l m.odc">te inc:>me housin<;; se•rera! p'J':X" '>->mrnis:p:-ri= 

-t. . J:_ "I 
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liCOO'lcgcU in ~he ottoch•d r:.:>din~s hove ostoi:li3ited this pr>eedent. In Malibll'.t 
1"'!::•-tui:;.··::::•,:mt :.;hou:!.d !Je reduced to 15-:o;~, in .lccordnnce Arlth the Conunission's M.aJ..ibU. 
.,.:-od·.i~1:L~:;:;s !or multi-f.:lillil:r !~''''].,..>pmr:nt 'o'lhich state: 

~ ... ' 
••• h~C.!!UZ<'! 'Jf •:-rl'.r:!.!":.>ruat·nt:~l .:md :::crvicc ::~y::rtem con3traints necessitatint1~ 

lilc use of the 'l'!':.i.t'lSl'cr or Development· Credit pilot program to mitigate C'tlDlUJ.a..;. 
t.iva i:np.:~.ct.s of hi;o!!lc'!" de:lsity residential development, new multiple family c:te.. 
vclcpm>:!nt i.'rl tho i·inJ.ir.u :;;'n::l. m::1y b·~ rubj•::ct t.o ::1 looser rt!qu.ircment.. 

s;.ncc tbe !,!U.ldelines a.J.so indicate that development credit3 should r.ot be re
qt:.lrcd for units reserved for low and moderate income housing, the staff simllarly 
recc,mm.;nd::s that. dev;lopment credits should not be required !or lots reserved a.s low 
::n·l ":lldcr~te income housing. 

T:!c stafi' is th~refore reconunending cond.U.ions I"'!quiring the applicant to dedic: 
Ol"l'!: ucre withitl the ?i'oject site for low ~md moderate income housing. The applicant. 
~··:ill be required to appJ.:y to the (:ou."lty to rezone the dedicated lot to allow 4. units 
~\ p:-e:!.iminarJ assessment by the Cotmty's planning stai'f indicates that suc:h. a rezoni 
a9pears feasible. If tJo..e rezoni."lg does not occur, the applicant will be required. tea 
dedicate 2 additional on-site lots for low and moderate income housing. Thus, as 
conditioned, the project would provide land i'or 16-~ or tb.e total. number of lots 
proposed. The sta!'! believes these conditions are necessar.r to bring the project in 
CO!"J"onr,ance "tdth the hrnJ.Sing policies of' the Coastal Act. The staff also believes t:. 
with the conditions reqiliring development credits for the lots sold at market rate,. 
the ;>roject as conditione~. bal.ances the need for hous±ng with the need to ~aw.•• ... e.: 
environmental :impacts and .• i1f1 be found consistent with the overall :intent at 
Co.ostal Act. 

3ccause or the hous: .,18 requirements being imposed, and because the applicant ha: 
e"Jjerienced · dif'tic:ult7 in quickly obtaining GU.fficient development credits due to a. 
tight. ~ar!<et tor credits, the starr is recommending that the applicant not be rec:;iui..n 
to ldenti.i'y nnd purchase the lot:. to be extinguished prior to the Commission vota on 
the pro,ject. This policy represents a departure in procedure from pr'lvious State 
·~mmi.:sion s.cti on and !':rom the procedures outlined in the Mal.ibu. guidelines.. The st£ 
belle·:es such a depart~re is warranted, but only it the credits will be obtained and. 
the development potential of the lots extinguished within a short. period of time; 
other:·lise, t!le staff' believes the administrative difficulties in enforcing the progn 
will t!lreatan the entire program. The conditions recommended by the staff th.erefore 
require that diti"..±n 6 months of the i'inal Commission ""'te, the applicant must identif 
~nd ?'.C"!hase, or enter into a."l . .;screw to purchase, those lots to be ext.inguished pur
suant -:.o the T:;:cns!er of De"~relopmsnt Credit program. 

STAFF R.EOOMlmrDATION: 

' The staff recommends that the Commission afopt the .follolil~ resolution: 

J.. locro7al With Conditions 

'!'he Commission hereby gr3nts, subject to the conditions belo-t~, a permit for the 
proposed dev-alopment on the grotmds that, as conditioned, the development ld.U be in 
.-::)l"'..! .. :mnity t-rit.h the provisions of Ch!~.pter 3 of the Qllif'omia Coastal Act of 197. 
~v.!.ll not prejudice the abil:ity oi' the local government h::1vi...ng jurisdiction over . 
:.&Na to ,t;repare 3 local Coastal Pro5ram in cont'o:mi.ty with the provisions of Cha t.e.!: 
1, and :·;ill not have any si,:;nj.£iC'rmt ::ldverse irnpDcts on the environment within .£...... 
im~.uili-:.s ol' t!le C:•li.i'om~n Eiiv.l~nmental Quality Act. J · 
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II. Conditions 
Flinkman 

Appeal 42-80 
~'·:. .... &• ... pend~ is Staff Recommendation 
!. :'l'.J.ns!·:n of :>..:l·.··~;_:.;nc:-~t ::.··:di~. P:-l.::.r to bsu.:1nce of tHu:-:nit. the appU.c~u1"t·: 

~::.c.!l r .. :-:ord a l!~e-:! rl"!st:.·i . .:: ion :·rch'..!l~t:.n'; rtl~idential de·,elopmc::lt on and shali::ii~rd 
... :. in·,:,;~>c;lblt~ o:::cr co dodic.'l. tt! ..1:. ·'lp~:n ::;·.1c·.:: •)il:H:!!IC:~>t tJV'lr sufficient. appliC:al)J:f:i~.iats. 
tc.' cc..n~::..:t·.;t·.~ o min~:w~m ,,t: i.7 >:r.:::.n.;f.:n:·.::.f <h:v':!~.:wment credits l'JC.J.t-:d ia Zone~i?'.D6nbr 
.:u.··::as il. ~~cc:;r.:::nct~ · . .;ith ~~.::..:::ion 1~ of the Cvt'l!ni~:sion':; .:ldor,tnd l'·l.llibu-!;anta Mo·~.lca';,~,: 

• . - • • • - • • . .... :~ ·i' 
:·lu1mt.nm; la:t.;q;r·et.:..·:1.! ._,~ud..: 1.1 :v.:s. Thu !'<a·:n .::nd crmtont of tl~·~ dec.:! r.~st.rl.ct.r.on and:. 
,,;'!'::1" '.:0 deuic.:ttc t~h.:l:!.J. b.:, •'li.'Z:'rv'.'1.!d by 1.:hc :::xccutiV'.:! rlif.:!Ctor nf ::hl: Ct::m:.:nir.sion;- bote 
,_!.._,c;.un~nts ,,·!.;;.11 !;..: l."C!cor.lcd t.n~c cf prior i.icns :'l.nd er.ct:mf:l'r.:mcr:s ~xc·.::~t:. ta~ l.i..ens, a.nC: 
:·;L~1ll ro;:: :·:.i..:.:!l :::!o l::u<d, !:..i.:;.1.h::i all succollssors .l.nd as~•~gn:~ ,,f t.he applic:J.nt. The off~ 
~'' !.letE.c,\t::c shull rt!!i ·.o~i t:. ::;:•..! l.'l"d for a i'·eriod of 21 years rt:.nninq frl')m th~ d.tl.te. o.f! 
!"·.~ ~.~rd .. £ t.:. \:1: •• 

The lo~s t.> he d.::Jic:u;r:d s:1a i..!. be ccmbin.::d with each ot:.ur such ~hat th~/' may be 
cu:;:aii3t.J!:t:.:· .. l _;;. sir.,;!~ !.;~r=:•.!l :c-:t:~ flt:t::.~r:!~~:; cf !"'!i ... l-.J, tran::::;'~r, d~vul,J["itv~r:.~ or etl!:u.:nbra.nce,. 
.:•:.d. t:.!.~ :.l!'l·lic.~u-:~ :-:h.'lll z·::r-:·::::::\ cotl'.bint' th~.r.:c lot~t with a d<.:.velop~d or t!cvl.llop.:lble parce 
sue!; <.:h.:..t tL~y :;i.'l;:' :,.~.~ :::~nsido.r ... j ~~ !Sin':}la p;u:c~l t:•r :'!!.1 r;:trpr>ses, includinq C.J.!.o:! t:ran~ 

.t't..L, -il::v•::i·:>~::::•::.t a:n.i c:lcu::t!·.·L':'H:I:·: Ci< th•:: <lE"~Uc:mt; :.;h.'lll pruv!.1c r.:·::.dcnt':'Q for t:.he revie.-..: 
ar;'l ~!!Pl. .. ~· .. ·a l of th·:-: ::;.: .. ·::utl",.""•:: :.i .:.·(:t::tor ti!at t~ •. ~ 1.ott: to .b·"! dndi,.:at.,~-:1 ail.l. not: ba.:Qm.\1. 
t.~ !"""'~~1 ic i.~l:!··!C!;. ia ~ ... .;r:~ •. ; ~.f. : .. ::1 i.:;~C:::ln~:~ :\nd t.:l:< t·«lj•:ncn~!;. 

·:!liS r;.e.rr:-i t ~h.::.,j-:_ 1:.1;.;··: •:ff.::.:::: ·~;n}j' .iftC•r t·hu i-';X·":Clll.i•.•c:: O.i:oectOl." ha!; .o::on!i.rmad fn 
·.;;.ida.; ti .. 1t all t:e~~:.:.; o:. t: . .i .• cotvl.!.l:lc:~ ;;u•:;: !.:~en sa!.:isf~ctl. T!·,i!i :~::mit. s!la~l axpi.::u 
:.:ix :wmths .z.::to.:r tht.: J.;y .:.1f Lh·· final "J•>tc !':y the i.':oliUnir>sion, unl~..:ss :.he npplic.:mt: 
h:.s ~ntct't.ld Lat·:.> an escrC''·" ·ll•Jt'O::•~mcnt. ir. llCC!')rti:mce • . .rit;, this conditic,;1 and the Cowrtf£&!.= 
:,duptud :·:~lil..u g~ldc! i.:1a~;. I~ t.h..: applit·ilut is i:wolveu in " ')ood !ait.'1 effort t:o 
ccmply with this ~or.ditio~# the ~xecuti~e Dir~ctor may grant ~n aduition.J.l 6-mon~ 
ext:t.:!nsion to this cxpir.3t ion date. 'rht~ l'.l"Pl i c;'!.nt "'hall, upon requeRtinq such an 
~xtun:.oi<.m, nctify \lll iat~n.!st,.:•l pat·tiu:; in the application. 

1. LrY«- and :Ol•;;dera~e-Inc•:>m·: :1ousincr. Friar to issuotnce of permit the applicant. 
r.:~~:a en-::. ... ·r .:.nco 3.n agreement with the t.:alifornia Coastal Cor.-.::1ission provicing the 
i'vlla . .;in-.; .j,!l::!i.:-::.tion of lan::t. '!'hi:a :~grcemc~nt sh;l.ll bind the applict:~.nt and any successa: 
ir~ intcr~st to the real proper~y bcl.ng de•:elopcd and .:;hall be recorded as a covu.nant 
to !."~.m ·.vi tn ~;~e lar.d free of !·ri::.:.· lic-:1s .:md enc~.:mbrances •:>thor t.r.an :..:~.x liuns. This 
Zlg:-ce:zu~.:~~ shall ;t:ovide t!'lat: 

a. t'rio:::- to issuance c£ permit, the .'lpplic.:::.nc s~all recc..rd an off~r :.o 
de:dicu.t•:! to the Coastal Conservancy or other appropriate o.gcn<:y approved by the Exec
utive :>ir::ctor of the C.:>::unis.sjon, ilt l\::.1st .1 c:-.e:-acr~ portion of the project site .. 
The o!!f~:: of d<::dication sh.ull run with the l .. md, bir,ding succes~:ors and assigns r 
shall be ::r::::ordeJ free of ail prior lic:ts and t::lcumbrar.::cs except for ta:~ !.icns. and 
;.:i,..ll! ~~ ~:u:ursJ ::,y title in3uranco acceptable to :::~.c i::·:ec1.:tive Dirccto::-. i?rior to 
r.-.:.;~rJ:!tir..Jr:, lhe UPl'j ic~nt shall st.l!>mi t. the dc:.:uu&r.!:~t:.; t:~~,n·"·~ying th~ of!cr ~f df!.:t!icat:!..o~ 
-:.. ... · :.hi.! :::x:e:euti\'1.! Di.:-o;.:cto1· for hi;;; ruvic~1 .:1:1J :1ppn;,·.r:.1l. 'l'hc :.lpprr;·:r.:d of;'e:r t:l;.a!.l .ba. 
:.~•"! ... ~•"r..!\.~u :.~:1J · .. vir.h.;:•.;;~ tht..:l'C:t)[ :.:u!;~nittctl to Lht: J~X\lCUti~.'e ~ir~~~:t:.or. 

~. 'i'b'.l uf!~:::. ::•! ... i!.:!rli..::u:i.;xl shall l·!:•:··-·idc th.:ll: a:; o1 .:o:td!ti•.)~ of Ctlr~·.·c-j"iln.::·'! 
..,f :r:\: ~i.tl•~, th•! gr~~!'.t''•f\ ;1·~;,:: . .:·:,.. .:: ~)l*:'J~U'\i..:.:ltic. .. ~·, sh.1!l .~gree to nc-:•:pt tl:i; !"'C~t:ic:!.ct:z 

to::. :.h<: st:!:. ,:::r;uc:~: ·..:.:•: o !:' :: :·,e 1.; :-hi t·:' be c;t ar. tr.::.! as li::'li ted :::··; ho:!:tir,g for por:>c!'l~ of 
!\,; ~:~-.! !!t=· .. ~w:!:'·:lt\! !..:~·"':~·~~\<.:. i·.:.·icr t..J r .. ho .. lCC•·rt~l!~•.:t:: 0 f t!:O )T.J.:~~ of i'"uc: titl'::, th.•.1 <_;r-a!1:";ae 
a =~·all ;·tul.:~:t t.rl the ~: ..... ~:c• .. ;t! ·:•;; ::.i.r•..:CtCJr f:>:" hiS ;:.-:\:it~·.-1 ~n:1 Cl!"l'l'-:1·,:~ t. t.hC clc::t:mC:r.~:; C'-tf / 
~ .... -:;.:~i:!q ~lla tt::rm~ 3:::: con.:l!.t.inns ,,: tiu.~ acc~i-tlt.!'\t:c: cf the s~bja::: i:ar-:et Gr it:t-~~~~ 

.:1 pa::cd. F-X "'6: p ::) 
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. . ~:a~: ~ :liriJ 1_. t;.\a t .. ~:· '' t 1 ·:; ! ! ·: ~ ~ t11·~ i \..•t!l!t"/ :":t~ ~ • ... : >nc t:!1·l ~'!·.!!..:a ted tOt 
llll,,*·, .. • ;~: ~·:.:,~t t ra;i .. l·"!:.tl·,l u~ ... !•:: ,~~ ~!t .. l.· .. ,r,. ~~:.t.!: ~:u'-=h :-•:zr.,nir.~; •#...::.:~rs, tw~' 
:"::n.!~:~~:· .. _· 1•1 cl!~~·~!i..~·.: 1,-t$ .. ~;1\;1 .. :.ct.: ..... :;•}1,1l•=~·i ··:~:1:t L~ ::-t...t:.:~ •• :~d ...... !:.·:ltential.,. 
fc:.· i.\i"··: ..J.:' ... ; ::-.o!:.~:·-L!:.·:~ !:~t.:c..~~'•! ~;-:-J•&:··J.~~t'J. ·."l:,t.: l··,t:~ :..r, Q,~ ~r·~-=-i:!~;\.! =•h;ll.~ bt: ·..!u::iqnat~;~by 
t.he ~1r::.. :.:: t~.:. s~:bj ·1Ct. to t.:·.·! ~:~:. L"· . .,':!l 1 of th'.! !·:;<f'!C~tiv•:! ::ir·-::-:::• .. •:.. If c.!.e r.ezar,ifii;.-~~ 
~v-:::: !"!~;~ ,;c::·J:.· ·.·i:i~i:l 2 ;:·~ar.:; ::.·,:.:n t.:t.: i:;:Stl~:•~u ut th'!.!t p•:r;:iit, t;h:! lot:-: retained·~~·~::;~ 
:-:hllll b.: •.lctlic:tt t~d .l.!i l?"'' ,u,.l :noci ... rat:t~ il;..:r.nuJ h•l•l:;irv; ~;·;iJj·::~r: 1..~ •• t.h" f ... &:ovLr:ions of'l} 
p"'t'.•;::.l~h:.; {a) :: lhl {b) :Jb•lV· ... ; in t;hts •.•v,~:~!: d•:-w~li">pt:I!Wt: r:n. .. itt:.; si. .... ll ;-t()t ba requi.f~ 
!!ur 1.uts d':dic.l• .!d :ul 1·:·.~ .:.::d m· .• dr~r.:t.!;e in:::cnv~ !1nusing. If the ru::c::ing d.:J•::. occu'r\}; 
t.h·-' llP~li~.1nt st 311 l.Jc rel •!.::HH1d from thtl :·mn:.r it;L iunN o( par<VIl'i'll.;' (c) .:t.r.r.l w.a: sell.: 

l. Gt:ndin? !J:..a.!!!· f'rlol: -;:.:, ll'il'l'l:,,·,<":·1 t'lf !•••t-mi.t: th~ npplicnnt ::!vtil nubmit rc•,r.. 
yr.,din•J pl:ms, f 'r t.!m t·..:•.•i,!·~ <m\1 aiJprov:\l vf t.h~ t:::u~..:utivc Dir~ctor, which sh01ll sik 
:: ma:dmu:n of l,:>·lO euLic: ~·.Jr,b: of grading eor ••ltch approved lot, o>~c:ladinr; grading 
fur: ro<ldS. ·rho •;::adin<;.; r•l<u:!t :!h;'lll r-r.nvi!lt~ tlii&t 1\0 fill ·..;ill be L"'~l.:.t!.:Gd •..-.l.thin lOO .ft 
t.'f ."lt•r Jrainag<J c:·::~u::sa. 

~ 

·L !.'-lncisC.Jl •inu Plar.s. :.·rior to ir;suan::::u <> f pen!' it the." <lpplic..;r.r.t. sht..ll su.bait .;; 
l.:!.:t..l:..:::a;..ing plzm fo.c: t!H! r~·.ril.!w .lnd approval of th~.!_Executivc Director_. which ::hall 
i:H;egr.Jte ::h~ prcpoQt.:d pnd llreas emu su·eott ilnpr.·o•:om~ut!l '"'lth thll r.urrcundinq area. 
and \\'hich l:lh ... ll scr·~P.n th.:: visual impnct of future development from v!ews fr011\ Pac:if! 
Coa:Jt H!g:.-..:ay. I.;:tn..:lscapinq ~:.all be co:nposod pd.m;:trily or endemic vegetation .. and 
t!~e landsc:!.pinq p:1lr.s shall b~ implc!:\Onted ~-tithin six :!IOnths aft:.e:r rec:crdation. o! 
~~-~ fin.:t! tract map. 

S. Geolo::ic. Review. Prior to issu.ancc of permit the api,Jlicnnt ::h~ll submit to 
::.ho: iiX<:~cutive ::>i::' ~ctor of t!\1! Commission, fo::' his re•riew and app::oval, ;:tpproval 
the State ::>ivis io' of Hines ~nd Geol09"f of the final qrading plans !or t..'-7.e proj 

J and of plans for :he septic systams which will ba used to sP.rve tho proposed 
:i.'b..t s~::;~tic systann !:ih.:~.ll utili~e saepaqo pi t3 •mel shall assure that: no wa.t~r wil~ 
l!::;ter r.b·: t·~rr.ice deposit~ cl•:~nc; the sou1:h~rn boundaq· of t!lo site h\lt r~t.."ler Yill. 
~irac!: t!>~o: wate'l:' ;.nto th(! deeper Monterey f'orm.:~.tion. 

Th·= Commissioz: finds and declares as folloW!!: 

l. P~1ect Descriotion. As origi...nally proposed, the project would consist of" 
:.he subdiv:i.sion of a 23.2 acre parcel into ·22 lots for single-family homes, including 
ccnstruction of roa is, water lines, dry sewer lines, underground utilities and bn:fl din 
pad~. The project :~it.e is located i.'11med.iatel:r north ot Ramirez Mesa Dri.ve, in the 
Par-.ldise Cove/Point Illme area of Malibu. The amount of grading as origUla.JJ.y proposed 
t-:ou.ld be so,ooo cu. yds .. due to concem over this amount of grading expressed by the 
Regional. Commission and its staff, the applicant submitted, on the day of the final. 
vote by the Regior..S..:. Commission, a redesign which would limit· the number o! parcels 
to ~8 and s-u.bsta.ntiul17 reduce the emount of grading proposed.. Due to concern e.xpress:· 
.in tr..is appeaJ. over low 3Ild moderate income housing issues, tl:e applicant has submitte• 
1 further reciesign ~ t~ch will ereate a 19th parceJ. to be usf.C for :!.ow md moderate ~.t~.
.:;:t:;::it.? hous:L"lg. 

T'1~· project area is generally zoned for lott density residential use. Adjacent t.o thP. sit.e to t.he :J:>1.1th is t!'le Malibu Villas Condominium site. FUrther south, a. 
::'acii'ic ·))~st r!i~htll'<.t r, is the Paradise Cove Trailer Park. The project si:::.e is lo 
•~d., a cent t.o t:n exist !..'1£: d'~vcl·:>p•ui o~."', os designated by the Commission's ad:jpted. · · 
!ial.i.Lu g-.:.id::lines. ·:he pro,ject site is visibl~ from ?acific Coast Higmra7 md :!.s n7 
,·:u'!"•!!.:.tl:· -.;:.H.:~t. s: .'J{.h:3 ;.m t.:~ cit~ :-11nge from gentle to moderately steep. The~ 
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~aY~mum difference ir1 elev~tion of the site is eppr~xL~~~ely 130 feet. 
yon t<tith riparian vegetation borders the north~'11'est portir::m of the site. 

2. Concentration of Develooment •. Section J0250(a) of the Coastal 
~de::: tj~r.· 

Ne\'r development, except ss othezwise provided in this division, 
Q ·-

-· '. 

1oc:1ted within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existincgc~~;:~~~l~~: 
areas able to accommodate it or, where such ar~as are not able to a 

7U 
""CJ c 

Cl.l e s 
Q 

0. u 
Cl.l 

.it, in other al:"eas ~it.h Ddequ:.tte public services and where it will not have· 
nific:mt adverse effef!t.s, either individually or etl!Tlul<:ttively, on coastal resources. 
In addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural tlses, outside· 
exi~tiug developed areas shall be permitted only ltthere 50 percent of the usable 
p:::rcels in the area have been developed and t.he •::r~at.~d parcels would be no 
sr.1a.Ller l:1a11 the nverage si.:;e of S11rrou:1dinq p.:.rcels. · 

0. ar= < 
~ 
~ 3. Cumu1ative Impacts and E/.tinguishir.~ ~ve1opm~nt Potential. The Commissiar 

• .;.:i::J cJnsistently denied. pennit.s for land divisions in Malibu i.'l the past finding that 
t.ile combination of the :adverse imp.:tcts resulting from bt.lildout of existing 'but lmdevel
oped lots with ;:.he cumulative ei'fects of the development of building sites created by' 
:n~w land divisions, would threaten natural and recreational resources, end public 
a=cess thereto, in the last relatively undeveloped area in the Los Angeles metropol
itan region, and wcuJ.d therefore be incor-..sistent ·.-~ith the policies of the Coasta~ Act. 
,-,f 1976. (See Appeals Nos. 524-77, Schiff; 28-78, Brown; 509-78 ,_Bel Mar Estatesi 
:mel 463-781 Welles.} Recently, however, the Commission has approved several. land 
divisions lP.ppeal Nos. l5;-7S (Z.:ll); 346-78 (Flood); and 119-79 (Mar'..dlam), finding 
thar. a density transfer program should be tested L'1 order to e.Jq:~lore its wort.h as a 
method of imp~ementing_ the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act, ·wh:Ue more 
equitabl; distributing the burdens and benefits of land use regulation. The Cammiss~ 
finds that due to the location ~~d nature of the proposed development, this project 
is appropriate for the purpose of implementing and further evaluating the pilot 
'!'r;;ms!er ol' Development Program. · 

This project proposes to divide 23 acres into 18 parcels with an additional low 
and moderd.te income housing parcel. ilowever, the impacts will be offset by the trans
rer of t!le development potential !rom existing lots in designated small lot subdivisions 
in the greater surrounding area to the subject site. Such a transfer of development. 
;otential is consistent with the adopted Regional Interp~etive ~uideliens for th~ 
:t:~libu-Santa Monica Mountains. Those guidelines state that: 

A basic goal of the COastal Act is r.o concentrate development in or near 
P..xisting developed areas able. t·o accommodate it, thus promoting infi.Ui..""..g and avoiding 
;::;prawl i."lto areas with significant resource value. In general the Malibu-Santa MOnica 
:'-bumain coastal zone is not able to accommodate substantially intensified develop
;nent due to a constrained road network, severe geologic, fire and flood hazards, a 
large diversity of special and sensitive habitat areas and a growing i.ilporte.."lce as 
a recreational and s::enic resource to the metropoli ta.l'l LJs A.'lge::!.es al"e3. •••• 

A res~t of trans!e~ring development potential for ~he Santa Monica Mounta~s 
..-.o existing devel.oped areas and appropriate e:<pansions to those a:-eas is that the po
~ential for impacts on coastal resources is offset and possibly dec~eased. L"l general, 
-:.ha small lot subdivisions in the Santa Monica Mo1mtains are steeper tha..-: the coastal 
:.err::.ce border.lng the shoreline. If these small lot subdi·.risions were to be developed 
·,.., the sut-divided density, there w:mld be a dro..:natic incr~ase i.~ eMsion due to grad.ing 
.::or roads, utilities, and building pads, in.creased degradation of ground and surface 
•t!lt.er~ d.uc to f~iling septic systems and incr~::~.ses :L~ riok to life and propert7 due f!!Z 
·.u :ii£!1 ;;eologlc, flood 1.:.:1d i'ire haza.rds common to the ~gion. furthermore, the public 

~~ _z_ ~ j-
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serric.es !n s:no.l.l lot auudivizi·.m:l ~n·":) often !n=idequa.te tv serve the existing lo~ 
!.'1 preV:ous pel~:;it actions, the •.:,lrr.rnisslon h.:.s founJ that. development in small ] 
m.:.bdi visions L'l t.he Sa11ta l-lvnic~ i4ou.'lt.ains «ill causl! sev~r'! adverse direct. and · 
ulative irnpacts on the abilit.y of Pacific C.:)ast High~~ay and narrow trans-mountain 
~uus to pro·r.ide access to beach and mo~'ltain r~cr'!ation areas. 

The location of the pro.ject site, however, is far more desirable for development 
The point Dume area containing the site is relativl!ly level compared to the steep slc 
comprising many of the small lot subdivisions. Approximately 1 mile to the west is 
a developed c~ercial cluster containing a grocery store, b6nk 1 and other commercial 
ser.rices. .\d.,jacent to the site to the south is the high density Malibu Villas condom 
1um development. FUrther south is the Paradise Cove Trailer Park. Due to the rela
tively- e,entle slopes, the availability or p•.1blic serr.ices, and the proximity to exist. 
deve:!.o;-ed areas, the p:roje~t area was specifically designated as an appropriate sits 
!·o: t!le e>:p:msion or tile existing developed areas in the adopted Malibu-santa Moni-ca 
i•!ountair..s Interpretive l}uidelil'les (Exhibit 4). 

Thc·se guic!nlincs provide that "'rho decision of \-rhethcr to allow the existing 
J;vF."l,ped areas to e=<pand into these potential expansion areas should be made on a 
p!rmit by pe..,-nit basis APhen considering land divisions pursuant to th.e transfer o£ 
;jevc-lopment credit pilot program." The Commission finds that it can approve eJCpansio 
or tbe adjacent e:dsting. development to include the project site at this time, given 
that: the site is near public and commercial services, which reduces the impact on 
coasta~ access roads; the site is adjacent to high density residential developmenti 
r.he project as conditioned will not contribute to geologic hazards; the project as 
conditioned will minimize the grading and visual impact; the project as condi.ti.oned 
. ..rill provide a public bonus in the form of low and moderate income housing; an~ 
project as conditioned will mitigate the cumulative impacts ot the proposed di: 
i.Jy the extinguishment of development potential on sites less appropriate !or de ·· ··· 
::>?ment which 'tlould impact the same coastal resources and transportation network as 
t.he proposed development. Thus, because the Commission has found that the eJdsting d 
veloped area can be eJCI)mded to include the project site, the technical criteria. of 
.Section 302.50(a) do not apply. The Malibu Guidelines provide: 

In order to concentrate development and encourage efficient use of I.ands 
·.d..thin existing developed areas, the following provisions ot these guidelines 
do r1ot apply to development within existing developed areas or approved expansia 
thereto: ••• (3) the size of new parcels are not limited by application o£ the 
technical criteria for land divisions. 

Finally, the Co:xnrnission finds that only as conditioned to mitigate the cumulativ 
.Jdverse effects by requiring development credits in accordance with the Kalibu guide
lines and the transfer o:r development credit p:rogr.'lm, can the project. be found. con-
'5iste.nt. with Section )0250( a) of the Coastal Act. · 

b. Density. The proposed division t·1ould result in 1a parcels on a 23 acre 
.:>ite; with the dedication of one additional lot to be used !or 4 additional. tmits of 
~ot.., 3!ld moderate income housin.g the total project would r.a?e a density. of slightly 
J.ess than O.'le unit per !.ere. The existing zoning is .a-1-1, requiring a one acre min
imum lot size. A draft Land Use Plan developed by the Santa Monica Mountains Citizen 
?l~Jl!ng ~.rnittee for the entire Malibu-Santa Monica Mountains area designates ~ost 
.,! the 3ite !or one acre mi."limum lot size, while the remainder or the site is desig
nated for a 2 .:1cre m.inirrrum lot size. Since the project site has been identified. 
an appropriate e:<par.sion area to an existjn,g developed area, since the project p 
··:.1bsta.'ltial public benefits in th~ !onn or low and moderate income housing which . . 

b._, used to just.i!'y gro.l'lting a density "bonus", and since the project is s<..J.bsta:nt~ially 
.:.n c:-:~nfcrmar.cc with t!'le ~tiza."ls' Planning Committee draft La..'ld Use Fla:n, the Ch 
cicn f~ds that the proposed density on the project site is approi'~a.~d t 
:!raj:.Hnce future pl.m."'lin,g e!!'orts regard.!ng !ippropriate densit;r ~ . • ~ ~ 
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proj~ct area. Staff Recommendation 
J. low and Nodera~e In..:ome :i·:>Using. One of the reasons this project was appealed 

was the failure of 1;.t·1e Regional Conunission to consider the issue o! low and moderate 
.i.''lCO:ne housing. Section :30213 of the Cou.stal Act provides: 

••• housing opportunities for persons or low and moderate income shall. be.;: •• 
where feasible, provided •••••• 

The Southern Ca.ifomia Association of Gove:rrnents (SCAG) published a Regional. 
Hou::iing Allocation Model (April, 1977), which analyzes housing needs and summarizes. 
fair share housing a:~ocat.ion::; by jurisdiction. The estimated existing need £or 
lc~"er income assistecl housing in the Malibu/Sa .. l'lt.":l Nonica l-f.ou.."l.tains planning area 
is 22)0 households. L;, contrast to other ws Jngeles CoW1ty pla..'"lning areas, the 
:1e~d for low ZIIld modE·rate in::ome housing in the Malibu/S::mta Monica l•lountains area is 
t.wlce the number of E·xi.stinc lot.,rer :i..ncome househ•>l1s. in addition, i:.he los Angeles 
::'ount;r proposed General Plm projects that the population wi..ll incr<;)ase 12; County
·,-vide be'tween 1975 ar.t.C 2000; \whereas the popul3.tion of the Malibu/Santa Hor..:i.ca ~!O'Wl
tai..clS are13: ~r.i.ll :i.ncre ase ao~ durL11g the same period. While the Commission recognizes 
t.hs.t these are appro:.imate figures, they do indicate a substantial need for low and 
modtJrate incor.!t.: housing in th~ project vi.cinity. F\l.rt.hermore, the major issuet in 
t.be 1-falibu/Santa Monica region is congestion on the primar.r traffic route a:I"..d. coastal. 
access corridor, the Pacific Coast High"VTay. !.ower income em.p~oyees (e.g., gas stat.i.cm. 
:J.tter.dants, janitors, \'iaite:-s, domestics) who cannot afford to live near their jobs 
~nust commute from areas where affordable housing is availab~e, directly impa~ing 
t.rct'i'ic conditions on the ?acific Coast Highway. · 

.Recogn.izmg the leed for low and moderate income hous:L"l.g in ~!alibu, the Commiss:tcm.r:. 
~~opted Inte~retive ·}uideli.nes £or Malibu provide: 

In order to provide lower cost housing opportunities for persons o£ ~ow .md 
mo-J<Jrate in :ames . the Commission has as a general policy found that 25 to 3 5 
percent or units in new multiple-family m1elling projects should be reserved £or 
low and moderate income housing. Hol'le'rer, because of env:ironmental and sel'rl.ce. 
system constraint.s necessitating the use of the Transfe:- of Development Credit 
pllot program to mitigate cumulative impacts of higher density resident:ial.. deve~
cpment, new multtple family development i:'l. the !..falibu area may be subject to a. 
lesser req-.:dremer.t. Therefore, in multiple-family projects of greater than 5 
units, 15 to 20 ~ ercent of the units should be· reserved for low and moderate cost 
housing opportunities as provided in programs described in t.he Statewide Interpret
ive Guidelines fer Housing. Because of the substantial need for lower cost housing 
opportu..."lities to serve persons working in Malibu but otherwise unable to afford 
hekSing in the ar~a, p:rcjects which guarantee such housing opportunities, shouJ.d 
be afforded the highest pr.iori.ty in the allocation of the area's limited service 
and e..'lv.ironmental ca~Jing capacity. Therefore, ur.its reserved !or low and moderate 
cost hous~~ need ~ot be offset by development c:-edi.ts. 

The C:):t'.mission !o Llowed. these guidel!nes in approving a pennit ldth conditions 
!::tr a U-:ur..it ~ondominLum located to the west or the subject site in l4alibu. (.A;>peal 
:io. ;;7-79, Leanse ). In that appeal, the Commission :required both mitigation of en
·."'irr-...r..n;.::tal impacts th:~cugh the use of the TDC program, as well as dedication or lotz 
.mO. anode1•ate income hO'! :sing by providing 3 inclusionarJ units or land for 6 units 
,·,.ff-site. The Gor:lf!'iss: .en subseq.lently approved an amendment to that pennit allowing 
.::r=- ':!pplic.::u~t. :.o oect ~he requirements for ~c~·r and moderate :!.ncome housing with. an ~ . 
~...::.-j.ieu-ree '! 6~'' bas~ d upc•n tho Commission 1 s housing guidelines "t:hich .. provide thatW 
.::..-..:.i-::u fe<::s m:1y be cor ::>idered .for projects of 5 to 15 units in siz~e. 

f! \ t •7 
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t~~~ :m.b.j<:ct j)rojec:. is a mU:t:~-lot devol.:>pment, no actual residential consttucth : 
pl'O!:oscd .:md the e rent~l con::H.ruct:i.:>n woul;.l ce for si.ngle-ra .. nily homes rather than 
3. ::1u.J.ti-unit bui.l:Eng. The ~·tolibu. C-uideli.nes do not directl:r add.r::ss situations such 
::s t.!l..; subject app ~ic3tion t'zhere on.ly the division of land is proposed. Howe,rer, the. 
.:: i..;.at ·•· ar~i lt"!~";"l-::m1 Co:r.missl~,n 1 s h:\vr:- •.)n nwr.erou::; occasions found that th-:l low and 
:· .. !. • .• t:t· i·.c:-;lT·•· !\:)•:~inq (-r.)•::·L\•::• ·:•{ l:h·"' , .. c •• :.;t.tl "···I ;,ppl~· t:c) l.'1.11•i li'.tL.-ion.s 
<!l~at: ~~•: ~·-"idc,ntl;l ;:onstn.:•:ti'.·'l ·..;as ;:::-•,P'l'i•.:·.~, :1nt .. ,l land dl•J'i.sion!.i which 

~: :tl~o incl'.lded i:.h:; 1 onstr..tctio~ o.r single-family !1omes. In Appeal ~o. J:.:9-79 (Oman 
~~!lt1r· ::;L t.hu Cc::mi: sion gr:mt.·:·tl ·l f.i!r:nit \dth :;;ond:.t:.lon:; to divide tl JO-acre parce:L 
.L1to 17 lots \'lith l alated improve:nents. -No residential construction was proposed, sad 
"'.he lot~ w:;re to b€ devP.loped o-lith duplexes. The Conllldssion requ.i.:::-ed the applicant 

C'll:! 
~ .e 
c.n ' 

t" dedicate l~d ::t ned to o.l.lc;-r 10 units (1:3/t of the proposed lots) to be used to 
,=;.rc\"ide lo\t :sr.d moe erate income :1ous.L"lg within the coastal zone in Oxnard. 'the 
·:;.-Jrrmission e.lso :-ec uired the .::..pplicant to d(•dica.t~ ·19.6 acres of the site to the 
!'tlblic for open spc .:e and c!u:1.e :tabitat prP.servation. In Appeal Uo. 266-79 (Ha.rtey 
.?!~e.:r:maci.as), thE.' C.: ;arnission .s-r:mtcd a per.nit to di•ride 63 a.creo into 47 lots in Pisrno 
Be:;ch. !!o :":.'~-~dent ial -:onstruction was proposed, but t.he lots will be used for singl.e 
r~il~ homes •. The Jommission required the applicant to dedicate 4 of the lots.plus 

.. 

.=.11 a.Wlltional 2.; E :re lot to be used for low and 1:1oderate income housing. In .Appeal. 
tio. 491-7e (Cypnu: West), the Commission gr~.nted a pennit to divide 61 acres into 2Zl 
.. .:>ts in San Clement !. No l.~sidential const:ruct.ion wc.s proposed; the lots w::Ul. be 
use:i for single-fan i.ly homos. The Cormdssion required the applicant to dedicate land 
o::1site and constr.1c; 57 units of low a.'1.d moderate income housing. In Appei.l No. U9-Tt 
(Palomares) 1 the at:;>licant proposed to divide a 9 acre parcel into 2h parcels £or si.D& 
.;~:unily home~; no NSidential construction was proposed. After the Count;r declined 
::.o ~==one the proje·:t site to a greater density, the Corranission approved the proj. 
:.Lt. a tiensity of 4.3 d.u./ac .. a..Yl.d required the applicant to provide as low and mo · a 
iaco:ne housi..."'lg 25% :1f the units that would eventua.l.ly be developed. In Appeal Ho. 81-
v'O (Gunnar) , the St :.te Chmmission found no substantial issue raised on an appeal. where. 
t!le North. Coast Reg:.onal Commission approved. a pemit to divide 4.26 acres into 14 · 
.l:>t.s i.."l Fort Bragg. The lots were for single-tamUy homes; no n~sidential• const:ru.c:tiot 
ii:!S proposed. The i!es;ional Commission required low and moderate income housing, al..lcw
l.n.g the t.pplicant s:veral alt.err.atives: 3 lmits on-site, 6 units o..f'f-site, or a dedi.
::stior.. or lE:lld off-:ite for 6 units of low and moderate income housing. The Central. 
:=.:rast. Re:£ion.al Commission approved two permits to Hal! Moon Bay Properties (P-79-474 
lr..! :·-79-449) to di·,ide 2 parcels into 15 lots and 1.3 lots for single-famlly homes; 

:10 ccnstruction l,olas proposed. The Hegional Commission required . a dedication of land 
in e:o.ch project for low and moderate income housing. The San Diego Coast Regional 
•:'.:>r.ur..:ission granted : permit to Time !nvest.'nent Co. (#.m785) to divide 40 acres into 
.:u ... ; l:lto .snd constrlct si."lg~e-i'amily homes in the Tia Juana .River Valley-. Th.e F.egicma: 
.:;v!:'l..on!Zsion required the applicant to dedicate an 11 aere parcel of!site to be used for: 
low :=.nd :node:rate i.""l ::me hous~..g. 

In addition to this established preced(:nt, the State COmmission's legal staff' has 
•\ntten a cemo disettssi."lg the relationship of the Coastal Act.'s housing policies tQ 
ra ::d..!e:lt.ial subd.i. vi:; ions ( S.:<l" .J. bit 5). This memo states : 

'' ••• the ap ;:~li..:ation ..>f S·.=ction .:;om -'llld the Cor..mission' s ·housing guidelines
:.:.o urban l:md 1ltvisions should require that such projr;cts dedicate an amount o:r 
lan-.i su.fficieni. to provide 25~~ of the number of units able to be constructed on. 
~~~ land t~ing !iviJ.~d to the local housi.'lg author!ty, Coa;:;tal Conservancy, or 
.;t.!ler !lousing :. ;em:y ~.Jr usa .~s low or low a.'ld moderate income. housing. • 

·:'ht:· -~-.m~risdon ~inds t.i1at residential subdivisions generate similar impacts on 
· h ·:- n·1 e::::.::,il!t;;r of •~u:;;:L"'l{.t i'cr 1·.:ilrl and moderate income persons as do multi-unit. res
h:·~:·.~ l ~l. co:-:.;Zt =u.ctic l p::'Oj e::ts. 'the C:.mmission therefore fi.."lds that Section 30213 o! 

·E.x A- P. ~ 
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"i the Go~st.al Act n:1d tht:? :Jomr::ission' s :i:l•)pt.ed Housing Guidelines ahould be applied to 
C -c c~shinnl:Le:.l sub<.llvisions 1 ~ven >th•:!re no uctuol construction is proposed. Speci!i.call;r 
~ ~ f,,r l·falibu, the Co:r.mission finds that the Section of the l1alibu guidelines which dis
"'!t E cuss~s the prcv:.::3ion of loN 3lld moderate income~ hcusin.g in multiple-family dwelling . 
- E ,a'Ojects should be appli~d t.o residential subd.i visions. Because the added expense of' m Omitigo.ting the adverse envlrot"Jil€ll1tal impacts through the Transfer o£ Development Credit 

~ ;)!"'gr.um reduces economic feaai.bility for the ~pplicant, these guidelines prov:i.de that. 
Clle l:.he. 1•equirement for lou :md moderate income housing .; n Malibu should be reduced f'l."''OIl 
::=25~\1 to 15-20;t The GUideli.-,es ti.lso !)rovide th:..:.t units reserved for low and moderate 
~inccme housing need not be of.1'set by development credits. 

As ~".PP ~ved by the Regional Commission this project would result. :in the Cr.!ation 
Jf 12 parcels to be u:::>ed for ::::i.ngle family homes. The :~pplicant has .agreed to redesign 
t:1e proJect creating one additional parcel v.tlich ;dll be dedicated to the public to 
i.:e us(:d fer low ,:lfl.d. moderate income housing. Th::tt additional parcel will be located 
alor.g Rey de Copas Drive, adj::-.cent to the Malibu Villas condomi.."'lium site, which is 
::oned for high density residential development, both under existing zoning and the 
drai't l:trld use plc::.."l prepared by the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Citizens' Pl.ann.i.r..g 
G:Jnmd.tt.de. S.i_'lce a ~one ch.::mge is necessarJ to increase the allowable density on the 
declicated lot, the applicant has agreed to apply to the County to rezone the dedi.cated 
l~t. to allow 4 lJr~ts on that lot. The ~~ty's planning staff has indicated tr.at the 
•Jaunty will be \d"!Hng to consider an increase in density on the dedicated lot !'or l.av 
::.nd noderate income housing purposes. The County's plar.r.ing staff states that the 
si~e is suitable for a consideration of higher density because or the adjacent high
riene-i.ty development, that loto~ and :node rate income housing on this site ~110ul.d. not be 
in con£lict trlth the Superior Court i."ljunction now in effect regulating land use de
.::!::ions, and that )lhile the Cou.''lty is now undergoing changes to its General Plan, the 
9r::.:;used General ?.!.an w"ill indicate a need for low t:nd moderate income housing and the 
:-•1.-:a'tdJ."'.g Co!l'.mission wonl:i not be precluded from consid•lrin.IJ rez.onine the d•.mcated lot. 
The livunty• s Plar.ning sta.r.r notes, howe·rer, that onl.;y the Planning Commission can make 
";.he final decision on :"eroni.'lg the property. Since the Cor.tmission has no assurances 
'd1~t. the County will approve a rezoning or this lot, Condition 2(c) provides t..lta.t i£ 
t.r..is re~oni."lg does not occur the applicant ,.,ill dedicate two or the remaining newlY" 
·-=-n~ .• r..~d lots to t!le public to be used for low and moderate income housing. As dis
:'".lSf'ed in the Malibu guidelines, no development c~dits will be required for the lot. 
or lots that are provided as low and moderate income housing. Thus, as conditioned~ 
the project will provide land tor 22% of the tota.l nur.tber of units as low and. moderate 
i . .'lcorne housing; if the rezoning does not occur, 16;'.& of the total will be prov:i.ded. 
1'his amount is consistent t-.'ith the Malibu guidelines which recommend that ~5-~ o! 
-:;.h~ units should generally be required as low and moderate income housing. The 
Colmr.ission finds that such a requirement is feasible, both economically and practics.lly 
?nd the Commission therefore finds the project as conditioned, consistent wi.tb. Secti.cn. 
;:0213 of the O::lastal Act. 

4. Visu3.l Imoact. Section 30251 or the Coastal Act provides that new development 
shall protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, shall minimize 
":.he alteration of natural land forms 1 and shall be visually compatible with the char
sctt:r of surrounding areas. The project site is not visible to westbound travellers on 
Pacific Coast Highway; however, it would be visible to eastbound travellers en Paci.fic 
!:!oast Highway. The applicant has reduced the number of lots proposed in o::-der to min.
ir..ize the alteration of natural land!onns. The amount of grading proposed has been 
red:J.:ed from 80,000 tu 4;,000 cu. yd.s. Most or the grading will be for the road t~ 
.:s~rve tne proposed lots, and the applicant states he will be able to reduce the gratt'-.L 
:izu; for the building pads to the maximum of l(X)() cu. yds. for. each indiv.i.dua.l. resi.denti 
dev~lopment as recomm7nded L~ the Cowmission's adopted Malibu guid;lines;. Conditi.an 3 
·r··u~s conformance w:Lth this recommendation. F\.u:thermore, by ext ..... n il.ishing thet develo 
:;~~t .. ootSltial of less buildablf! parcels in accordance \dth the 1 • sian's t sfer 
·=>, develo::>ment credit program, the project ovP.rall mini.'ni:es the . 'U-.J.::S). 
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l:.nd!'onm;. ::n ••ddit:!.on, t.~!1: v-lr·~·m •;r th11 pro;j~:ct site orr: tllrcudy l.rnpactcd bT 
!!igh densit:t resid.entL:!l dev~!-lopment on the adj~cent lot, L·1alibu Villas 
Condi t.!.on 4. req;Jires the applic3Ilt to submit a landscaping plan designed to 
lmJ.~:>•! the V'loual !:np:1ct M.J n~.::·ccn thv project a::; viewed fl"'m PD.cific Coast 
l'ht: Cor.:utdssion thurefore t'inlls the project, as conditioned, consistent with .....::;,.. ... I.U&., 
·~0~51 o!' th~ Coastal Act • 
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5. C-eolor:-:!c !:ta~:Ms. Section 30253 or the Coastal Act provides that: 

New development shall; 

(1) ~ii.l'li:nize risks vf life a.'I'J.ci property in areas or high ge6d.Qgic, fiood, 
!:me !'ire hazard. 

Q. 

~ 
(2) Assure stabil:.ty ar..d structural in't·Jgrity, and neither create nor 

contribute sigr'.ificantly tv erosion, ge('}logic instability, or destruction o:! tl:l 
site or ::;u.rroundir.g area or i.'1. any ~-1e:y require the construction or protection 
devices that Nould subst.ar.tiall;r alter rcatural lmdfor.ns along blar!'s and c.li.f'f 

~ 

.. 

::.: 
~ 

Uo.~ or the a::;>-,ellants, the n~ighbori.'I'J.g property owners association, contends til 
t~he proposed proj.;ct will e:mcerba.te geologic ir..stability by the use of septic syste 
t:hic!l ~dll introduce additional. \-.rater to the groundwater table. The s.ppel.l&nt conte 

rhe attached report of geologist Blgene D. Michael is substantial evidence 
thrat one -.rery direct effect of the proposed project, i.e., sewage disp~s as 
not been carefUlly considered or planned ror in light or the limited sept 
. a city of the soils in the immediate area. It is apparent that this s 
waste water problem h.as not been suf'.f.'iciently or accurately addressed in eitb.et 
the EIR or i.'l the Applicant' f; geologist's report. Malibu. Villas has been and. 
is now e:<periencing substantial .geologic and ground water problems which c.an. 
only be exacerbated by the project as now proposed. 

f·1r. 1-iichael's reports, both of wr.ich have now been submitted to the Ckmni. 
raise serious questior.s addressed to both the .Appli.cant 1 s project 1 s waste wate 
capability a..'1.d the direct advt~rse impact a deficient or poorly planned se:pti.c 
eyst~:m w:Ul have on the already geologically strained adjacent parcel. 

As was reco:nmended by the appellant's geologist, the applicant has retained a 
h;r'ti!.~g"Nlo@.st to analyze the impacts of the proposed p1"0ject on the neighborir.g de 
!:pr;:.~~t. ':'ht'! a?plicant 's hydrogeclogist. has cvncluded: 

It is the opinion or the undersigned that the surficial distress emibitE 
i.."l the eppar'!ntly poorly rein.i'~rced wall along th.e nort.herl:r side or Pacific c 
P.ighway (!:larking the south bound3.ry or MaJ.ibu Villas) as well as distress desc 
ty ::hgene D. Michael (4/JJ../SO) ar'! not contributo.ble tu groundwater.- ••• 'WhatE 
the cause of ~~all !ailure and subsidence at Malibu Villas, it is the opinion ( 
tho unciersi;:1:=d that gl"'',J.1lci.'.'sat$r d.ot~-s not play- a significant role in that <tisi 

In ~o.di tion. 1 the applicant' :J geologist states: 

Efnuent :liecharge from :::!2 dwellings l-zihtin Tentative Tract .31666 c-··, 
~ri'~ct tialibu Villas. l'ht:re ldll be no rise o£ ground water that does no 
e;::ist. Geolc.g!c elements at T-entative Tract 31666 differ from those at M U 
~Til~ as, .:!.."ld. ther" is no reasonable ex;:lect&.tion that its development can resul 
~"l Jeterioration at Malibu villas. ~ a .. ~. 
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!~·!l Corr.r:d.ssion h~ ·'l ;:ontract \·lith t.ne Stat:: Division of ~unes and ~-aolog;r t0.-f,J; 
:::e·.ri•::t..r projec'js wher·~ ~-::ol:>::;ic d.i!l,Putes are unresolved. The Division of !.fines· and.!3::. 
::Jeolo~y has ruvie~\e:~d all t:1e geolot;:i!! reports submitted by- both ·the applicant azi((-!1~~·~
~ppdlant and conducted ::;e·t~i.'.,~l site visits.. A pr.~l:iminacy ass~ssment b;y the m··'.' ··· 'n. 
·;1' Hi.:.;e::.; and G-1~o!ogy- lnai.:.:~.t·:!J .Lt; ~o~as concen1cd about additional water from. sij)tol '; . 
·!:r.st.ems -enter:i.ni~ the t.;rrace depo::dts adjacent to the Malibu Villas condominil.DJi:~·::B 
the Division stated t.!lz.l.t such ldditional \"tater could lead to slope instabilltr~ · · 
Divi::don there.fure recommended in il:.s May 19 V:!tter "• •• that no additional se ·· 
· £fJ.uenl. should be rP.lem-:ed in the t.~rrace tl~posits." However, this l(.)ttcr p · 

.:.tat.od ;.,hut. Lho lJh·.Ls.Lon w:~t.~ued o.JUitional .infonnation before it could make a· .tin 

.::;ond':J.Si.on as to the etfect of the project on slope stability. After r.;cei"ring. add
it.it:,nal Cl'OSS sections 31ld other data from the :Jpplicant' D geologist and a final. site 
-vi.sit, the Division of Nines u."ld Geology has concluded that 1 ~iith conditions requiring 
Div:i.sicr ... of ~lines and Geology revie•.-t of final grading plans and percolation tests .for 
the se~ptic systems that assure that se,..,age efnucnt will not enter the terrace deposit.s 
tu1. will JO del!per lnt.o the Monterey !onnation, the project would not contribute to 
f1:eclogic instability on tha site o!' surrounding area, and would not adversely a!'fect. 
· !l-;; :~.djz.cr~nt condom:L;.ium project. Condition 5 there.forc requires the applicant to 
cutain :dvision oi' "lines and Geology approval of the final grading plan.s and septic 
sy:::tems, t.o assure confonnance with its recorr.rr:endations, and the Commission .finds the 
project as conditioned consistent ~dth Section 30253 of the Coastal .Act. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

631 Howard Street, San Francisco 941 05 - (415) 543· 

STATE CCMMISS!CNERS 

.r:ROh MICHAEL L. FISCHER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTCB 

SUBJECT: PRCPC5ED AME:NIJ.!ENT TO PERMIT NO. A-42-80 (LEVINSCN) 
-· 
.• 

:,:rAFF NOl'E 

Application 4-96-189 
Exhibit 6, p 1 of 4 

Flink man 
Amendment to Appeal 

42-80 
Staff Recommendation 

In the case of permits issued b:r the Commission under the Coastal. Act o£ 1976, the caami.a
sion Regulations {Section 13166) permit applicants to request approval by the Commission o£ 
amendments to the project pr permit conditions. The Commission may approve an amendment. i.£ it 
:finds that the rerlsed development is consistent with the Coastal Act. The following amendm.en:t 
request :involves a variation of application of Transfer of Development Credit (TOO) Program 
undertaken by the Camn::i.ssion to mitigate impacts on coastal. resources in the Mal.ibu-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 developnent credits required b! 
this project. These proposed donor parcels are the same parcels as were requested :tor use as 
TDG• s :in an earlier amendment on Permit A-66-80 (Tiffany Development Co.). The Tiffa:n;y Develor 
ment Co. no ~anger 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 Tif'fa.J:')1"' 
and Levinson projects are ~ocated near each other, staff believes that there is no reason to 
distinguish the projects :f'or purposes of the adequacy or these parcels for mitigation pursuant 
to the TDC program. AJ.though staff believes that large parcels such as these should not be 
used as TOO donor parce1s in the future (as discussed in Issue Paper III of the recent staff" 

on the South Coast Regtonal Ini:erpretive Guidelines for Transfer of Deve1opment Cred:Lts. 
al.so believes that because these parcels were prev:iously' approved for such use and 

. Jcause the owner had relied upon such approval, that the Commission can approve tb.:ls amendmerr 
· w.i. thout settil:Jg an adverse precedent 'Which would continu.e to dilute the effec:tf.veness of the 
'l'DC program. In light of the UIIUSUal circumstances present in this case, staff recommends the 

,:-:omm:i.ssion app:-ove the requested amendment as consistent with the Coastal Act., The sta:tf 
·..recommends that the CCJDIIlission adopt the following resoJ.ution: ) · 

:I. Approva1 with Conditions • 

The Commission hereb;r grants, subject to the conditions2below, an amendment for the propos 
devel.opment on the grounds that, as conditioned, the amendment will be in con.t'ormity with the 
prorlsions 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 
:in confonnity 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 Env:iran
mental Quality Act. 

n. Conditions 

The amendment is subject to the follo\dng conditions: 

1. 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 pennit, the 
licant may use the S parcels shown in Ex:h:ibit ~located within TlS, R17 w, San Bernadino 

dian within the Las Flores Caeyon watershed for up to 8 of the required develop!Jlent credit 
· ... parce~s shal.l constitute 8 transfer of development credits on the basis of one credit per 
. _ arcel. I.f the applicant chooses such alternative, prior to issuance of the permit, the appli: 
cant shal.l record or cause to be recorded an irrevocable offer to dedicate an open space ease
ment prohibiting residential development over those parce~s. The fonn and content of the .offe 
;o dedicate shall be approved by the Executive Director of the Commission; both documents shal. 
be recorded f~ee ~! ~:i~ ~:O~ ... ~~ ... =~~b~~ces and shal.l. run with the lan?, binding all -:77 6 



./ 
f-.' 

. p~riod ·or 21 years from the date of recordation. 
-2-

'l'he lots shall be canbine·i with each other such that they may be considered a single parcel 
ror purposes of sale transfer. development, or encumbrance, and the applicant shall EITHER .• 

_."mbine these lots with a devuloped or developable parcel such that they may be considered J. .. 
"l:4ngle parcel for all purposea, including sale transfer, development, and encumbrance CR the
applicant shall provide evidence for the review and approval of the Executive Director of the 

,.~pnmission that these lots wi:~ not becane a public burden in tenns of maintenance and tax 
ia""qments. 

This pemit shall take ef:~ect onl..;v' after the Executive Director has confirmed in writing 
that all terms of this condit:.on have been satisfied. 

O:I. Findings and Declaration~! 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

1. Project Description. The project consists of a 19-uni.t subdivision and site prepar~r.
tion for 18 market rate singlu-famil;r dwellings. The 19th parcel would be dedicated for 
construction of a i'ourplECt fo1• low- and moderate-cost housing. The project is located . 
illlnediate~ north of Ramirez !lesa Drl.ve in the Paradise Cove/Paint Dume area of Malibu, Los 
Angeles Count;y:-. 

The pemdt approval. was S1tbject to conditions requiring: (1) 17 Transfer of Development 
Credits (2) dedication of the l.ow- and moderate-incane housing site (3) revised plans for· 
grading and landscaping, and ( 4). further geologic review. 

2. Amendment Approval. J.s diseussed in the Staff Note, the proposed amendment wau.ld 
allow substj.tution for 8 largE~ parcels ()i acres to :30 acres) located in Zone I in the 
'Las Flores watershed for 8 of the 17 developnent credits required by this project. For~ 

,..~.be reasons discussed both· in the attached findings for the 'r.iff'an;y Developna Co. am 

1 

•• : :ad the Staff Note, the Cormd.1•sion can find this amendment connstent with the policies o · 
· the Coasta1 Act. However, by this approval the Coamission does not intend to establish policy

"Nhich woul.d allow other s:bdJ u• substitutions to occur on this or other projects and prejudice 
~ .. "-.he comprehensive review of tl.e Transfer of Developnent Credit program. 'lb:is approval. is 
-11m:l.ted to the rather unusual. circumstances present due to the Calllission• ~ prev.iows action 

regarding these 8 large parceJ.s. 
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TilE MALIBU VISTA 
PROFESSIONAL CENTER • ........... 

BY FACSIMILE 

December 15, 1998 

Jack Ainsworth 
California Coastal Commission 
89 S. California St.;, Ste. 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 
Fax: 805-641-1732 

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 ofland in sensitive watershed areas fora developer that desperately needed the T.D.C.s. 
there were misti.k.es made in tlie 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 • 
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 truit the condition specified.. This was simply a 
mistake on the part of the gentleman providing the T.D.C., i.e. me. 

The above stated mistake can be easily rectified ~y 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 Commission application. 

By foUowing this process, the result is that there continues·t.p 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 dontt become a burden to the public relative to 
maintenance and taxes. 

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

Sincerely yours, } / _ 

/#tt-W.Wrl- /(_ ~~ 
Norman R. Haynie Flinkman 

Letter of 12115/98 

,.....,.~' n .•.• :r: .• r ...... , ":nlm•·•v • '"it •. • )(>I'\ • f..f.olihu Ctlil(wni:t I)O.!h<:) • TL'knhwH! (-\ 101 ·l.":i(, • .!:j:; 1.::; • F:ax C~ I 01 .j.::;fl-91{2~ _3. 

• 
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Flinkman 
Letter of 3/8/99 

I' 

' 
~· 

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

Dear Debra: 
. . 

'lDis letter is written as & follow-up to my letter to you dated February 19. 1999, regardillg 
the above captioned CDP No. A--42-80 (Levinson). Because my client. Mr. Louis Flinkman, has been 
advised. by South Central Coast sta1fthat his pending application for CDP No. 4-96-119 cannot be 
acted upon until the Commission.' a lesaJ staff' :makes a final determination reprdins the validity of 
three (3) ofbis lots. Assessor Pareel nos. 4448-026-043. 4448-026-044, and 4448-026-045, I have 
also c:aPtioned his pending CDP and the subject assessor parcel numbers. This correspondence 
would have been forwarded to your attention earticr, but I was waiting for CDP No. A-42-80 to be 
retrieved from the Commission• s arehives, in order to review the same. and was only recllllly advised 
by South Central Coast staft"that it is lost. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Flinbnan, based upon my review of numerous available 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 ... refenmced assessor's parcels 
expressly permits those three legal lots to be developed. The County of Los An.gdcs issued 
Certificates of Compliance for each of the three lots, recorded in January 1994. thereby establishing 
their leplity as separate and distinct tots. Given the foregoing, the Commission" a rcfblll to process 
:Mr. FliDkman' s application is a violation of its mandate under the Coastal Act to process applications 
for coas~ development pc~ and the Commission's compliance with applicable law ~y properly 
be comPened by a. traditional writ of mandate. Naturally. the app6Qilt would prefer not to have to 
enCorceeompliance, and it is our belieftbat the lcpl staff's rc-revicw of this matter.IDC$ the attad\ed 
exhibi~ will permit the application to proceed with a favorable statf' recommendati~ 
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On June 13, 1980, the Los Anplcs County Department ofJtesional Plannina recorded a 
Certificate ofCompliaDce, No. 1868, in the otJice o£tbe Los Aqeles County Recorder, u doawent 
110. 80.577009. ne Certific:ate of Compliance recites that the property described therein-- tbe 
requirements oftbe Catif'omia Subdivision Map Act and may be sold, financecL leased Or transferred. 
The real property described in the ccditicate is commonly referred to as Assessor's Parcel Nos. 4448-
026-043,4448-026-044 and 4448-026..()45 (referred to herein as "Lots 43,44 and.4S" or "Parcell''). 
The cenifi.cate notes. moreover, that "[d]evclopment of the portion of the subject property 1yiDa 
southerly afl.u Plores Heisftts lload may not be pennitted under CUITCIIt ZODifta replatiou. • A. 
copy of the certificate of compliuce is attached hereto u Es.luuit A £or your review:~ . . 

Oil or about March 27. 1911. Mr. Norman Haynie, the owner ofdleiUbject p..Op«ty at that 
time, cucuted. the Coastal Commissioa .. s Conn documents eatitlcd "'..'er To Dedicate Scenic 
Ea.se:meot And :Dcdaration ofltcstrictions," recorded u Los Anacles County llccorclet document 
DO.Il-310530, and "Declaration of Restrictions." recorded U Los Allp:les County Recorder 

. doc:umea.t no.81-310S31. ID cadt oftbef'oregoins documents. three developable lots were described 
topcher u Parcel L 

,if 
In the offer to dedicate. Parcel I (i.e.,. Lots 43, 44 and 45) is clcKribecl iD Exhibit~ which sets 

forth the •subject lands" refelnd to ia tile ofFer. Parcel I in Exlu"bit A dcacn"bes Lots ~. 44 ad 45 
u a siqle parcel. Parcel I in Exhibit A has lines drawn throush it and a noration ...t to the 1epl 
delcriptioa states, "NOT A 'P Alt.T." Bea.eath this notation are the initials ofMr. Haynie. the anntor. 
and Mr.-T.lL Gormaa. on bcha1f' ofthe arantee. Therelbro. the three lots that compriat'Parcet I were 
not dedicated u open space. A copy of the ofFer to dedicate is attached laeRto asE:alu,~t B fbryour 
~~-~ ~ 

In the deed restriction,. a copy of which is attached hereto as E:dllblt C, Parcel I is apin 
contalned in Exhibit A. which is, apin. a description of tho "subject laads"nftned to in the deed 
restriction. UDiike the offer to dedicate. Parcel I is not crossed out iD Exhibit A. IDstead, specific 
reference is made to Parcel I in. the body of the deed restriction. typed immediately above the 
sipaturt he for Mr. Haynie. The relevant luauaae provides: ·::: 

~:; 

""Notwithstanding any of the foresoina. the owner ofP-= I, as said p&rcel 
is described in Exhibit A attached, shall maintain aD riabts to dc:vdop Parcel I ad to 
divide Slid parcel in the tbture providing that said subdivision is approved by the 
aoveminaaovernmental aaencies." . . .· 

.. t:. 

• 

On or about Novemb• 20. 1981, Mr. Haynie sold Lots 43, 44 and 45 to Stan and Ruth 
Flink.maa (Louis Flinkman 's parents), along with other real property adjacent thereto. Tbe • 



tlHR-00-1999 15:55 FROI'1 FLAN ROBERT BLOCK• INC. 

·. 

Ms. Debra Bove 
R.e: CDPNo. 4-96 .. J89 (Flinkman) 
March 8» 1999 

Pagel 

TO 141590454e0 p. e!4 

Application 4-96-189 
_ Exhibit 11, p. 3 of 8 
'- Flinkman 

- letter of 31819g 

Ftinkman"s purchased the property with notice of the Offer to Dedic:ate Open. Space EP..sement and 
Declaration ofRestrictioru, including the- references made therein to Parcel l. .. 

· .... 

ln or about 1993, 1 he Flinlcmans began the process of applying f'or approvals td permit the 
development of the subjec: property. includins Lots 43, 44 and 45. On January zo. 1994, the Los 
Angeles County Departma lt ofllegional Planning recorded a Conditional Certificate of Compliance, 
No. 93-0344, in the office of the Los Anseles County Recorder. as docwnem no. 94-1l4007. The 
Certificate of Compliance recites that lhe property described therein meets the requir~ of the 
California Subdivision ~' Act and may be sold. financed., leased or transferred.. The ·rea~ property 
described in the Certificate is commonly referred to as Assessor's Parcel No. 4448-026-HJ o11ly. 
A copy of the certificate ft1r Lot 43 is attached hereto as Ezhibit D. On the same date, the Los 
Angeles County Departmc ilt ofllcaional Planning recorded a Conditional Certificate of Compliance. 
No. 93-0345, in the office of the Los Angeles County llecorder, as document no. 94-134008. The 
real property descn"bcd in this certificate is commonly refetTed to as Assessor•s Parcel No. 4448-026-
IU-4 ollly. A copy of the ct rtificate tor Lot 44 is attached hereto as Ezbibit E. Each of the fOregoing 
c:crtificatesrccitea. '-[t]hisc:ertificateofComplianccsupcr:scdesthatcertainCerdDcateofComplianc:e 
recorded u Instrument Nr ,_ 80-577009 which contains orroneous lepl dosc:riptiou.• ~~ 

!J~ 

F'maD.y, on lanuar:r 27, 1994, the Los Anselcs County Departmeot of~ PlanniDs 
recorded' a Corrected Cen ifiea.te of Compliance, N'o. 1868. in the oftice oftbe Los A.Daiies County 
:Rceorclei, as document nc,. 94-188500. The certificate COI'RCteCl the legal d.cscriptio~t~ ia. 
the 1980 cetti1icate by raining only to the property commonly known as Assessor'~ l'~ No. 
4448-02~tUJ o,a,. A ccpy of the corrected ccniticate for Lot 4S is attached hereto u Exhibit F. 

In 199610 after re:eivina loc:al approval in concept. our client applied to the Coastal 
Commission for a coastal development permit, COP No. 4-96-189. The application seeks. among 
other tbinp, approval to construct single-family residences on Lots 43,. 44 and 4S. On or about 
November 30. 1998, the :;outh Central Coast statrp1amcr assigned to the appUcatio~ Mr. Merle 
Betz. notified our client•s agent. Mr. Haynie. of the Commission's concorn .about the:,~ of the 
deed restriction on the pre .perty proposed for development. Mr. Betz' letter oCNovem&er 30, 1998. 
is attached hereto as Eda ibit G. .~! 

:f\ 
Mr. Haynie responded in a letter to Jack Ainsworth. dated December 3., 1998. In said letter, 

M:r. Ha~c states, "The •Offer to Dedicate Scenic Easement and Declaration ofR.estr.iCtions' that 
have~ recorded apmst S9 acres ofthc totall20 acres involved in the lot line adj\lStiMilt will 
remain in place and in a first priority position.· Note: an easement can cross property Jines ancl 
encumber more than a siigle parcel ofland.n Mr. Haynie"s letter oCDecem.ber 3. 1998. is attached 
hereto u Exhibit B. On December 15. 1998. Mr. Haynie foBowed-up his first response teaerwith 
additioml clariftcation. J le states: · 
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.. 
"During the ftantic period of time when the TDC proanm was first expal_ldecl 

to include lqe pa: ·eels of land in seuitivc watershed areas fbr a developer 'that 
desperately needed I he me·, there were mistakes made in the 1epl description~ of 
the parcels to be ca1 nbiDecl in an etfott to satisfy the special condition that was ~eel 
ill the Coastal Com: :lission•s approval of the 'Levinson project.' 1."he mistake cf4 aot 
~olve the condit: )D that the eiaht specified parcels be deed. restricted ~h a 
recorded offer to tledicate Ill open space easement; thia wu done properly as 
~cd. in the com; lition. The mistake was that the OWDer included the deac:riptioa. 
ofmore &gnrestrict;d' parcels than the condition required, or speciled. three 'non
restricted' parcels v· ere combined with the eipt 'restricted• parcels that the condition 
speci&ect This was simply a mistake on the part ofthe geademan provid.ing the TDC, 
Le., me." 

Mr. Haynie's letter ofDecembcr lS, 1998. is attached hereto as Exlaiblt L ;~·~ 
'• 

On January 26, 199 ), you responclcd to Mr. Haynie's letters. You stated. i'*ralla. that the 

• 

recombiDation oflots invol,ed eombiaing eight TDC lots with three buildable sites, i.eJ~il.ots 43, 44 • 
and 45. You c:oncludc, •n ·.eref'orc. it appears that mistakes were not made in the legil!description 
of the recombined lands I! you stated in your letter. 'Rather, it was necessary to ~ all three 
buidab1ii sites in order tore ~ tbe subject TDC parcels with conti&uous bwldable'sites." Your 
letter of January 26, 1999, s attached hereto for your collVIIIience as 'Es.lalltlt J. · 

LOTS 4J, #AND 4S ARE LEGAL LOTS. 

The issue raised D) tho fon:goiDg &eta is not whether or not mistakes were J'Dide in tbe 
preparation and execution of the Off'er to Dedicate Open Space Euemont and ~ of 
'R.csuiaions. Rather. to us.. :he issue is whether the Coastal Commissicm can retbse to recopize Lots 
43. 44 ancl4S as sepuate ~ 1t1 ,liven the Certificates ofCompliaace recorclecl by the County o£Los 
Anplea in 1994. Jj: 

~ 
) 

It Jbould be undisp 1.1ted that the Commission's stated intention was to ~ the fUture 
subdivisiOn of Parcel I ifitl owner obtained the necessary approvals and complied witl applicable 
law. The Certificates of Cc ·mpliance ·issued by the County of Los Angeles are conclusi:V. evidence 
that the Owner- d.id comply ·with the subdivision map act and applicable law, and that Parcel I, u of 
1994, is comprised of three lepllots. Surely. the Commission does not seek to challenge the 
County's fiv~year old detc rmination. Our client has relied upon those Cenificates of Compliance 
in c:lecidin& to proceed with· he development of the subject property ud in designins tbe subdivision. 

Govemm~ Code ! :66499.3S provides: " .... 
. .. 1 
.. ..... 

·.:.· 
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j. 

""Any person owning real property or a vendee of that persOn pursu.anl to a 
contract of sale of the real property may request, end a loeal apncy 1hal1 d~ 
whether the real property complies wilh the provisions of this division [SubdivisiOn 
Map Act) aa.d of local ordinances enacted pursuant ther-eto. Upon makiDg the 
detennination., the city or the county shall cause a ceni&:ate 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 sbaJl 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: 

. "Ally action or proceeding to attack, review, set uiclc. void. or annul the 
~ecisi.on of an aclvi10ry agency. appeal board or legislative bocly ~ a 
subdivision, or of any of the proceedings. acts or dctcrminatioas taken. done or JJWic 
prior to such decision. or to cletenninc the reasoaablcncsa.leplity or vddity of any 
condition attached thereto, shaD not be maintained by any person unlalsuch aCtion 
or proceedifta is commeacod and service of IUinlllODS efl'ectecl wltlal11 II dlq• after 
the date of such decision. Thereafter 1111 ptnou "'* hnltll fh)m any such aetiOn or 
proceedins or my defense of invalidity or unreasonableness of such decision or of 
sueh procoedinas. acts or dctcnninations. Any such proceedinJ shaH take precedence 
over ail matters of the calendar of the court except erirnina1. probate. eminent domain 
and forcible entry and unlawfUl detainer proceedings." [Emphasis added) 

Whether or not the Commission bad actual knowledge of the County" I iauanc:e of the 
Certificates of Compliance is or no consequence since the patcatJesislative objective of Government . ~ 

Code ~gg.37 is to insure that the judicial resolution of disputes under the SubdivisiOn Map Act 
oc;curs d expeditiously u is consistent with the requirements or due process oflaw. Sucli expcclitioo 
is necessiuy because delay in the resolution of these disputes is ultimately rctlected ih increased. 
dcvelopaient and housing cosu. Hrnrt v County ofShaslD (1990) 22S Cal App. 3d 432. 

Based upon the foregoing. it is our belief that the Commission must accept the Certificates 
of Compliance for Lots 43:t 44 and 4S as conclusive proof of the leplity of the three lots. Theref'orc, 
the processing of our dicnt's application should not be delayed u a result of the Commission'"s 
position you articulated in your correspondence that the three lots were recombined in 1911 and 
therefore currently constitute only one developable lot. 

THE COVNTY'S 1910 CERTJFJCA.TE OF COMPLIANCE WAS ERRONEOUS 
t. 

We still firmly believe that Mr. Haynie and the Coastal Conunission both reJied:::~pon the 
r\ 

\ ·!: 
.~ 
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admiuedly en:oaeous 1980 Cc:rtificMe of Compliance, which c:reatecl a llliltalzn bclicf'that these three 
lots wa-c instead a sinale. develapeble lot. The reuon this is importiDt to us is that we respect the 
jurisdiction of the Coutal Commission an.d are not tryins to take aclvmt~p oflepl teclmic:alities. 
llatber. we believe _we are correctiDg an injustice. 

Contrary to the position you take in your letter of 1IIDUII'Y 26, 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 wu 
possi'ble for Mr. HayDie to restrict Parcels F ancl J rather thaD. Parcell C and D. This way,. all of the 
TDC lots coulcl have been combined with Lot 44 alone. 

As stated above. the Coastal Commission•s file reprding CDP No. A-42-80 is lost 
Therefore. we may never know just what the Commission knew or did not Jcnow about Parcel t. 
Howwer. there is no evidence in any of tho Jtaff'ropoltl repnliDa No. A-42-10 that wo were able 

. . 

~• 

to obtain and review that the Commission believed that Part:ell wu not a .. Jinale parcel" In all 
likelihood, the Commission,. like Mr. Haynie, believed that Parcell was a sinsfe parcel because the 
Cou.Dty of Los Anplca appcancl to desipato it u a aiDa1o pan;cl in the 1980 Certi8.catc of • 
CoJ:npliance (See Exhibit A). Ho'W8\W', the County7& error was in not cleuiy deaisnatins that the 
c:erti&c:ate applied to three separate Jots. . 

Govemmeat Code §66499.35 provi4a; 

.. Local as-des may process applications for certific&tes of compliaace or 
conditional cc::rdfic::atca of compliance collCUI'I'elltly 8DCI mayrecord a siDgle cen:ific:ale 
of C01IIpliaDce or a linsJe conditional cenificate of compliaace for multipJe puce&. 
Where a sinale certificate or compliance or conditioDal certificate otcompiUDce il 

'ceniiyiDJ multiple pan:ets, each as to compliance with the pnMsions otthis division 
l' and with local ordiDallCel enacted pursuant thereto. the sinale ~ of 
·~ cornpliuce or conditional certificate of compliance shall c:lee9 ~. 11114 
~~A ,.,.,_, t6e llacrlptlou of tUU:i ••ell. JHII'"l ... [Emphasis added] 

The lepl description contained. in the 1980 Certificate of Compliance &ils to clearly identitY. 
and distinpish between, the descriptions of each such parcel To the contrary. it 1umpa them all 
toaethcr. We believe that this caused both Mr. Haynie and the Commission to RUOnably believe that 
Parcell consisted of a. sinalc lot. laul that it could be deve1opecl in the tbture provided the owner 
complied with applicable law in subdividing the property. c 

Please ask yourself the tonowina: It three dcvolopablclots were combined with 8 TDC lots 
(9actullly, u you point outm your J&ucr of January 2.6, 1999,) bow come the c~ did AOt 
count ~ta 43 and 44 as TDCs? Likewise. why did Mr. Haynie have to ofFer to decli.~e Parecls C. 

l. 
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and D. ifbe was either expressly or impliedly offering to dedicate Lots 43 and 44? 

We believe that it i 1 manifestly unjust to hold that the owner ofLots 43 and 44 dedicated the: 
same as open space for n, apparent reason and without any consideration. Oeady. neither the 
Findings and Declaration.~ of the subject Levinson Staff R.epon nor the applicable interpretive 
guidelines in existence at that time regarding the TDC program would support the Commiuion 
action. What makes this 11' unjust to us is that no one benefits from the Commission' .s position. Mr. 
Levinson built his subdivi iion. The development rights to an equal number of lot.s in the Santa 
Monica Mountains were c: ctinguished as were created by the Levinson subci\lision. Tbe amendment 
gave one credit fur each parcel ex.tinpished. But for the fact that the County•s Oertifieate of 
Compliance in effect at the~ time indicated that Parcel I consisted of one, rather than three, lots. we 
believe that the Commissic )n would have, in aU fairness, given credit for Lots 43 and 44. or would 
have permitted Parcels F J nd J to be restricted, rather than Parcels C and D, thereby allowing all 
parcels to be recombined , rith lot 44 alone. 

CONCLUSION 

We have attemptei to investiptc tbis matter fhDy and regret that the Levinson permit file 
cannot be located. None:helcss. our investigation has revealed that, in fact. the County's 1980 
Certificate of' Compliance, vas. indeed, in error. The County com:cted that error in 1994 subsequent 
to the rccordalion of the C4 munission' s Offer to Dedicate and Deed llestriction, thereby establishing 
the lcga.lit¥ ofParcel I as tl srcc lots. Based upon the foregoing, we urge the Commission to proceed 
with its processina of our client's coastal permit application, No. 4--96-189, and acknowlcdae that 
Lots 43,44 and 45 are le.:al, developable lots. In light of the fact that Mr. Flink.man bas already 
waived the 180 day period in wbich to have the application heard. time is of the essa.ce. 

Please feel &ee to ·:aD me if you have any questions or additional comm.ent8. 

V cry truly yours. 

LAW OFFICES OF 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 

~;T~---
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 

• ARB:vm 
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cc: Mr. Louis Flinkm.am 
Mr. Nonnan Hayne 
John Bowers, Esq. 
Ralph Fauat, .Esq. 
Mr. Jack Ainswort !1 
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'STAll!. OF CAliFORNIA- TH£ RESOURCES AGENCY 

·t.·. ~~~!~!~un~z~ASTAL COMMISSION 
· .' RANCISCO, CA 94105-221!11 

· ICE AND lDD I.C15) 104-5200 _.. 

, 
. 

January 26, 1999 

Nonnan R. Haynie 
Malibu Vista Professional Center 
22761 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 260 
Malibu, CA 90265 

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

DearNonn: 

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 penn it 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 
4448-026-028 

4448-026-033 

4448-026-035, 036, 
037,038,039, 040&041 

Recombined With 
4448-026-045 

4488-026-043 

4448-026-044 

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 Slots 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. 

s/fti lv!J -
~ t}JI& 

Legal Assistant 

Attachment 
cc: John Ainsworth 

Karen Brandstrader Application 4-96-189 
Exhibit 13 71 
Flinkman ~~ 

Letter of 1/28/99 



'STATE OF CALIFORNIA -THE I'ISOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMN:ISSION 
45 F11£MONT ITRE.ET, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 14105·2211 
'IIOICIE ANO TOO 14151 104-SZDD 

Norman R. Haynie 
~Ialibu Vista Professional Center 

January 28, 1999 

22761 Pacific Coast Hig.tway, Suite 260 
Malibu, CA 90265 

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

Dear Norm: 

This letter responds to yc·ur letter dated January 27, 1999, regarding the recombination of 
roc 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 n:cessary to satisfy the intent and objective of the Commission's 

. 
GRAY DAVIS. G'o.......W 

a· , 

approval. However, the. anguage of the relevant condition to the permit, "The lots shall • 
be combined \\ith each o :her such that they may be considered a single parcel ... " 
(emphasis added), states ::learly that recombination of the TDC lots into a single parcel · 
was, in fact. a requiremettt of the permit. 

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

cc: John Ainsworth 
Karen Brandstrad :r 

~0~ 
Deoorah Bove 
Legal Assistant 
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September 28, 1999 

VIA U.$. MAIL & FjCJIMILE 

Jack Ainsworth 
Ctltfornia Coastal Commission 
So~tl't C.ntrat Coast Area 
89 South California Street, Su lte 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

RE: Ltwls EJinkmtn Proltct, APP# 4-ll-llt .. 

Dear Mr. Ainsworth 

Mike laM 
2265 Littl• L.as Flores Rd. 
Topanp, CA 90290 
(310) 455 0847 

I 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 130!54{a) of Coastal Act. I have moved to my current .addr•ss of 
2265 Little Las Flores Rd. In March of 1996 and have been on the LA County Ta" 
A$seuors Records and other public records since that date. My property is 
adjacent to this project (APNN4448·23·29), but as your records show, the NotJce 
of Hearing was sent to my otd address. Subsequently I was not able to participate 
in Coa:stal Commission hearings. As the Article 16 Section l310S(b) states there 
are grounds for revocation of permit when "Failure to comply with the Notice 
provision of Sect;on %8054, 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•. 

Therefore in complience with the Coastal Act Article 16 Section 13106 •Any 
person who did not heve en opportunity to fully participate In the original permit 
proceedina by rNson of the permit llpplic•nt':; intemtional inclu$ion of inaccurate 
Information or failure to provide adequate public notice a.s specffled in Section I 3105 
may request revocation of a pttrmlt by application to the executive director of the 
commi~slon specifying, with particularity, the grounds for revoestJon" I request the 
initiation of revocation proceedlnrs. 

The Issue that I would like to address the Commlsslon Is the merits of the 
newly created parcels with respect to LU P of thls area. These parcels are: 
1. Parcell of 1.5 acres Is located In the zones 3 and 4 of LUP with respective 

densities of 10 and 6 ,-nt!: . 

Exhibit 111 
Appli~a~ion R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas) 

Ongmal Revocation Request 9/28/99 

P.01 
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2. Parcel2 of 9.6 acres it loeated in the zones M2 attd 3 of LUP with respective 
densities of 20 and 10 teres. 

3. Parcet4 of 5.43 acrtt Is located mostly in the zon•• M2 and 3 of LUP with 
respective densities of 20 and 10 acres. 

4. The sizes of these parctls are algnlflcantly lower than what is allowed by LUP 
and parcel 3 has benefited from these Lot Line adjustments. Therefore I would 
like the Commission to consider this permit In Itt entirety and place 
restrictions on further divisions of parcel 3 ln the future. OtherwiHiot 3 could 
once again be subdlvtded into srnaller lots without any consideration of its past 
Lot L.ine adjustments. 

I have enclosed a copy of LUP and •tsa LUP superimposed on the Lot Line 
adju$tment plans. I thank you In advance for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely 

~~#L 
Mike Lane 

cc: Gary Tim 

P.ez 

• 

• 

• 
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October 4, 1999 

Jack Ainsworth 

MICHAEL. L.ANE 
2265 E. Little Las Flores Road 

Topanga,CA 90290 
(310) 455-0847 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, 2nd Floor 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Re: Revocation of Permit for Lewis Fllnkman 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 I 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 lots 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 plor£~ 



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 erroneous 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 131 05 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 
parcel1 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 ~ 

'-11t~rttJrF ~ 
Mike Lane /ht.l. 

Cc: Merle Betz 

• 

• 

• 
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The plotted parcel 1, as described in the easement document 
that was provided by Mr. Haynie. 
This is a lot with the APN# 4448-22-09 . 
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URGENT· 

PLEASE DELIVER IM:MEDIATELY! 

FACSlMILB TRANSMIT! AL 

Date: 5'19-f:r' 

To: ~();,~ j /nAb fA 
FiXNo.: frn" ... ~\fJ-/1~ 
FrQm: IJo,,... ~ 
Total No. of pages /D 
•• ,ding c~.sheet: . 

R.eprding: 

lP YOU DO NOT ltECEIVE AL.l..t»:.THE PJ..GES,RI...'E4.$Ji..C.Al L 310...456-SSlS . . 

SENDER'S FAX NO.: 310-4S6-9821 

'.tHIS :MESSAGE IS~~ :roa..tlSI!.O!. mE ~AL...Oa..ENI'll)' TO 
WHICH rr IS ADDRESSED, ANb MAY CONT.Am INFORMAnON ntAT IS ' 
PRIVILEGED, t.lND._ER. 
.APPUCABLE LAW. IF THE READER. OP THIS MESSAGE IS NOl' 'IlJE IN'IENDEO 
RECIPIENT, OR THE 'EMPL~ OR AGENT .P.iSPONSIBLS FOR D.EI.IVERJNG..THE 
MESSAGE TO 1liE lN'T'E.ll.'rOED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NO I If lED TiiA.! ANY 
DtSS!MJNATION, ~.~.OJt.'J:mSCOMMllNJC..\~ IS 
STRICTI.. Y PROHIBXTED. 1P YOU HAVE RECEIVED TaiS COMMUNICATION IN 
EW)ll }II.E.A.SE; NOT'JF£ ll'i JMMEOIAm y BY m 'FPHONE ANI) 'IU::ll.l'Bli :ntE 
oaiOINAL M:ESSAOB TO US AT: 'IllE ADDRESS BELOW VIA THE UNI'I'ED STATES 
POSTAL SERVICE. ~ ~'¥0li'l.;eeAI!fR*il('JN. 

Malibu VlSCa Properties 
1276 J..PadAc: ~~ill(;() 

Malibu, CA 90265· • 
. lm-4~·~15~ . 

• 
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I 
t 

·~ 

!WI'. Jri4 .. tiMt,..rrum•IPH 'UltAM ii!l 

• 
POUCY 

POliCY OF TITLI INSURANCE '!i"' " . .,._ . . 
·-- .. ISSUID IY 

fm.E CoMPANY 
OF MINNBSOTA 

SUBJECT TO SCMSDULE B AND THE CONDinONS AND .ST[PtJUTlON'S HER~OF, TITLE INSURANCE 
COMPANY OF MINNEsOTA, • GOI'pOntlon, herein caUod the Comp~ny. insures W imured, as of 03te of Polley shown 
in Schedule A, ~~Pllt.St lon or damage, not n:CI:!edins the amount or wauranco stated in Sdtedul~ A, 11nd c:ost. auornt1'1' 
fen and expensea tNhicb the Company !1\IY bec:on'll obliaaled to pay hetatnder, stllta.irlld. or incurred by said lnsW'Cd by 
raton t~f: 

I. Titlo to the cstatt or Interest dHcn"bld Ul Schedule A beln1 'VeSted other tlwi u stated therein; 
2. MY ckfcct in or lien or ettcumbranc. on sud~ tide: 

3. Unllllllr.tt•billty ot 1uch titJe ' or 

4, luty· lack of the ordinary ri&ht ot an abuttfnt ownet for acceu to llt least one physlcaUy open str••t or 
hlchway it the lmd, In facr, abu~ upn11 one or more tuc:h streets or hlahways; 

and In atldltkll\, •• to an inmred lender OIUy: 

S. lnvaKdity o( the lien a€ the insun:d morlP8t upon said estate or intmst exeept to the extent th•t such 
in-..Hdlty, or claim thtreor, llliws out or the transaction evidenced by tbe inaured mort3tc *nd js ba&cd 
U110ft 
a • .._.,.,, or 
b. any con~u.mer credit protecuoa or tzuth In lendlnalaw: 

6.. Prlori&y ot lilY lien ar encumbrll'ielt owr the Un or the inaured mQrtzDJr:, Jald mortpgr betng shown Jn 
Sc:hc4ull: B in tt.r order or Its priority; or 

7. lmalldity oC a11y aSiipment of tha insured mottpp, provided such :usigruneat it shown in Schedule B. 

IN WI'I"NESs WHEREOF, Title Insurance Company or MinhflsObt bu caused its corporate nl!nt and wllf t(l be 
hereunto affbrld by its 4uly authorlzcd otllcers on ihe datr: mown in Schedule A • 

.. 
T~ INSUI'IANC& (oMPANY 

OP .IIIIN.SOTA 

Countmis~ · • A "'· ............... 
~~ . .,,.,,....... ~ ' 

nr---~--·· -------
" .iltol.mna Otrorrr 

ATTF.ST: 

T.l. M. 

p5 o-f 13 
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. . • ' t • lld y 561799 

SCHEDULE A 

Deeemba:r 16, 1977 at 3:01 P.M. Amountoflnw1n01: s 450,000.00 

No, 994331$ 965.60 Qherwl:. 

2. The e-state or lnteml'ftf'erred fO Mnrin Is at Date a( Policy vested In: 

S!rD I'LDDCMAN ARD R.D'l'H PLINJ.tMA!J, who are mar:rie4 to each 
o't:hez, u joint tenaa:t:a. 

3. 11to _..,, or Interest In the land deulbeO hereld and which is cowred by this poiiC)' k a fe. 

SCHEDULES 

Tllis pulley docs BQt insure aplnn loss or d:lmage, nor "&ainsl co5ts, attorney~• fees or f!X.ptnses, any or •II ~Jf whi.::h arlsot 
by rea""'* of the Cotlowlna: 

PART I 

I. Taxes or ass41uments Whic:h om not 1hown .as .::tisdng lieps by the records of lliiY taxing aut.honly lhiH levi~ l:a~ 
or -.umt1tt1 on real property or by lbt public recorrb .• 

l'roaeedinp \ry 1 public: apncy which may rmalt in taxes or U5CSStiiCitta. nr notices of sucb pmc.ecllinas, whether or 
not sbowu by the records o( such ajlmcy nr by tbe public records. 

• 
::!. An'J r~ct:s, filhts. lnter~tl or claims whkh ure not shc.'wn b)' the publl~ reoords but which c11\dd he !ls<."<:'rt:~im:d l:ly 

an inspection of tiM l•nd or by an:akins inquiry .,r p:r:sons in rxnlC&Iion thereo(. 

3. EiKmeuts, liens nr en.:umbmnct~ nt c.:haims Uter~of. which ;arc- n()l shown by the public reenrtls. 

4. Disertranl.'ies. ~o."'nfllc1S in i)(xmdary lines. shQt'hiJC In urea, enc:toa.:hn~tntr;, ur any nlh!!c (iJt.:U whidl 11 correct 
sumy Wc\Uld discl(lliC, und whic:h a~ nnt shuwn hy the public r~c:urd$. 

:; • (a) llnpaleateod mini~ .:Jaiml: fh' h:s~rvatinns (If l!~''lt)11inn~ in rutcmls tl( fn A..: I~ aul~triTin!! I hi! iSslliltl(t' llh!h:'t\1': 
h:l w:&ttr rf~bk. daitta nr title II) water. 

1•. Any ri~Chl. tUI.:, inu.•r!!$1, ''1it<ltl." "' t':I$.'RWIII in 1:1111! hcynnd tlw line, ul' thC' are-.1 SJ3'.'t.'ific:tlly d~·,.,·nlwd m rdl·ar~d h• 
in xhcduit! A, 4,lr in :th\llelng Sll""lli. n"ult.. liW!'IIIII!S, lllll.')'1<. l;tiiC:>, Wll)':f. m Wah:rway~. but lluiiiHIJ! in lhi' Jl:lf:J);IaJ)It 

lth:.IIJ lllndify Ul lhull dw 1."~1<:11( In Which IlK• ntdin:ny l'i)!hl til ;m ;d)tlllill~ \IWIII!r •li1r :tc..:c'' I" a rh~·,k;~lly ''p.'ll 
t.lf\'111 lit hitthw:ty i~ ill1>\ll<'d hy lhi ... , .... lky. 

• 

• 

• 
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SCHEDULE B (Conrlntted) 

1. J\tt~ l~w. nrdin:mcl' ur ~uwn•tm•nt:•l rq:ttlntinn lin~ludilll( hill 11111 lilltil~·d "' huildinK :111d '·''llilf~ 1 n!lin:m~·~:~• 
'':'trlc:l~ng ur n:,:uht~lttlt u! pfllhihiling lite ''~l'UJ'lllll:y, usc 111 enjnyru.:nt ,,r 1111.· laru.l, ur rcgulalin~o~ thl• ~·1 101101 ~· 11: 1 • 
dtme"st(lf'IS ,,, lncultull nl an)' llnpnlVI."Illl.'llt nnw or hcre~fh!r l'rl.'r:lt:ll nn the l:~nd. '" l'rnhibilh•G :t !K'J'ltr;uiun in 
nWflr:rship ur a r('ductiotl in lh.- dim~mdun' nr arcn ••I' lltt: lnnd, nr the df&:t:l vf any vinlallclll nl' uny ~m;h law. 
()tdlnllth.:c ur t:tm.•rnmi!IIUII rrgul:lllutl. 

K. Rights nl' ~"111itlent dnm:.llll m J:IIYI!flllt1Cill:ll rl~hh ur pull.:~· J)(lwef 111\h:ll¥ lhlll~o."'.' vr lht: l:lttm:i!IO: •• r such ri~hhr 
nppeun in th~ &'lllhlic rccnuiL 

''· !k•l\l~;h;. lkn!l, l!flt:ltttthrJn..:~;., '"lwr!ll.' ditim~. t•l t!llu:r III:IIIL't~ lit) cr~:ll&:d, sull'L'II!J, a:mnncrl "' :r,:r~·,•tl tv hy thL' 
IIISttn:d .:J:IIn'&liiU: (h) 111\l ~)HIWII hy th&' puhJk lo.'.,'llt'd) \lttCIJhll lllfl'·rwiSl' t:!!.ChtdL'U J"f\llll CIIWiliJ!I' htll lmuwn h• lfu• 
iiiSllfL'd \·Jalnllll~l "ilhL'I :11 l>.tl\' \If J'ctlh,:y Ill ;tl Ilk' tl:th.• Sltdl L'l:liltt:lllt lh.'IJUfl~tl :111 L'~lul~· til illh'h.':ll illlllllt'd hy lhi~ 
l'''ll~y ur ucquucu tho: ln~ur~ll n••rt!::'l-"'' ;n11l 11111 dl"~Ciusc.·d in wrlllnll hy lin.· illSlth'll cl&~hnanl 111 tlw C't•n•t•:•nv 1,,,, ,1 
111 .1111: d:al~ su.:h lnsun:d d~i111:1111 llc~;unc ~n ilt~urL•d lai!I'CIItlllo:r: h:) r.:~ultins in nn luss nr tJ:am:•r.tt: hi thl! in~ur~:d 
clamuant; ldl ultll~·hln~t nr ~rt:Ut!d $Ub~~1ucnl lu !):ale nf Pnlli!y: nr (e) J'L'Iillltin, in(<'!$$ m a.J:un:•t~o: whi.,:h would 1111, 

lt~~vc bel.'n wstalncd if the insured clalnu1nt had been a ptm;luurr or encumbr:an~r fur vuh1e withnul knowledge. 

PART II . 
1. Second inetal~ent qeneral and special COunty taxes for the f~scal 

year 1977-1978, in the amount of $4,052.98. 

2-( 
I 

SOD4 No. s 
serie• wo.: 
I••U*!a 
creat:ed fora 

I Ori~in•l apcunt: 
\ unpaid balancet 

\. All amoun~• due 

2788 
1 
l'lay 2, 1969 
water system TOpanga CI2215 
$1,711.98 
$1,027.20, plus interest. 

to date have been paid. 

3. Second installment qaneral and special County taxes to~ the fiscal 
year 1977-1979, in the amount o£ $223.57. 

4. Any vested and accrued water riqhts for mining, agricultural 
manufacturinq of other purposes and riqhts of ditches and reservoirs 
used in connection with sucn water rights as may be recognized and 
acknowle4qed ~y the local customs, laws and deci~ion~ o~ Courts, 
also a right of way thereon for ditches or canals constructed ~y 
the authority of the United States, as provided in that patent· 
recorded in Book 1231 Page 79, official Records. 

5. An eaa~ent for public utilities, and incidental purposes, as 
granted to Southern California Edison Company, in deed recorded 
in Sook 22809 P•ge 157, Official kecords. 

Said easement affects a portion of said land. 

-continued-
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PART lltC'untinued) 

Said instrament, among other thinqa, providea t:hat the polea of aaid 
line ahall be aracted as near Tuna canyon Road as poaaible. 

6. An -••ent affect:.ing the portion of. said land and for the purposes 
atate4 herein, and incidental purposes, 

'· 

In Paver of: 
!'ors 
Recorded: 

A.!fectaa 

Lana Turner, an unmarried woman 
Inqzeaa and efr••• 
May 12, l96S in Book 02901 Page 213, Official 
Recorda and in BOOk 2901 Page 217; Offici\1 
Raccrc!• 
That port:ion of aaid 1and included within the 
lines of paroela 2 and 3. 

A Declaration and Grant of eaaementa for ingrea• and e9reae, over 
tbose portions of said land aa more apecifioally described therein, 
recorded Aptil 27, 1970 in Book D 4696 Paqe 775, Official Recorda • 

.. . . 

• 

• 

• 



05/19/19~8 15:35 +3104569821 
Cl. r A !il.tMoofll COii'lf... I '.t 1.1 . . ... 

MALIBlNISTA! : PAGE 86 

• 

• 

• ·: 

. . 
SCHEDUlE C 

The land rol'urred In in !his p4lllcy is silu:n~d in lhc Cuunty nr Los AnqeJ.:es 
Stutc 1,)( Calit4•rnia, and is dt..wibed us r.,n,,ws: 

PARCEL 1: 

~hat portion of the West halt of Section 24, Township l south, Ranqe 17 
West, San Bernardino Meridian, according to the Official Plat of said 
land filed in the District Land Office on August 31, 1996, described as 
follows: 

Beqinninq at the Weat qu~ter ccrner of sai~ section 24: thence alonq the 
South line of the NortbWeat quarter of Section 24, North 99• 41' 20n East 
300.00 feetJ thence parallel with the West line of the Southwest quarter 
of said section 24 1 South o• OS' 40" East 200.00 feett thence alonq a 
line parallel with aai~ South line, North ag• 41' 29M Baat 436.34 ~eet 
to a point distant thereon SOuth 99• 41' 20" West 363.66 teet West · 
36!.5~ teet from the Bast line of the West 1100.00 feet, measured alonq 
the Northe~ly line of the sou~weat quarter of said section 247 thence 
North o• 33' 53" West 671.93 feat; thence South 87° 20' 07" West 124.00 
f••tr thence North 49° 35' 11- West 267.55 feet: thence south 17° 22' 22• 
West 73.32 feet; thence SOuth 70° 04' 47• w.at to the west line of the 
Northwest quarter of aa14 section 24; thence alonq said last mentioned 
West l~ne, Scuth 0° OB' 40• Baat to the point of beqinnin9. 

EXCEPT that part:l.on of aaid 1and lying Southerly of the Northerly boundary 
of Las l"lorea Height. :aoaa, as described in dee4 to the County of La• 
~qelea, recorded in Book 13940 ~age 198, Official Recorda of •aid County. 

PABCBL 2s ?.4.t't:"riOV~ tAff * ~i)-.S'fM £.A.rr 
An ea• .. ent for ingress ~d egress over that portion of the South-half 
of the Northwest quarter of section 24, 'l'owtu~hip 1 south, Range 17 west, 
San Bernardino Meridian, according to the Official Plat of said Land 
fi1ed in the District Land OffLce on Auqust 31, 1896 included within a 
strip of land JO feet wide, lying 15 feet en each side of the followinq 
described oepter lines: 

Beginning at the Northerly terminus of that certain course in the 
c•nter line of saddle ~aak Bead, 60.00 feet wide, described in deed to 
the County of Los Angeles, recorded November 12, 1942 as instrument 
No. 1236 in Book 19715 Page 10, Official Beccrds of aaid County, as 
havinq a bearinq and lenqth ot North ll deqrees 58 minutes 40 seoonds 
West 35.35 feet; thence South 86 deqreea 37 minutes 17 aeoonds West 
116.43 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave South•••t~rly 
and hav~ng a radius of 100.00 feetJ thence Southwesterly along said 
c-urve throuqh a central ansl.e o£ 42 d.egorees 10 minutes 37 seconds an 
arc distance of 73.61 feetJ thence tanqent to said curve South 44 

-continued-
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degrees 26 minutea 40 seconds West 73.55 feet to the beginning of a • 
tanq~t curve concave Northwesterly and havin9 a radius of 100.00 
feet; theftce SouthWesterly alonq said curve through a central an9le of 
25 degrees 34 minutes 10 aeconds an arc distance of 44.63 feetJ thence 
tanqent to said curve South 70 dQ9raas 00 minutes 50 seconds West 
124.24 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northerly and 
having a ra4iua of 100.00 feet; thence Westerly alonq said curve 
th~ugh a central anql• of 50 deq%aea 34 minutes 00 seconds an arc 
distance of 88.26 feat; thence tangent to said curve North 59 degrees 
25 minutes 10 seccn~a West 24.29 feet to the beginning of a tangent 
curve concave Sou~harly and having a rAdius of 70.00 feet1 thence 
Was~ar~y along said curve through a central angle of 69 degrees 57 
minotes 45 seconds an arc distance of 85.48 feetr thence tangent to 
saltS curve south SO d&eJXees 37 minutes 05 seconds West 82.26 feet -to 
the be;inninq of a tanqent curve coneave Northerly and havinq a raalus 
of 100.00 featJ thence Westerly along 1aia curve through a central 
an9le of 80 degrees 50 minutes 00 seconds an are distance of ltl.OS 
fee~ thence t.an9•t to s&icl c:u:r:ve Nozth 48 c!egreea 32 minutes 55 
saconda Welt 99.08 feet to the bec;inninq of a tara9ent. curve ccmcave 
SOu-thtn!ly and having a rac!lia.a of 40 .. 00 feet:~ thence llorthwesterly, 
Weater1y, and SOuthwesterly alonq said curve throuqh a central angle 
of l2S 4e;reea 55 minutes 30 second• an arc distance of 67.91 feetr 
i:bOAc:e tanvat to sai4 C\1.Z"V"e lkn:lth S 4ec:r.mea 31 minatea 35 aeconc!s 
West 101.59 feet, thellce Nol:"th 74 d84J:w:••• 51 td.nutea 40 aacom!a West 
.195. S! feet, thence Rorth 81 clec;rees 43 Jd:nutes 25 seconds West 9S .. 61 

· feet, t:.hanaa NOrth 69 t!aqraes 26 minutes 10 seconds wast 91.69 feat to 
the beg!zm.iDg of a tanqat earn concave Southerly and havinq a radius 
of 100.00 fee'f:1 thence Veaterly alone; saiCl curve through a centz:al • 
an;le cf 4fi degrees SO J&im:ltea 4$ aeconCle an arc clistuce of 81.76 
feet, thence tan9ent to aaic! cuz:ve Soatb 52 d89J!"ee• 43 minut•s 05 
aacoaa. W.ae 8. ao f .. i: to tba 1M9izm.inv of a taA~JU.'t CU'V'e concave 
Nor-therly Ud havin(J a. radius of 40.00 feet, thence Westerly along 
aaJ..Cl curve tbrouqh a central. anqle of 74 degrees 38 minutes 55 seconds 
an arc d.istance of 104. 2 3 feet: th.enca tangent to said curve· North 41 
deqrees 35 m.inutes 00 sec:onda West 176.45 feet to the beginning of a 
tanqent curve concave Southwesterly and having a radius of 100.00 
feet.; thebe• Nort:hweate::rly and Westerly al.onq said curve through a 
central atlCJle of 58 degrees 53 Jn.inutea 10 aecottda an arc distance 
102. 78 feetr thence tanqent to said curv• South 79 4egrees 28 minutes 
so seconds west 53 .. 09 feet to th• beginninq of a tanqent curve concave 
Southerly havinq a radius of 100.00 feet.; thence Wes~erly alonq said 
c::urve th:w:ouqh a central anqle of 20 deqraes 56 minutes 30 aeeonds an. 
arc distance of 36.55 feat.: tht!nee tangent to said curve South 58 
degrees 32 minutes 20 seconds west 112.28 feet to tbe beqinning of a 
t•n9ent curve concave Northerly and h•ving a radiWJ of 100.00 feetJ 
thence Westerly along. said curve through a central anqle of 53 degrees 
37 minutes 15 seconds an arc distance of 93.59 feet, thence tanqent to 
said curve North 67 deqreea 30 minutes 25 seconds We•t 10.01 faetJ 

-continued- -
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thence beqinninq of a tangent curve concave Northeasterly an~ having a 
radius of 100.00 feet; thence Northwesterly along said curve through a 
central anqle of 55 degrees 45 minutes 30 seconds an are distance of 
97.32 feetJ thence tan9ent to said curve North 12 degrees 04 minutes 
55 seconds West 87.09 feet to the beginning ot a tangent curve co~cave 
Southwesterly and having a radiua of 100.00 feet: thence Northwesterly 
along said curve through a central anqle of 43 degrees 39 minutes 30 
aaccnda an arc distance of 76.20 feet to the beginning of a tangent 
curve concave Southerly and havinq a radius of 227.48 feet: thence 
Westerly along said curve through a central an~le of 51 degrees 23 
minutes 45 aaconda an arc distance of 204.06 feet: thence tanqent to 
said curve South 72 degrees Sl minutes 50 aeconda West to the Weet 
line of ••14 section 24. 

The si4e linea of said strip of land aball be prolonged or shortened 
so as to terminate iastarly in the We•terly line of said Saddle Peak 
Road, 60.00 feet wide, and to terminate Westerly in the West line of 
aai4 Section 24. 

PUCEL 3: /tf~(L~ 

An easement for inqr••• ~d eqreaa over that portion of the West Half 
of Section 24, 'l'ownship 1, sout.h, Range 17 West, San Bernudinc Meridian, 
accor4ing to the Official Plat of said land filed in the District Land 
Office on AUfJWit 31. 1896 included within a strip cf land, 30 feet 
wide, lyin9 lS feet on each aide of the followinq daac:ribed c:enter 

·linet 

Beqinninq ac a point on the South line of the North 200.00 fee~, 
measure4 alcmq the W.at line of the SOuthWest quu'ter of said Section 
24, 4istant thereon South 89 deqrees 41 minutes ZO seconds weat~322.61 
feet from tba Bast line of the West line 1100.00 feet, measured alonq 
the North line of saiCI Southwest qwLrter; thence North 15 deqrees So 
minutes 07 aeoonds Bast•l36.01 feet, thence North 13 deqrees 29 minutes 
53 aacon4e "est 335.53 teat: thence West 77 degrees 20 •inutes 07 
seconds 1feet 222.00 feetJ th.,nee North 6 deqreee 50 l!dn.utes 07 see!Onds . 
Eaat 113.26 feet: thence North 78 ·degrees 52 minutes 20 seconds East 
134.09 feet to the baqinninq ot a tangent earve concave Northwesterly 
and having a radius of 100.00 faet; thence Northeasterly along said 
curve tbrou9h a central anqle of 39 deqrees 54 minutes 45 seaonds an 
arc distance of 69.~6 feet thence tangent to said curve North 38 
deqre•s 57 minutes 35 seconds· East 52.44 feet to the beqinninq of a·· 
tanqent curve concave Southerly and having a radius of 100.00 feet; 
thence Rortheasterly Easterly and Southeasterly alonq said curve 
throuqh a central angle of 96 degrees 11 minutes oo seconds an arc 
d1stance of 167.87 feet: thence tangent to said curve South 44· deqreee 
51 minutes 25 seconds East 101.34 feet to the beqinninq of a tangent 
curve concave Northeasterly and havinq a radius of 100.09 feet; thence 
Southeasterly alon9 said curve through a central an~le of 23 deqrees 
33 minutea 00 seconds an arc distance Qf 41.10 feet; thence tangent to 

-continued-
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said curYe, south 68 deqrees 24 minutes 25 seconds East o6.42 feet to 
the beqinnin9 of a tanqent curve concave Northerly and bavin9 a radius 
of 100.00 feet; thence Easterly alonq said curve through a central 
anql• of 47 de~rees 26 minutaa 30 seconds an arc distance of 82.50 
:f6et: thence tanqent to aaid curve North 64 de<Jrees 09 ainutea os 
secoru!s Bast 49.16 feet to the beginning- of a tang-ent curve concave 
Southerly and havinq a radius of 100.00 teet thence Easterly along 
aaic! carve throuc;rh a central anqle of 21 deq:reea 09 llinutes 45 seconds 
an a%C di1tance of 36.94 feet; thence tanqen~ to said curve North as 
detr••• 18 minu~es so seconds Eaa~ 85.65 ~eet to the beqinninq of a 
tanqent curve Southe:rly an4 havinq a radius of lOO.OC teetr ~ence 
Easterly alonq said curve throuqh a cen~ral anqle of 31 degrees OS 
minu~ea 30 seconds an arc distance of 54.27 feetr thence tangent to 
said cazve South 65 degrees 35 minutes 40 seeon4a East 113. 55 feet7 to 
the be91Minq ot a tan.cJent curve concave Rcrthweaterly having a radius 
of 60.00 feet and being taDqent at ita Northeasterly te:minua with a 
l.in.e bear:l.a:&g south 17 defiZ'ee• 5"7 ainuua 05 •ecoft4• Weet from the 
Southerly t:C1Qinwa of that: e•J:tain cen'CB line course described in . 
Parcel 2 above aa haViAq a bearing- and length of South 5 de9J:'••• 31 
minutes 35 seconds Weat 101.59 feet, thence Baaterly and Northeasterly 
along aaid curve through a central anqle of 98 deqreea 27 minntes 15 
aecon48 an arc distance of 103.10 feet to aai.d lut -ntioned point. of 
t.C4JUCJ't tbenc• North 17 decJrees 57 li1J1utes 05 seeonc!J.s Eaat: 47 .. 26 

· feet to the southerly te:z:minu of said certain connea. -

IXCBP~ thac po~cn of said land inclu4.d within the line• of Parc•l 2 
hen!ftaboft 4eaeriha4. 

ALSo DCD'l' any portion of eaif! l.and 1y1Ag Southerly of t.he lfortb•r1y 
boundary line of Laa Plores Hei9hts Road~ aa described in the deed to 
tbe CoUD.ty of Los Anfelea, recorded in Book 13940 Page 198, Official 
Records cf •aid CoUl\ty. 

• 

• 

• 
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MICHAEL LANE 
2265 E. Little Las Flores Road 

Topanga. cA 90290 jDJRr;u 
(310)455-0847 , ~]/5.(C0Yl0fY!Jr(£. ·; 

01'T r; 
October 4, 1999 

MorleBetz 
California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, 2nd Floor 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Re: Lewis Flinkman Project, APP #4-96-189 

Dear Mr. Betz: 

.., a 7 7999 

I spoke to Bmmett Taylor at Rea;ional Plann.ing about the F1inkman project (CA Coastal 
Commission project #4-96-189. Regional Planning #101456). We have discussed my concern 
that Mr. Flinkmm is attempting to create a property with no road access. This will adversely 

• 

affect my property. Mr. Taylor is also concerned about this md said he had a conversation with • 
you prior to my call. 

In light of the fact that you had just spobn to Mr. Taylor m hour before I called you about this 
very issue, I 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 9130199 and mailed). I want to 
make sure that the coastal permit for 4-96-189 is not gmnted \Dltil all the issues are properly 
addressed. 

The other property owners along Little Las Flores and Swenson are also upset that they were not 
infonned 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. I am hoping that this will not be 
necessary as the issues md 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, 

'·-1YJ~~1( 
Michael Lane . ExhibitV 

Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas) 
Second Lane Letter 10/4199 

• 
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OCT-18-1999 12: 29 FRCM ALAN ROEERT BLOCK, INC. TO 18056411732 P.02 

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
A. PltOFI!l!IIC!l!AL COIPOilA'l'ION 

1901 AVBNUB OF 'IBi STARS, StliTilAO 
LOS ANCD..ES, CA.I..DORlftA. Mln.QI81 

~=·81~== 'l'!l.l!fAX (310) !!:Mai!D 

October 18, 1999 

VIA FAX & ?IRST CLASS MAlL 

Mr. Jack Ainsworth 
California coastal commission 
south Central Area Office 
ag south California Street, Second Plocr 
Ventura, California 93001 

Kez CDP Appl1oa~ioa •o.4-t•-18t C•l~a) 
Objection to ae;u••~ ~or aevocatioa 

Dear Jack: 

I au in rec•ipt ot letter from Mike Lana, dated September 28, 
1999, :reque.stihq revocation of the tlbova captioned CDP No. 4-96-189 
( P 11nk:m.an) • 

With a11 4ua respect to Hr. ~ane, even if ha did not receive 
actual ~otioe or the MarCh 1999 bearing, the legally required basis 
for revocation still cannot be found in said request in that the 
Commission was well aware of the concerns of Hr. Lane as expressed 
in his correspondence of September JS, 1999. 

The !act is the Commission based on an extensive and throuqh 
Staff Report, dated March 26, 1999, recognized the concerns as 
expressed by Mr. Lane in the referenced correspondence, and 
specifically found that the proposed redivit\don would cluster 
residential development around a southerly extension or Abadie Lane 
on a relatively flat mesa alonq a secondary ridqelina. 

The staff Report clearly reflects the faot that development of 
the lots in their existinq configuration would have resulted in 
roads, building pads and residences located in~ery steeply sloping 
canyon areas adjacent to or within environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas. The Commission determined after a r.e~iew of all 
applicable facts, that the proposed radiviaion W8$ a more 
appropriate oontiquration than the existing configUration, and that 
the proposal realigns parcel lines to concentrate development 
closer to developed areas, without the necessity of massive qrading 
into ~ndeveloped areas and a~tarnation of natural landforms • 

Exhibit VI 
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas) 

Block Response 10/18/99 r !of z 



OCT-18-1'999 12:30 FRCI1 A..AN ROEERT BLOCK, INC. TO 

Mr. Jack Ainsworth 
Re: COP Application No.4-96-1B9 (Flinkman) 
october lB, 1999 

Paqe 2 

1ee56411732 p. 03 

In addition, the reoonfiguration of the existing tour lots t.Ud 
not result in any additional buildout and was consistent with the 
~and use Plan'• total bUild out of the enti~a 160 •eras owned by 
th.e ·applicant. 

Lastly, special c:oncU.tion No. 3 specifically provided that the 
Commiasion•s approval of the redivision do•• not commit tha 
CQ'mmission, or any successor in interest, to approve a future land 
division of Lot 3. · 

In S'WDlation, the applicant contends that the concerns of Mr. 
Lane, aa expressed in his correspondence of September 28, 1999, 
were specitioally addressed by both staff aDd tne coma!ssion, and 
appropriately conditioned iJl the COJIII\ill•ion •a approval ot said 
CDP. As such, Hr. Lane's request fCJ:" rfllvocation should therefore 
ba suDmarily dismissed. 

Thank. you :tor forwardinq thill!l ottica a copy of Mr. Lana'• 
corresponda.nce, ana please keep us appraiaad of any further 
activity on the matter. 

Your continued courtesy and cooperation i• greatly 
appreciated. 

ARB:mb 

cc: Stan· FlinkDan 
Norm Haynie 

aa.pectfully SUbmitted, 

TOTI=L. P. 03 
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ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 

LAW OFFICES 

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

1901 AVENUE OF nm STARS, StJII'.I! 1610 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-6001 

E-MAIL arblock@worldnct.au.nct OF COUNSEL OF COUNSEL 
MICHAEl.. N. FRIEDMAN TELEPHONE (310) 552-3336 MOSS, I..Evrli & MANDELl., ll.P 

Tei.EF~ (310) 552-1850 

October 28, 1999 ~/}~~lf/[J?J!{l'7~ 
. I~ ''-::li.J iY; ,-:J·M 

California Coastal commission CL · r .:; . . / iJj'; 
South Central Coast Area · · ·.1 rQc1 ':-f...!:; 
89 south California street, 2nd Floor ·· .. J9 so coA . Ventura, CA. 9 3 001 Urli r,.:~A.l ·rQ.·'~t>:, 

-c,Vtfr;:;[~ -'l1t-tJ.~·.; .,.., 
Attention: Meryl Betz, Staff Planner co.-<;5 :·'>'·'·1 

' l..i;s.,.,.. 
'I':./( 

Re: Coastal Development Permit No. 5-96-189 (Flinkman) 
Declaration of Lewis Flinkman In Opposition To 
Request For Revocation 

Dear Meryl: 

Pursuant to our conversation this past Tuesday morni~g 
enclosed please find the Declaration of Lewis Flinkman 1n 
Opposition To Mike Lanes Request To Revoke the above captioned 
Cqastal Development Permit (COP). 

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 you for your continued courtesy and cooperation. 

ARB:rr.b 
enclosure 
cc: Lewis Flinkman 

Very truly yours, 

LAW OFFICES OF 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
~ .Pfofessi~~al ,corporation 

., ( /l ( ', / ( ~ \•.(;1 I ·: I ', •, u ·'&Gt\~·~ 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 

Exhibit VII 
Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas) 

Block Response 10/28/99 with 
Flinkman Declaration 

f' /of: 
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PHQE NO. : 310 3$ 6425 
OCT-2?-1999 14::'3:? FR0-1 Al..AN ROBERT ll...CO<. INC. TO 13121396&425 P. G 

.OBCLA'RA.TION OP LBWIS l'LJN'KMAN 

I. LEWIS P'Ll'NICMAN • declare ami say as follows: 

1. At. all tima relevant heNin I have been one ol tb.e OW'IMI'8 of the viiQIII1t real 

property locatecliO\Itb ofParkhouae Lane md west ofTuna Can.yoa:ao.t. in Malibu, c.lltbmi' 

aru1 the applicant ot C:Oial Development Permit (CDP) No. 4-96-119 • .._..I appW to tba 

Calitomia Coastal Commission for a recti~ offbur ( 4) loti Oil tile Ulject proparty, which t.otllecl 
i 

120 acres, ilfto tour (4) loll 111114.049 cu. yell. ot Jl'ldina for tblt oaalltrUOticm otf'our fltlidetlal 

bulldlnf pads. clriVftllYI, and IIQC8IS roeda. The stat•••ts made herein .,. made hill my own 

penonal bowlqe and if callecl as a whneA iA a coun of law I oouW ~y terdt,r to tbe 

same. 

%. 'Ibat the Coastal CommJMjon apJROved CDP No. 4-96-119 on.AprillS, 19991ftet a AaU. 

public heariJJ8. 

3. TJaa& OD ot abov.t Apri113, 1~ 1 spoke wi'chMt. NiJ;e tao 

rcprdiDgtt. mbjcct.CDP tppli.catioa. Mr.~ spdcaUy ac.:m.l me tbltbe had rec:elvecl ~ 

of the: bearing ~ for AprU 1,, 1999,. and told 1M that, he would DOt be OppOiiaa f41 

applU:ad.on. He fiartb:r told. me tbat hia wit'O :would be altencliac the Com.rnillloo IIMriDa oa April 

lS. 1999 in order to advise bim exactly wbai~ the f:O'' • "Niioa 1114--. 

I deG1are ur.ut.r penalty at perjury ,.._ the foraaoiaa is true and oarreaa end that thi• . 

' 

• 

• 

TOTR. P.B2. 
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ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 

OF COUNSEL 
MICHAEL N. FRIEDMAN 

LAW OFFICES 

ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
A PROFESSiONAL CORPORATION 

1901 AVENUE. OF 1HE STARS, SUI'TE 1610 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-6001 

E-MAIL arblock@worldnet.attnel 
TELEPHONE {31 0) 552-3336 

TELEFAX (310)552-1850 

November 24, 1999 

california coastal commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, 2nd 
Ventura, CA. 93001 

Floor 

Attention: Meryl Betz, Staff Planner, 

OF COUNSEL 
MOSS, LEVIT! & MANDEll., LLP 

Ra: Coastal Development Permit No. 5-91-189 (P1inkman) 
Opposition 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 California 
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 COP 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 l 



Mr. Meryl Betz 
Re: CDP No. 5-91-189 (Flinkman) 
November 24, 1999 

Paqe 2 

Lastly, pursuant to Section 13054(b) of the Commission's 
requlations, the applicant throuqh 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, confirminq the postinq is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

Mr. Lanes contention that the applicant does not have leqal 
access to the subject property appears to be completely unfounded. 
Old. Republic Title company has confirmed the :fact that the Mr. 
Flinkman owns two separate leqal easements from Saddle Peak Road 
across the private street commonly known as Park House Lane, which 
provide access to the vac~nt 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, evidencinq the easements are attached hereto as 
Exhibits 3 and 4 and hereby incorporated by reference. ' 

• 

Althouqh at present, Mr. Flinkman is in the process of havinq • 
his title company con~irm the existence of said easements and map 
the same, an assessors map hiqh-liqhtinq the easement is attached 
hereto as Exhibit 5 and hereby incorporated by reference. 

Althouqh the applicant has not as of this date qranted 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 riqht to do so, 
and should only be compelled to qrant said easements prior to the 
4 subject lots being sold. 

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

ARB:mb 
cc: Lewis Flinkman 

Norm Haynie 

Very truly yours, 

LAW OFFICES OF 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK 
A Professional corporation 

6/~ll,dk__ 
ALAN ROBERT BLOCK • 
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Printed on Recycled 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. 4-96-189 be·fore the 

California Coastal Commission. I have personal knowledge of the 

facts set forth in this declaration and if called as a witness to 

testify regarding the facts set forth herein, I could and would 

testify competently thereto. 

2. That prior to the scheduling of the CDP No. 4-96-189 for 

hearing before the Commission I received the applicable Notice of 

Posting from the Commission's South Coast Axea Office. 

3. I thereafter photocopied the Notice of Posting and 

personally posted the Notice 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's 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. 4-96-18 9 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 thj 

11th day of November 1999, in Los Angeles , California. 

NORMAN HAYNIE 

Exhibit 2 
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--------------------- --------------------------- ----------------------~~ 
4441-007..053, 054,055,056 4-WS..Qll.Oll 4448..023-027 
Wa~ Ea~ lac. JQC.k and Dorolhy Oardcncr John Foley 
241SS Pacifac C".4liia Hwy. 6315 W 7$1111 St 2029 Ccmst Canyon Rd 
Malibu. CA 90265 Los Aa&elcs. t'A 90045·1440 Malibu, CA 9026.5 

4+11-0l~26 
Xenia Wri&bt · 
J 9643 Vilion Dr 
Topap. CA 90290 . 

4441-026.030,031 
Sam HollOw 
P.O. Box 3123 
't'bouSiadOIIIcl, CA 'J3.S9 

444~917.~~ 
srae or CaJibala 
37!0 Sollclae c,. id 
Malibu. CA ~5 

MaUbla Villa~ 
22761 PKilcOilii•Jiwy.1260 
Malibu. CA 9CQ&5 

444&-olJ..UlO 
Roy a. SP;non Jbmquish 
5911 W. Ttattoo PI 
Milwaubc wr 33%13·3261 

4'48-016..()'17 
Je::w~C Ro:lch 
6K2.1 VaJicy Circle Blvd. 161J 
Wcs&Hilii.CA 91307 

4448.()26..034 
RaGII A Billy Kocnia 
2$8~R.cl 
Pacific Palisades, CA ~212. 

4.wa-430-0 17,024 
I 9100 PCH Pantters 
14111 Mulholland Dr. 
BcvarJy Hills, CA 90210-1063 

4448..Q26-023 ,OlS 
Everding Moaclisc 
P.O. Box693 
~CA 91102 

444&-026-02tl 
R.uymond Bicdc:rm:an, Jr. 
1M Capitan St. 
Thousand OW. CA 9l360 

#41-026-072 
• John TcUc&on 

P.O. 8ox320 
Malibu, CA 9016!i 

--------------------~·: 

Exhibit 1 
+3104569821 
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E:XIO:BlT "A" 

Of!SCIUPTtON: CC!Uh"TY Of' LOll AHCIIl.EII• IITAT1!: 01" _...;..lP'ORNIA 

IIMCEL 1: 

,1 
•-" 

That po~tion of tho lovtll~•• \VertoP of tho Northwe~t ,va?tOP of 
Section a•. Townohip l Iouth. lent• 17 w •••• S.n 80PftOPdino "•Pidion. 
in tile office of tho covnt, poco?dor of oeid count•• accoPdint to tho 
official plat thoPoof. doscPihod •• followo: 

lotlnntn., at tho HoP.tllweot COPn01' o• ••• Sovt~too•t ,va1"tor of 11he 
Ho'l"th-ot ,ua1'tor &.: 1aid S.cttOft 24• ••-c• Ho'l'tll 119" !53' 27• East 
alont tho No1'th line of oaid lovtllooot •vert••• a fio'-nco of 409.11 
foot1 tllonco loovint teid Ho1'tll lino. S.vt~ 11• 22' 27• Woot ~.52 
foeti tllonco South 1~ 46• 41• East 180.43 foot to~·· HoPtll .. ote•l• 
Olt?eait' of tho cov1'oo olont tho Southo1"lt lino of Po1"co• 1 dooc1'ihod 
in dood to Ct1"i1 L. Ca?t" and Ylrtinte C. C.1"1" ••corded in loot D39D4 
,.,. 367. Official RIC01"dS of ~-1· count •• llevint ••••• , ••• , Ho1"tll 
4,- 3S' 41• Woot. and • lenttll of a.7.SS foot• thence aloat ••id 
Soutllo'l'l' lino 8outll t7• ;1' 12- Woot r.l32 foot to Oft onele point 
••••••n•• thence l!lou',~ 10• 04' 17• Woot 404.48 foot. -..e or 1•••• to 
tllo Woot Uno of ••U loctloft 241 tllonco Nrrth 0" 06• 40• Woot alOftt 
••14 wa11t line 6~.43 ••••• -... •• 1•••• to the JOint •* ••t~nnint. 
P~CEL 2: 

An ••••••nt ••~ lnt~••• and •t•••• ovo~ thet po~tion of tllo loutll half 
of the Ne?tll .. •t ,v•~••~ of Section 24. Toonollt' 1 lovtll. Rant• 17 
Wtot. Son loPnaPdino "••t•l•n• occ01"dint to tllo a.ttcial ~1at of ••t• 
htt4 fUoo In tho Dht1"lct Lanlll Office on Autv•t <Jl, 11'96 included 
•ttllin • •'~'' of l•n•• 30 foot wide• lwint 15 ftot on ••ell tido of 
tho #ollowtnt do•c•ibtd cent~? lino: 

lotinnant ot the HorthoPll tor.dnus of that cortein couroo Sn tho 
ctnttP ltno of Sod•t• P••• ..... :~.00 foot wtdo• dooc•tllod in •••• te 
tho countt of Los Ant•l••• Poce•••• ~·• 12. 1948 •• lnot~u.ont 
No. 1236 ln loo• 1'713 Pat• IGo o-ftclol Roc .. do of ooid count,. •• 
hovint • ttoa'l'lnt and hnttll ef Mo1'tJI 13- •• 40• W.ot 35.31 ••••• 
thonco .. utll ... 37' 11• Woot 116.43 foot to tilt botinnlnt of a 
tontont CV1"VO COftCOYe l!loutJIOOOtOPl' Oft. IIOYlftl 0 PO.lUI Of 100,00 
ftot1 thonco .. utlloottoPlt olont ••tel cuPvo th•outll • control •ntl• of 
~ so• 37• on ore •tetonco of 73.61 fe•t4 thonco tentoat to sotcl 
CUPVO Iouth 44• 26' 40• Woot 73.,. foot to t~O ftotinnint of 0 'efttOnt 
CUPVt ClftCOVt No'l'tll .. 11tOPlt Oftd ~O¥iftl 0 POdiUI Of 100.00 fOOtJ tlltft'.O 
Soutll .. tterlt olont 11otcl cu~vo t~'l'ovth a cewtr•l on1l• of zs• 34' 10• 
on o1'c dtstonco Of 44.63 foot• ••••co taetont te •old CU1"Ve 8out~ 7oe 
00' to• Moot 184.84 flot to t~o '•tinnint of. \eatOnt CUPVO c.ncavo 
Horthorlv ••• '•vint e Padiue •• 100.00 foot• thonco Wo•t01"1t olont 
•e&4 CU1"¥0 thPOVfh I CtfttPol OftiiO Of ao- 34• 00• an O~C 4iotenco If 
... a. '•••• thence tantent to ••&• cu~vo Ho1"t'.,. ;e• to• Nett as.~ 
'••• te tho iottnftint of 1 ,..,,_., cu~v• cone•~ lovtlle•l• ••• llovint 



~ 1'odiu• of 70.00 hat:. ilttnca Wasta1"h alottt s • .ttt ,u,.vo tii1'0Utll a 
cant1'al anrl• of 69" 57' 45• en a1'c dt•tonco of as.•a faatl thane• 
tangent to 'Ialii CU1'Va South 50• 37' 05• Wast 82.26 feat to tho 
11at1nnint of .a tongant CU1"vw concov• No'Ptha1'1' *- · llavi.nt a !'otltus o., 
100.00 toot1 thane• Wasta1'l¥ olont aald cu~• th~outh .a cant1'ol ontl• 
Of eo• 50' 00• on a1'C dlstonca ~r 141.08 faatl th•nca tontont t~ •e1d 
cu,.vo Ho.,.th ._- 32' ss• W.•t 99.08 ftot to the llttinnint of o tontont 
c "'"'" cone ova Sou\: .• ; l9 on4 •avint o !'ell ius of 40. 00 foot1 tllonc• 
Northwosto1'1V• Wosto1"19 and South .. •to1"19 olont ••ill curva throuth a 
cant.,.ol antl• of 125• 58' 30• an aPe iiatonc• of 87.91 foot• thonc• 
t~ntont to sold curvo South s• 31' 35• W.•t 101.5• faot1 thonco No.,.t• 
74° 59' 40• Wast 195.55 fs•tl tbonco MoPtb at• 43' 25• Wost 95.61 
foot1 thonco North 6,. 26' to• Wo•t 91.6• foot to tho bttinnint of • 
tongont curva concovo Sovtha1'1V and llovin• • 1"0diua of 100.00 f••t• 
thonct Wtttarl~ along ••1• c~~· ~hTovt~ a contTel antl• of 46" eG' 
4D• tn .rc iittonco of 81.76 featl thane• tanttnt to taid cvrvt South 
62" 43 1 05• Watt 1.80 ftat tO tho ~ttinnlnt Of a i•ntont CVTVa C:Oncav• 
Mo1'thorl~ and havint o ra41vt of 80.00 faat1 thane• W.star&v olont 
taid cvrvo thTovgh a cont1'a1 anwl• of 74• 38' s~· an orc dlstenct of 
104.23 featl thenco tantont to said CU1'Yt Nortb 4t• 38' 00• Wet~ 
17 •. 45 foet to tho ~ttinnint of • tanttnt curve concava 8outhwestt1'lt 
anti havlnt o 'l'ediu• of 100.00 faet1 th•nce Nerth••ttt'PlV ani Wetterlt 
oloftt aeid cu'l"vt th1'0VIh a · centlt'al entl• tf ,.. 53' to• an arc: 
dl•t•nce of 102.78 •••*• 5ftanca t•nt•nt to s•td CU'PVt Iouth 7 .. ~~ 
!0•· Wott 53.09 ftet to the ••tinnint of • t•nttnt curve con~av• 
Southorlv llavtng • 'I'OdiUt ., 100.00 ftatl thence w •• , • .,.l, olont ••i4 
cu.,.v• th'I'OUth a cent1'al tntl• of ;zo• 56' :;)()• en ore lhtan.co of :16.55 

. Peot1 thenct tanttnt to tail cvrvo South ,.- ~· 20• Wtat 112.28 f••• 
to th• bttinnint of a ~•nt•nt cvPYt .Gncave NoPtht'l"lt and havint a 
rediut of 100.00 fottl thence W.tttrlt alnnt taid curve throvth • 
cenh•el antlt of 53" 37' tt• an a~c Uttaftce of ~.,. ''''' uence 
tanttnt it •••• CU'I'YO NoTth .,. 50' ~5• Wet\ 10.01 ft•t it tlla 
i.;~~~int of • tongent cv1'vo cencavJ No1'thoooto~l• and havint • 1'o~!uo 
Of 100. 00 faot1 thanco No'l"th-st•Pl!f alent t•il CU1"YO U1"0Vtll a 
cont1'el antlo. ef ss• 48' 30• an a'I'C ISetanca of-97.~ '••~~ th•nco 
tantont to ta1d cu'l'vo Na1"th 1~ 04' so• W.ot 87.09 foot to tha 
ittinnfnt oP • tant•nt cv~v• concave louttweoto~lw •nd bovina • 'l'odlvo 
of 100.00 foot• thonc• NoPthw••••.,.lt olont ••i4 cuf"vt ••••vth a 
control antl• of 43• 39' 3:• on a'l'c •t•t~nca of 76.20 foot• to til• 
iotinnint of • tangent cv~v• concave loutht~l' •n~ hovint o ro4iut •* 
227. 48 foeti thane• WostePl• al.nt tti~ CV1'YO tii1'0uti • cantPal antl• 
of 51• 23· 45• an ••c dittanco of 204.06 foat1 \honco tanton~ to soi' 
CV'I'Yt Seuth ~ 51' 50• West to tho Wttt lifta ef sold Soction 24. 

!XCZPT that ~o1'tlon of setd land tncludal within the linoe ~~ ~a'l"col t 
ho?olnioforo dosc~iioi Ckno•ft ao Por-houeo Lano). 

Tho af.llo Unot of sol.lf ''"'' of land tii•U io '~olo"tti O!" tho1't•nu 
•• •• to t•'l'•inoto C.sto?lV in tho WootoTlW lino of aalll 8a411lt 'a•a 
Ro••• .0.00 foot willo. ani to torainato Woett'Pl¥ in tho Wtet ltno 0~ 
••id taction 34. 



,t,n ,., ........ ,.~,. lnt'l't<&t and ttP'ttt ovor Yllot portlon of' tlto W.ot holf 
of Section 24. To.n•hip 1 South. Rent• 17 Wost. Son lo'l'fta~olno 
"•'l'idiln• occo1'dint to tho Offlcill 'l•t of ••id land fllod ln tho 
D1•t1'tct Land Offlc• on Ausust ~1. 1896. included within a tt'l'ip of 
hnd. :JO hot wido. hlint 15 f••• on oacll ..... of tllo foll_t,.J 
do<&C1'i!lod conto'l' line: 

lotinnint at • point on tho Soutll of' tho Ho'f'tll 200.00 foot .. oou1'od 
along tho. West 1:1.: 7 of tho 8outll .. lt ,_ ... ,,.,. of ••U SocUon 24. 
distant tlloroon SOuth a.-~~· ;o• Wott 32L•t foot f1'o• tho last line 
of tho Wost 1100.00 foot• •••oU'f'ld olont tllo No1'th ltno. of said 
Soutll .. st ,ua1'to1'1 kllo11ca No'l'tll ts• :JO• 07• Eatt 1::::16. OS foot1 tllonco 
No1'tll tr ::9' 113" Wot t 335. 51 fo1t1 tllonc • Iouth 77" ::lO 1 01• Woot 
22;,00 foot1 thonco MoTth o• 50' 07• last 110.:. foot! thoBCO Mo'l'th 
78" 52' ::tO• EA•' 134. 09 foot to tllo !to., .. ~ing of • tontont cu'""'o 
concovo Mo1'tltwostorl11 .... lt•vint • 1'Mius of 100. 00 foot1 tllonco 
HoTt•oa·~•••• alont ••t~ CV1'VO tllrouth • cont?al ontl• of ~ 14' 4S• 
on arc fiotonco of ..... •••'' t~onco tontont to taid cvrvo No?\h ~ 
S7' OS• Eott $L~4 foot to tho ~otiftft,ftl of a tontont CUT~. :oncavo 
8outllorl' .. ~ hovint a raflvo of \00.00 foot• •••nco No1'thoaotl'f'lt• 
Eeoto?lt ond &out•••••••lt alont tate CV'f'VI tll1'out11 a control ont1• of 
9•• 11' oo- on arc dlstanco of 1•1.17 foot• tllouco tantont to ••t• 
cu-. leut• +t• ,,. zs• Eoot 101.34 foot ••.••• ~··'""'"' of. tantont 
curve concave Nerthoaotorlt and llavint • •••tvo of 100.00 foot• ~onco 
lout••••torlt alone oat4 --·~• ••••••• • control ontlo of~ 33' oo• 
an arc ftotonco·of 41.10 foot• thonco tlnttnt to soli cu't"Vo. 8ovt• ~ 
24' a• Eeot ... 42 foot to tllo llotinntnt of • ~ntont cUTvo concave 
No1'tllorlt .. ~ .havlnt o Pa~iuo of 100.00 foot• tllonco Eostorlo·alont 

. taid CU1'VO tiii'OUf" .a C:lftt'l"l\ Oftlll of 47" 26' :JO• 1ft OPC 4ht.aft.CO of 
a:z. 10 hot• tllonco t.angont to oai4 cur··~ No1'tll 64'" 09 • os• Eaot 44P. 16 
foot to tllo httnnilot of • to&fjont C:V1''10 c-cavo Soute.oPit on4 lw.wtnt 
• 1'oi&ut of 100.00 footl thence E.otorlt olont salt CU?vo ''·-~• • 
cotttrol antlo of zs• 09' 45• on ore ilotanco tf ~94 foot• thonco 
t:•:,nt to to&d cu'vo No1't• _.. sa• 10• Eaot as ... ~oot to ••• 
~•tittttint of o ~v••• cone••• Soutllorlt an4 havint • Pldlu• of 100.00 
foot1 t~onc• !otto1'lt olont sat4 cvPvo ••~•vth • coftt?ol .ntl• of ~1· 
Of' 30• Oft O~C 4lttOftCI of 14.27 foo\1 thoftCO tafttont to t•ld CUPVO 
.. .,,,.~ ~~· 40• lett 113. II foot to tllo !lottwalftl of • tafttont CU'f'Vo 
conc•v• Nerthwosto1'l9 ••vlnt • ••~&ut •• .0.00 foot ••• )oant tantont 
at "' N4Wt••••'•"'' ••.,.•'"~'" wu• a Ufto ••••tnt So••• 11- ,,. os• 
Wott ,.,... ••• loutllt1'lt to~tnv• of thot co1'tain contoP line cou••• 

. 4otcPt••• in ,orcol 2 otovo ao llavtnt • too?int lfti lontt• of aout• ~ 
~~· =e• Wott 101.,. foot1 tllonco lattoPlt end Hopt••a••••lt olont ••'• 
CUTVO thrOUf~ 0 COfttPAl lftflD of ~ 27' 11• Oft a1'C 4iotoftCO of 103. 10 
foot t• toi4 lot' aontlone4 point of tantonctl thonco No•t• l?- 57• 
Oe• loot 47.26 feot to tho louthOPlt to1'•inut of self COTtoln COUPIO, 

EXCIPT thot JOPt1on of ••ld laa• lnclu.o4 •ithin t~o linot of ~arcol 2 
·······••v• 4otcrito4 c~n..n •• Af,lofiol4 Lone). 

ALID •xCIPT anv '•"'''" of •••• 1en4 lwint .. .,,,,,.1, of •~• Nortllo?lt 
)outt••••· ltno of Lao ''•••• Holt~•• ~.... •• toocPltoC in tllo 4ooi to 
tht countt of Lot Afttolot• 1'1COP4o4 1n !oo~ 1~40 '••• 1 ... Official 
Rtcor4o o# •••- countt. 
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EXll'IBl'r ''A" .. ... 

PARCEl. l: .. 

THAT PORTION DF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 23, TOWNSHIP l SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN I:JERHARDINQ 
MERIDIAN, ACCORDINC TO THE DFFICIA~ P~AT QF SAlD LAND FII.ED.lN THE 

"DISTRICT ~AND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1$i6, DESCRIBED AS FOI.I.OWS: . . . 
BECINNINC AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNEA OF THE LAND DESCRIBED IM THE 
DEED TO BYRD KDVA~·WAI.SH, RECORDED IN BOOK 804, PACE 54, OFFICIAL 
RECORDS, IN SAID COUNTY, SAID CORNER BEINC A POINT OH THE SOUTH 
LINE OF SAID NORT.HEAST QUARTER, ~ISTAHT THEREON NORTH 6~0 06' 0411 

WEST 417.40 F.EET~ MORE OR I.ESS, FORM THE SOUTHEAST tORNER OF TH~ 
NORTHEAST QUARTER; THENCE ALONC SAID SOUTH l.lNE OF SAID NORTHEAST 
QUART£R, NORTH 89° 06' 04° WEST 372.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 2° 58 1 

20" EAST 300.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 39° 04 1 EAST 103,QS FEET;• 
THENCE NORTH 30° 00' EAST 115.46 FEETi THENCE NORTH 1,0 06 1 EAST 

• H7.52'FEET; THeNCE NORTH 75a l8' EAST 84.74 FEEH:·i'H£HCE NORTH 
46° 24 1 EAST ll8.82 FEET TO THE WEST t.INE OF THE' ~AND DESCRIBED IN 
SAID DEED TO WALSH; THENCE A~ONG SAID WEST ~INE ~DUTH 0' 08'·40° 
EAST 776.45 FEET, MOtU DR LESS, TO THE POINT OF·:·BECtNNINC .. 

· .• PARCEL 2: .. 
. . 

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUB~IC UTI~lTY ~HD INCIDENTAL 
PURPOSES OYER THAi OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST 
QUARTER OF SECTIOtl 23, TOWNSHIP l SOUTH, RANCE 17 WEST,· SAN 
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN,· ACCORDING. TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND 
FILED lN THE DISTRICT \.AND OFFICE AUGUST ll. 189& ,. INCL.UOED WITHIN 
A STRIP OF I.AND &0 FEET WIOE, THE CENTER I.INE OF WHICH IS 
DESCRIBED AS FDt.I.OWS: 

. . 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EAST ~INE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER TO 
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER THAt IS DISTANT THEREON SOUTH 0° 08' 40" . 
EAST 293.09. FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE ~AND DESCRIBED 
IN·THE DEED TO BYRD K01AR WAI.SH: RECORDED IN BOOK 584 PACE 84, 
OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY. SAID POINT BEING AI.SO DISTANT 
SOUTH 0° 06 1 40b EAST 564.81 FEET, MORE DR LESS, FROH THE . 

. NORTHEAST CORNER OF S~IO SOUTHEAST QUARTER DF THE NORTHEAST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 23; THENCE NO~TH 5~0 08' 40" WEST 140.39 FEET 
TQ THE BEGlNNlNC OF A TANCEHT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTH£RLY AND HAVINC A 
RADIUS OF 60 FEET; THENCE WESTER~Y ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A · 
CENTRAL AHCLE OF 70° 46 1 AN ARC DlSTANCi DF 74.11 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH 50° 05 1 20u WEST 20.03 FEET TD TH£ BEGINNING OF A TANGENT 
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHE~V AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE 
WESTERLY At.DMG SAID TANGENT CURVE THROUGH A CEKTRA~ ANGLE OF 55° 
39'; AN ARC.Ol~TAHC£ OF ~7.13 FEET; THENCE TANCENT TO SAID ~AST 

. •CONTINUED• 
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• HENTIDNED CURVE, NORTH 74• 15' 40& ~AST 38.61 FEET TO THE 
9€GINNIMC ~F A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAYING A RAOI~: 
OF 100 FEET: THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENT CURVE THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 44• 12' AN ARC DISTA~CE OF 77,14 FEET: THENCE · 
SOUTH &2• 4'' 07• ~EST 9.70 FEET TO A POINT OM THE WEST LINE OF 
SAID· LAHD DESCRIBED IN THE DEED TO BYRD KOVAR VALSH, SAID POINT 
BEING DISTANT SOUTH Q• 08' 40• EAST 2,7.05 FE£T THEREON FROM THE 

. "NORTKW;ST CORNER or SAIO LAND OF WALSH: THENCE SOUTH 4,• 24' 00• 
WEST ' .28 FEET TO. THE BEC::::::tHC OF A TAHCEH\ .. ..av£ CONCAVE 
NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET; THENCE W£iT£RLY ALONG 
SAID CURVE THROUCH A CENTRAl ANGLE OF 28• 54' AN ARC DISTANCE OF. 
100.88 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH"75• 18 1 OQ• VEST 
141.20 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORT.~~y 
AND HAVINC·A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE WESTERLY ~ONG·SAlD tAST 
MENTIONED CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL AN~i OF ,7• 52' AN ARC DISTANT 
OF 118.45 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURYEe NORTH )'• 50' 00• 
~EST 48.32 FEET TO THE BECINNIHC OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE 
SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RAD~u~ OF 40 FEET: THENCE WESTERLY ALONG 
SAID LAST MENTIONED TANCENT CURVE. THROUCH A CENTRAL ANCLE OF 1Q'• 

·30' AN ARC DISTANT OF 74.35 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 3,• 40' 00• WEST 
,8.57 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 18• 40• 00• VEST 132.40 FEET TO THE 
BECINNINC OF A TANCENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND HAYlNC A 
RADIUS OF 30 FEET!• THEtiCE ~OUTHEASTERLY ALOHC SAl~BCURVE THROUCH A 
CENTRAL ANC~E OF 11• 52• }0• AN ARC OISTAHCE OF J .)6 FEET; 
THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURVE. NORTH 8&• 49 1 30•·£AST 1~,0 FEET TO 
yw~ BEGIHHIHC :;. A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AHD HAv•riC 
A RADIUS OF 3) FEET: THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALDNC SAID TANCENT CURVE 
THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 11'• 14 1 )Q• AN ARC DISTANCE OF &2.44 
FEET: THENCE TANCENT TO SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE, SOUTH 2&• 04• 
00• WEST ~A.82 FEET: THENCE SOUTH l&• 04' 00~ WEST )48.13 FEET TO 
THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23. 
EXCEPT THAT PORTION LVIHC WITHIN PARCEL.l ABOVE. 

PARCEL 3: 
. AN EASEMENT FOR INCRESS, ECRESS, PUBLIC UTILlllES ANO INCIOEHTAL 

PURPOSES OYER THAT PORTION OF THE SQUTHEASI OUARTER OF THE 
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECJlON 2), TOWNSHIP SOUTH, RANCE l7 VEST, 
SAN 8£11NARDINO HE.JUDlANa AC:CORDINC TO THE OFFICI-AL P\..AT OF SAID 
LAND FILED lH THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE AUGUST 31. 18,,, INCLUDED 
WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND &0 FEET WIDE, THE CENTEA LINE OF WHICH 15 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
IIOINNINO AT POINT •A• OF PARCEL 2 HEREINABOVE DESCRIBED·. SAID 
POINT IUNC THE 8EC1NHINC OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE HORTHWUT!R\.Y 

-CONTINUED- 87-1015365 
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AND HAVlNG·A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL AN~E OF 55° AN ARC LENCTH OF 95.99 FEETi 
THENCE TANGEHT TO SAIO CURVEt SOUTH 73• 60 1 QO• WEST 1&0.37 FEET 
TO THE SEGllONNINO OF A TANCENT CURVE CO~CAVE NORTHERLY AND liAVINC' A 
RADIUS 01: 0 FEET I THENCE WESTERLY A\.ONG 51'10 ~.;AST. M£NT10HED 
TANGENT CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL AMG\.E OF 48° 30 1 AN .ARC DISTANCE 
OF 84.675 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 EAS£MENT F.OR .lNGRESs,· EGRESS, ROADWAY, ll*UBI..IC UTII..ITY INCLuDING 
WATER AND SEWER LINES ANQ INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER THAT PORTION OF 
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE KORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, : 
TOWNSHlP l SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, 

.ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIA~ PLAT OF SAID.~AND FILED IN THE DISTRICT 
~AND OFFICE ON AUCUST 31. 189&, lNC.LUDED WITHIN A SlR1P OF ~AND 
60.00 FEET WIDE, \.YlNC 30 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF THE FO\.LOWINC 
DESCRIBED .Llt~E: .. 
BECtNHING AT A POINT. Itl THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, DISTANT THEREON NORiH &8 8 

44' 32M WEST 746.61 FEET FROM THE ~ORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID 
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23; THENCE 
SOUTH l7w 16' QQ• WEST 142.73 FEET TO THE BEGlNNlNC OF A TANGENT 
CURVE CONCAVE EASTERI..V AND HAYING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A'CENTRAL ANG\.E OF 24° 00 1 00• 
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 83,78 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 
6• SO' 00• EAST 367.17 FEET; THENCE· SOUTH Q• 20 1 00• EAST 75.56 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE eONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND 
HAVING OF 50.00 FEETt THENCE SQUTHEASTERI,.Y, EASTERLY AND 
NQRTH!ASTER~Y ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL AMGLE OF 137• 30' 
00 11 AN ARC DISTANCE OF 119.99 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID ·CURVE 
NORTH 42° l0' OQ• EAST 4.,~ rEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT 
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 50.00 FEET; THENCE 
NORTHEASTERLY, EASTERLY AHD SOUTHEASTE~Y ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH 
.A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 688 00' QQ• AN ARC DISTANCE OF 59.34 FEET; 
THENCE TANGENT TO SAlD CURVE SQUTH ,9• SO' 00• EAST 20.60 FEET TO . 
THE BECINN1NC OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTKWEST£RI..Y AND HAVING 
A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THEM

7
CE 

0
sau

0
THEASTERI..Y AI..OHG SAID CURV~ 

THROUGH A CENTRAL. ANG\.E OF 3 ° 0 1 011 AN ARC Ol·STANCE OF f4 53 
'FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAlD CURVE SOUTH 32° 50' 0011 EAST 27.43 

.. FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND 

. • .. 
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HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET: THENCE SOUTHEASTER~Y A~OHG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAl ANGL~ OF 4~' 00 1 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
85. 52 FEET; THENCE TIUlCENT TO SAlO CURVE SOUTH 81° 50 1 00" EAST. 
165.70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY 
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF.200.00 FEET; THENCE EASTERlr· ALONG 5A10 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRA~ ANGLE OF 17° 00 1 00" AN-ARC DISTANCE OF 
5~.34 FEET; TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 81 1 10'.00• EAST·95.42 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND 
HAVING A RAD.IUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SQUTMEASTERL1 AL.ONG SAID 
CURVE THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 41° 00 1 00~ AN ARC DISTANCE OF· 
71.56 FEET;· THENCE TANGENT TO SAIO CURVE, SOUTH 57° 50' 00" EAST' 
TO THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST QU~RTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER 
OF SAID ;SECTlO~ 23 • 

. PARCEL 5: 

AN EASEMENT FOR.INGRESS, EGRESS, ROADWAY, PUB~IC UTILITY INCLUDING 
WATER AND SEWER LINES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES OVER A STRIP OF LAND 

:60 FEET WIDE, TOOETHER WITH NECESSARY SI.OPI~G RIGHTS OVEtt PORTIONS 
OF SECTIONS 23 AND 24, TmiNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE l7 WEST • SAN 
BERNARDINO .MERIDIAN, ·AtCQROING TO THE OFFICIAL Pl. AT OF SAID LAND 
Fll.ED lN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST }l, 18~6. THE CENTER 
LINE OF SAID 60 FOOT STRIP OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED AS ~OLLOWS: 

BEGIMNlNG AT A POINT IN· THE SOUTHERlY LINE OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF 
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 23, THAT tS DISTANT THEREON 
NORTH 68• 44 1 32" WEST· 772.00 FEET ~ROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 
SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER: THENCE NORTH &9• 31 1 34• EAST 501.22 FEET 
TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CU~VE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERlY AND 
HAVING A RADIUS OF.300 FEET: THENCE NORTHEASTERLV ALONG SAIO CURVE 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGlE OF 10° 27 1 52" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 54.79 
F£ET: TH£NCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 59° 03' 42• EAST 104.60 
FEET TO THE BEGlNHlNG OF A TANCENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND 
HAV~NG A RADIUS Of 3QQ FEET, THENCE NORTHEASTERLY Al.OKC SAID CURVE 
THROUGH-A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 6° 17 1 04u AN ARC DISTANCE OF 32.91 
FEETI THENCE TANC£NT TO SAlO CURVE, NORTH 52• 46' 38" EAST 530 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND 
HAYING A RADIUS OF lQQ FEET; THENCE EASTERLY AlONG SAID CURVE 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGlE OF 76° 12 1 04• AN ARC DISTANCE OF 133 
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 5l 0 01' 18'1 EAST 25.08 
FEEl TO-THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND 
HAVlNC A RADIUS 0~ 60 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY AND NORTHEASTERl-Y 

.. ALCNC SAID CVAVE THRCUCH A CENTRAl. ANCI.E OF ll3• 22 1 4511 "N ARC 
DISTANCE OF 118.13 FEET; THE~CE TANGENT TO SA!O CURVE, NORTH 15• 
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'.35 1 57• EAST 27.08 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE 
CONCAVE SQUTH£AfT~~y AND HAVINC A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE 
NORTHEASTERLY ALONC SAID ~URVE THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 41• 47 1 

45• AM ARC DISTANCE OF 73.24 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE 
NORTH 57• 35'· 42• EAST 264.31 FEET TQ THE BECIHHIHG OF A TAHC:ENT 
CUaVE CONCAVE 'SOUTHERLY AND HAVINC A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE 
EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANCL£ OF 53• 02 1 30• 
AN AftC DISTANCE OF 9?.58 FEET THENCE TAhMaHT TO' SAID CURVE SOUTH 
,,. 23 1 48•·£AST.104.£0 fEET TO THE BEGlNNIHC OF A T~GENT CURVE 
CONCAVE SOUTHWESTER~Y ANO HAVING A RADIUS OF 200 FEET; THINCE , 

' SOUTHUSTERt • .'f AL.ONG SAID CURVE THROUCH A CENTRAl.. ANGLE OF 25•· 361 

~!= t'•A28•0ifl~f!.!~·Jli~7r:~~ ~~~~~~"I f:~~r g~=~i SOUTK 
NORTH!RLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET: THENCE EASTE~Y ~DNG 
SAID CURVE THROUGH A· CENTRAl.. ANGLE OF ,7• 2'' OQ• AN ARC DISTANCE 
OF ll7.&J FEETJ·THENC£ TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, NORTH 'a• 4&' 20• 
EAST 102.52 FEET TO A POINT lN THE EAST ~lNE OF SAID SECTION 2J, 

1 

THAT IS DISTANCE THER~Uft SOUTH O• 08' 4Q• EAST 557.7' FE£T FROM 
THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 23; THENCE CONTINUING N~1TH 

. 48• ·4& 1 20• 'EAST 54.00 FEET TO TH£ Sll:lNNING OF A TANCENT ·tuRY£ 
. •. CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY· AND HAVINC A RADIUS 01 100 FEET: THENCE 

NQRTHEASTERI.Y AL.ONC SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE ·OF 42• 23' 
45• AN ARC DISTANCE oF 73.JJ FEET: THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURvE, 

I NORTH 2&• 22 1 J'• EAST 17.01 FEET TO Tlf£ 8£C1NMINI ~ A TANGENT 
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTE~Y AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FE~,; 
THIHCI NOITNEASTEBI.. Y AND £AS~ Y ALOHC SAID CU8YE· THROUCH A 
CIIIT!t.M,. ANQ.It OF 12•21• JQ• AN ARI: DlSTANCE OF 12,.29 FEU; THENCE 

'.'··. TANGENT TO lAID CURVE. SOUTH &1• 15' 35• EAST 57.8, FEET TO THE 
IEClNNlNG OF A TANCEMT CURVE CONCAY£ SOUTHERLY ANO HAVING A RADIUS 

j OF 200 FEET: THENCE SOUTHEASTER!. Y ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A 

]. .¥~~=~. ~'1~1r c~~;E~6~o3~~ ~,.A:; •0!Jl.~~ir'1&~}48~~~iEU ~~NCE 
t BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE HORTHIRI. Y AND HAVIHG A RAOIUS 

OF''Q FE!Tl THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVElTHROUGH A CENTRAL 
AHC\.E OF ,1• 20' ~· AH ARC DISTANCE Of' 137. 8 FEET; THENCE TO 

.SkiD CURvE; NORTH 4• 50' OS• EAST 2.35 F££T; THENCE TO SAID 
CURYit NORTH J4• 5 ' 05• EAST 2.JS FEET TO THE BEClNHl~G DF A 
TA~GENl CURVE CONCAVE WESTERLY AHO HAVIHC A RAOlUS OF 100 FEET; 
THIMCI NOATHE~Y ~OMG SAID CURY£ THROUGH A CENTRAL AN~£ OF )4• 

·20• 30• AN AR8 DISTA8eE OF ''·'4 FEET; THEN~ TANCENT TO SAID 
.CURVE,· NORTH • 2'' l)• EAST TO THE SOUTHERI.Y LINE DF SADDI.E PEAIC 
RO,Dt CQ FEET WlO£• AS SHOWN ON IN THE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S MAP NO. 
8107, SHIET NO. la AS' Fl~£D lN THE OFFlC£ OF THE COUNTY ENC1N££R 

.. OF SAID COUNTY. 

•CONTINUED• 87-1015365 
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THE SIDE LINES OF SAID 60 FOOT STRIP OF·LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR 
SHORTENED SO AS TO TERMINATE SOUTHERLY IN THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 
SAID NOKTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23 AND 
TO TERMINATE NORTHERLY IN SAID SOUTHERLY LINE OF SADDLE PEAK ROAD. 

PARCEL 6: 

AN EASEMENT'FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS, OVER THAT PORTION OF THE NO~TH 
OF THE NORTHUEST CUARTER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP l SOUTH, RANCE 17 
WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL P~AT OF 
SAID LAND·FILED !N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, ' 
INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP Or LAND, 30 FEET WIDE, LVINC 15 FEET ON 
EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED CENTER LINE: 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHERLY TE~MINUS OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE IN THE 
CENTER ~INE OF SADDLE PEAK ROAD, 60.00 FEET WIDE, DESCRIBED IN 
DEED TO THE CO.UNTY OF lOS ANGElES, RECORDED ON NOVEMBER 12, 1~42 
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 1236, IN BOOK 19715, PAGE 10, OrFICIAL RECORDS 
OF SAID COUNTY, AS HAVING A BEARING AND LENGTH OF NORTH 13° 58' 
40• WEST 35.35 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 86Q·37' 17• WEST 116.43 FEET TO 

·. THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING 
A RADIUS OF i00.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 
THROUGH A CENTRA~ ANGLE OF 42° 10' 37" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 73.61 
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 44° 26' 40u WEST 73.55 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND 
HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEETi THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF· 25° 34 1 10• AN AR~ DISTANCE OF 
44 63 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE· SOUTH 701 00 1 SOd WEST 
121.24 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 Or 50° 34 1 00u AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
88.26 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 5~ 1 25' 10~ WEST 
25.~ FEET TO THE BEGINNINta OF A TANGENT ·cuRVE CONCAVE SOUTHERL;Y 
AND·HAVlNG A RADIUS OF 70.00 FEETi THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 69° 57' 45" AN ARC.OlSTANCE OF 

· 85L48 FEET:.THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 501 37 1 05" WEST 
82.26 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY 
AND -~AVING A RADIUS 0~ 100.00 FEET: THENCE WESTE~LY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 80• 50' 00u AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
'141:08 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 48° 32 1 55u WEST 99.08 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND 
HAVING A RADIUS 40.00 FEET: THENCE NORTHWESTeRLY, WESTERlY AND 
~ 8UTKWESTERLY ALONG SAID

7
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 125° 55 1

· 
J w AN ARC DISTANCE OF 8 .91 FEET; ThENCE. TANGENT TO SAID CURVE 

-CONTINUED-

87-1015365 
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' ·SOUTH 5• 31' 35• WEST 101.59 FEET: THENCE NORTH 74• 5~)1 40• VEST 
!95.55 FE!!; THENCE K:~TH 81• 43' 25• WEST ,S.,l FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 69• 26 1 10• YEST ,1.&' FEET TO TH£ 8£C1KKINC OF A TAHCENT 
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHE~Y AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET: THENCE 
WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRA~ ANGLE OF 4&• SO' 45• 
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 81.7' FEET: THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 
62• 4J 1 OS• WEST 8o80 FEET TO THE BECIHNlNC OF A TANGENT CURVE 
CONCAVE· NORTHERLY AND HAVING .A RADIUS OF 80.~ ~EET: THENCE 
WESTERL~ lLONG SAID CURVE THROUCH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF•74• 38' SS• 
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 104.23 FEET: THENCE TANCENT TO SAID CURVE NORTH 
41~ 38 1 OQ• WEST 17,.45 FEET TO THE BEGIHNlNG 8' A TANGENT CURVE 
CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAYING A RADIUS OF 1 0.00 FEET: T~~~tE 
NORTHWEST~RLY ANO WESTERLY ~ONC SAID CUROYi 

7
Ti{UCH A CENTRA( 

ANGLE OF 58• 53' 10• AN ARC OlSTANCE OF lD2. FEEH THENCE 
TANGENT TO ·sAID CURVE SOUTH 7,• 28' SO• WEST 3.0, FEET TO THE 
8EC1NNit£C OF .A TANGENT CUllY£ CONCAVE SOUTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF . 
l00.00 FElT: THENCE WEST£~ ~ ~ONC SAID CURvE THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANC\.E OF 20• S&• JQ• IH ARC DISTANCE OF 3& • .5.5 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO 
SAID CURVl SOUTH 58• '2' 20• WEST 112.28 FEET TO THE 8EGIHNIHC OF 

•. 'A TANGENT CURVE CONCA¥1 NORTHERLY AND HAVING A AADIUS DF 100.00 
FEET: THENCE WESTERLY. ~OHC SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENT~ ANGLE OF 
53• 37' lS• AN A8C Ol$TANC! OF ,3.5' FEEt:· THENCE TANCINT TO SAID 
CURVE NORTH &7• >0'·2~• WEST 10.01 FEEr TO THE IEilNNlNC DF A 
TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS DF 100.00 
FEET: THENCC NORTHV!STElft.Y ~ONO SAID CURY£ JHROUCH A CENTRAL 
;.;::t..E OF 55• 4_, 1 JQ• AM ARC DIST ANC£ OF '7 • 3Z FEET; THENCE TANGENT 
TO SAID CURVE NORTH 12• 04' 55• WEST 87.0' FElT TO THE 8EC1NNlNC 
OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 
100.00 FEET: THENCE NORTHwESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 43• 3'' }Q• AN ARC DISTANCE OF 7,.20 FEET: TO THE 
BECINHlNC OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE !QUTH£RLY AND HAYING A RADIUS 
OF 227.48 FEET! THENCE W(STERLY ALQHC SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF Sl• 23' 45• AH ARC DISTANCE OF 204.0' FEET; THENCE 
TANCENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 72• 51' SO• WIST TO.~INE OF SAID 
SECTION 24, tHE 5101 LINES OF SAID STil~ OF ~AND SHALL 1£ 

• ,.lta&.ONOID OR SHOATIHID SO AS TO TIRMlNATI IAITIILY IN TIC WESTI"'-Y 
• L1NI GF SAID SADDLE PIAK ROAD, ,0.00 FEET VIDE, AND TO TERHl~AT£ 

WESTERLY 1H THE VEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24. ~ . . 
THE SIDE LINE OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SH~L 81 PROLONGED OR 
SHORTENED SO AS TO TIRMl~ATE EASTERLY 1M THE WESTE~Y ~lN£ OF SAID 
SADDLE PEAK ROADa &0.00 FE£! -IDEo AND TO TERMINATE WESTERLY lN 

, THI VIIT I.. IN& OF lAID SICT:ON 24. ·. 
PARCIU. 7: 

AN IASIMENT AS SET FORTH IN THAT CERTAIN AORlEMlNT· AND GRANT OF 
EASEMENT IY AND 8ETWIEM SANDSTONE PR~RTllS& INC •• AND PAUL PAlC£ 

'

HDlJOSI MARIPOSA, RlCORO!~ OIC!M81R lS, l'71t AS INSTRUMINT NO. 
1- ;nuoa. . 

87-1015365 
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Flinkrnan Realty 
3005 Main Street, Suite 500 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

December 2, 1999 

Merle Betz 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, 2nd Floor 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Re: Easement Information 

Dear Mr. Betz, 

Phone: 310-396-1439 
FAX: 310-396-6425 
email: flinkman@home.com • 

I have enclosed the colored easement maps for parcel 4448-023-022 owned A 
my parents, Stan and Ruth Flinkman, who are co-owners of the parcel cover:s" 
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. I have also enclosed a copy of a title report that I believe relates 
to the colored maps. It is my interpretation of these maps and title report that we 
have legal access to Parcel22, 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. 

Cc Alan Robert Block 
Exhibit IX 

Application R-4-96-189 (Lane and Douglas) 
Lane Correspondence 12/2199 • 

I 
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THIS IS NflTHER A PlAT NOR A SURVEY. It 1$ FURNISHED AS A CONVENifHCE tO LOCA'IIl'HE lAND INOic..:Au:u n5 .... -. ..... . . .-£1ENCE 70 StREErS AND Ofl.IER 
lAND. NO LIABILITY IS ASSUMED IV I!IA!ON OF REUANCE HEREON. . 

Continental Land Title Company 
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THIS IS NEitHER A PLAI NOR .\ SUMY. IT IS FURNISHED M A CONVENIENCE 10 LOCAl£ 1HE LAND INOICAiiD HEREON WITH REfiRENCE TO SI'R£E1S AND OTHER 
lAND. NO UAIILITY IS ASSUMED IV REASON Of RELIANCE HEIEOH. 

Continental Land Title Company 
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THIS IS N~!THER A Pt.AT NOR A SURVEY. IT IS FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE TO Lo<:Alt TME LAND tNOK.;Au:w ......... _ ......... .-EREHCE tO STREETS AND O~EII 
IANO. NO LlAIILifY 1$ ASSUMED IY REASON OF RELIANCE HEREON. . 

Continental Land Title Company 
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lHI$ IS NE11HER A PLAt NOR .\ SUIMY. R IS FUINIHD AS A CONVENIENCE TO LOCATE tHE LAND INDICATED HEREON WITH REFERENCE TO SIREE1S AND 01HER 
LAND. NO UAaiU1Y IS ASSUM£0 IV REASON OF REliANCE HEREON. 8 

Continental Land Title Company 
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Continental Land Title Company ~ 
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C Ht S'T£((_ 

• CONTINENTAL LAND TITLE COMPANY 
A · .. ;IJr::.;IJ:•JAHY OF 

l..f\I,IYEF\S T l TLL. 11-.l:.:lii~ANCE CORP OR AT I ON 
;_:.o U!'l I vr~-r;~-:::;/•L CITY F'LAZA 

UNIVC::f\SAI. ClTV, Ci\LIFORNI/\ 91t~.(l:3 

SECUn I TV PACIFIC NATIONAL E/\1\W: 
1401 WILSHIRE CLVD. 
SANTA MONICA, CA. 

ATTENY!Of\1: lt!Ai.:Y HELEhl STAI<i< 

----- ·····-----------------------. ·-·-········-···- ···---------

DATED AS 017 MJ\r"::CI-1 :;:(' , 1 9:?.:7 AT 1 : ::::(, A. )·11. 

YOUR ~0. 73-1897 
OUR 1\10. 

------------.---· 

IN RE~3PC:N:~:C TU THC ABOV£ fii~FCF::t:i"ICI:O APPLICATION FOR A POLICY OF 
TITLE INSUI.;:ANCC 

CONTINENTAL LAND TITLE COMPANY 

HEREBY REPUr:,n:: THAT IT IS F·REf·"Ab:Eli Tft J :::SUE, OR CAUSE lt) t::l-. 1 SSULt• /1.~3 OF THI 
DATE HEREOf:-, f\ F'f)l. J C Y OR PC1L I C l ES Uf l :r TLE l N~.:;Uf;:ANCE DESU;: J £:I hiG THE: LAND ANI 

•
THE ESTATE C1F~: HHFrl'f:ST Tl·ll-:::.f\EIN 111::rant·JJi.FfEH SET FORTH, lN:~~LJIHN•.::. i\(i/dN~;T LOSS 
WHICH NAY 1--:E SUSTrdNED BY f'\EA'~~I)N Ctr: ANY DEF7 ECT1 LIEN On EI'J(:UIY!f:F\:P.HO:.: NOT SHO! 
I)R REFE'F.:fUl.l TO AS l\1\1 Fi<CEPTION IN •.,CI·II::niJLE B OH NOT E}{CLUIH:JJ t:T\1)14 C:OV£BA<.;E 

• 

PURSUANT TO Tl-!l: Pf.:HJT£1) SCHE:I)ULC::, C(l!-.ll>ITION~; AND STIF'LJL!\l'U)I\I'.;; OF :::AID F·OLI 
FORMS. 

THE PHINTi.:U 1-:;.((.Ef ··1 I •:.tl·m Mm D~CL u::; J ul·4:::; H-i01'1 THE COVERAGE 01 :3/\J f) r ·uL r CY Ok 
POLICIES M:~; ~;;LT F!'K\TH lf\1 THE ATTP,CI-ICD LIST. COPIES OF Till.· F'OLIC\' 1-'01\I"'S 
SHOULD f:E hEAD. THf:Y I\KE f\ VA 1 Ll\ E:Lt:·: Fr~Ul'l THE ()FF ICE l..JI-H C:H l ~:~~;UE 0 H ll ::: REF'OF 

THIS nET·Of.:T \l,ND Al'-1\' SUPPLEivii:I'.ITS (W.: i•I·1ENDrtfENTS HERETO) 1:::: ISSUED :::;(iLtLY FOf 
THE PUHPC•::~L or:· F M:-: l L I l/1. T I NG TilE: I ~:~-:U !•l·.ri:r::: UF A POL 1 CY CIF 1 l H. C li'~SUh:M..tCC ANI 
NO LIABILUt' 1:~: ii:·;~;U1·1f.::D l·lf:.r.:EB'v. 11- f I IS DESIRED THAT LI.-.ufLITY £:E M.;:.::Ur1iE.' 
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF.A POLICY OF lJTLE INSURANCE, A BINUER 0R C0MMITME 
SHOULD E•E r~·EOUf: :-::Tr=:li ~ 

THE FORM OF POL.ICY OF TITLE IN~URANCE CONTEMPLATED BY THIS REPORT I ·~-~-

1. CALIFORNIA LAND TITLE A330CIA1ION STANDARD COVERAGE POLICY .C> 

2. AMEfUCAN I. AI\ID TITLE ASSOC J ATll)f'.l LOAN POL ICV c: 

3. AtviEI\:ICAN LM·IP TITLE ASSOClATTOhl r.:F:SIDEI~TIAL TITLE INSURANCE POLICY C: 

4. AMERICAN LANU TITLE ASS()C lATif)l.l m•II•IEU'S POLICY FORM [: 

~ ~& e~Yfgjg~-------, I II. L ···' I I ..•. h .,1_1[, rfj.EY 
...... APR ---o. r .. -

1981 

( 

/( 



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 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, 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 QF THE 
NORTHEAST QUARTER; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST 
QUARTER, NORTH 89° 06' 04" WEST 372.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 2a 58' 
20" EAST 300.95 FEET; THENCE NORTH 39° 04' EAST 103.08 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 30° 00' EAST 11~.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 19° 06' EAST 
197.52 FEET; THENCE 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; 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-
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• SCHEDULE ;\ r·;•.C£. 1'10. Z OF\DER NO. 

BEGINNING i\T A Pt)H-rf ON THE E,n,~_;r L.ll•l[ t)F :::~AID SOUTHEAST OUM:.:Tt:F.: TO 
THE NOnTtli::\:::T f,tUl\t(l'[f.: THAT I::; IH~:.r.·•.!\11 rHEnEON ~~CtUTH 0° o::;:• "10" 
EAST z·~~::;::. (•·.·, FCFT rr;~(tl"l TilE NOH rt·ll:::t1,:; I '· 'thNEil OF THE LAND DE~::Cti I E:FD 
IN THE DEED TO r:·,•w: KOVI\h: IM,I..:;Jt; 1\E(Ot.:PU) .IN E:Cn)t::: 5:::4 PAGE ::;.1, 
OFFICIAL nCCOF<DS (tl :·:>1\ID COUI•nv, :~:t,J.D l't)INl L:EIN<:'i ALSO l)I~;·tMH 

souTH ou o;:::: • -to" L:.i\::;-r !.::;,E.-1. G 1 t tT:. r, t·tO;~:t=~ oH Lc:::s, FHOI'1 THC 
NORTHEAST CORNE~R lJF SAID SOUTIIl AST Ct~J.'~F•TE!i OF THE NORTI:1Eii.t;T 
QUARTER OF SECTIOI'~ ;::~:; THENCE Nt.)l\:fH C.·:,H 08' 40"~~'-IEST 140.:39 FEET 
TO THE BI?.GINhiit-.IG OF A TM~GENT C:Uf\\!1· .. i.t);·.I(AVE SOUTHEF\L" AND ! .. lAVING A 
RADIUS OF t.:,(, FE£T; THENCE ~.IESTFt:.:t..V /\L.II!·.t6 ::;P. I D c:LJHVr.:: THF.;OUCiH ,r, 
CENTRAL ANCLE r)F 'i"Cl'' 4r~' AN M~C D.t·:T,\t··.ICE OF ·t4.1:L FEET; THEJJCE 
.SOUTH !S0 11 (It;• 20" I.,IF~H ZO.O:;: r;·;::Er ru rJ!f:~ r::t:~Cllt>INING OF' A TAhJf,ENT 
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEfiLY AND HAVING A. r;:ADIU:::; OF 100 FEET; H·IENCE 
WESTEF<L Y ALONG SAT I) TANGENT C:UHVE t'HHOU6H A CENT HAL M-JGL E OF ~5!5° 
39' ; AN Af\C D 1 ~.:;T ANCE OF 97. 1 ::;: FEI~T; Hll- NCE T ANGEI·H TO SAID LAS r 
MENTIONED CUr~vr:,:, 1\ll·:trnH 7411 u:;• ·10" E'f..:·~r ·:;::c::.:.61 FEET TO THE 
BEGINNING CJF A TM.I<'JENT CURVE CflbiC;WE :~:f.tUTitr:::RLY AND HlWING I\ HAD[tr~: 
OF 100 FEET; li-IEI,ICt: I·~CSTERLY f\l OW:=; ~.~.;:; l P TAI'JGEhlT CUHVE THHCtl.IGH fl. 

CENTRAL ANGLE (IF ·l..:t" 1::.' f\N AI=.: C. IJ .1· ··rt.l·h L 01: -r7. 14 FEET; rt IFNCE 
SOUTH (:.:::•1 -'1(·:. • Vl" I-JEST "?.!. 70 FEI:·r II. • ,, pn I NT ON THE WEST L JNF CtF 
SAID LAI\ID UE~·~cfU[;L I> II'.J THE DLLD IU ~;:, :,:li t:J.tVAI~ t•II\LSI·h SA rD r:·u u-.rr 
E:EING DISrANT SOU!"'I 0" 08' 4C•" Fi\::,1 .. ::.6·: .Ob FEET THEnEON ~:r.:t)N THE 

~ORTH~~.::s~· _ Ct~F.:~L:R __ t;''-. SAID }:ANt:)()~. ~:'":t.:::t·t·:;· r~u::r·J~:C souTH ·~'£·" ~:::-~. · (>)" 
~EST e:.r.~::: l-EE·.l IU n!E f:l:.•.:.tlNt-IHki tJI' !\ IAI·.J•:.L.rH CURVE CUNCJ\VI. 

NORTHEr..::LY MJD HAVIN6 A RADIUS OF ::Oi) f'L:ET; THENCE WESTEnL'i liLCtr,IG 
SAID CUI~V[ THHUU•;)H /\ CENTHAL i•.hlbL.I:-. Ul :,: :~:" ! .... ...J' AI>J ARC DISfAI•KI.: or· 
100.:::::~: F£Tii TliEI·H.:L TANGENT lU S:\[1) ti..IHVE:, ~~OUTH n:;u 1:~:· 01)".t,.IC~·;r 

141.20 FCET TO THL £:.£GINNING (tF f'• ·1 M.lGt.-HT C:UPVE: CONCAVE r·.IOI~TI-ICI:;:LV 
AND HAVII'Ki A Hf\DlU:~ OF lOO FEFl; llli:I·ICI· tt.JF:·rfl=:F.:LY ALONG SAJU l.J\~~l 

MENTIONED CURVE Tl 11'\0UGH A CENTI.:AL AI t>..~U . OF r::. 7 6 52: ' AN A HG n! ~::;TAN T 
OF 118. 4t:~ FEC:T; Tl II~NCE TANGENT TO :;A J I'! CUHVE, NORTH :3~~ 0 !':~(I' (H)" 

WEST 4i:::.:32: FE:t:'T r1.) .. fHE E:EGINNlNh 01: i\ f1\NCiEt'n CURVE CONCAVE 
SOUTHD;:L Y .1\ND HAV l N•:i A RAD 1 US I1F 4 (I f·TCT; n-u::NCE vJESTEHL Y ALC•t.IG 
SAID LAST ML-::NTIONLIJ TANG£Nl CI.II'.:Vf::: llll·:f'llh.ill I\ CDHRAL ANGLE OF lfu,;.." 
30 I AN AF\C: DI~~;TMH' OF 74.::::5 FI:Fl; I Ht:NCf:." :~;(IIJTH :::::t.:-0 40 I (H)" WEST 
-;1:3.57 FEET; THENCE !-:.OUTH lt:o ·Hl' •:H•" WI.·::.;T 1:32 • .:10 FEET TCt THE 
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT C:Ur<V£ CC•I·t(.,,·,fl: Ni)I\HU:.ASTEnLY AND H;\VII-IC:i A 
RADIUS OF :;:(i) 1-~f:ET; THENCE ~;>OUTI·-IE..i\:; ITJ·:LY Al...CtNG SAID C:UF<Vf. THROUGH t\ 

CENTRAL ANGLE OF 111° 52' 30" AN ARC DISTANC[ OF 58.56 FFrT; 
THENCE T Al"bCN r TO : :rd D CURVE • J·.tC.I'\1'1 ~ :~:: .. " ·49' 30" EAST 1. tf..(i FEE 'f TO 
THE BEGINI•Jlf'.:H OF A TANGENT CUnVE CU:Ji:f•VE: ::;OUTHl.tESTERLY AI-ID I-lAVING 
A RADIUS Or :~::~:.; FEfT; THENCE SOtJlHF M·: 1'1: hL Y ALONG SAID T ANGFNT CURVE 
THROUGH A CCNn:;,:r,L. :1.1\IGLE OF ll'i'" 14' ·:;::(!" AN ARC DISTANCE C.tF :..:.2..44 
FEET; THENCE T1\NGCI\IT TO SAID LAST l'tlf:I·H IC•NED CURVE, SOUni 2:~." 04' 
00" WEST •;?1:::. ::::2 FEET; THENCE SOUTH l,_:,o !'l4 1 00" WEST :':;:48. 1 ::;:: fEEl" TO 
THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID NOHTHEA~-:;T t)UAI·<I·cr:: OF St::CTION z:::: • 

• EXCEPT THAT POf.:TIC•N LYING WITHIN Pli.HCF:I. 1 AE:OvE • 

... r. ,! 1r r ''II'F D --
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SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 3 ORDER NO. 3995438 

PARCEL 3: 

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL 
PURPOSES 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 P~AT OF SAID 
LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LA~D 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 "n" 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 ~HE NORTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23, DISTANT THEREON NORTH 68° 
44' 32" WEST 746.61 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 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 11 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 
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• SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 4 ORDER NO. 3995438 

CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 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 OF 100.00 FE£T; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY 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 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 CONCAVE NORTHERLY 
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 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 

• 
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 NORTHEASTEf~LY 
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 OF 6° 17' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE 
OF 32.91 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVEi NORTH 52° 46' 
38" EAST 530 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY At 

-CONTINUED-



SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 5 ORDER NO. 3995438 

HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 
THROUGH A C~NTRAL ANGLE OF 76° 12' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 133 
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 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 57u 35' 42" EAST 264.31 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT 
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEETi TH~N~e· 
EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF ~3 02 JU" 
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 25u 36' 
OBh AN ARC DISTANCE OF 89.37 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 
5} 0 47' 40" EAST 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 
48u 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" EAST 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 TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS 
OF 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 86.94 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 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 OF 100 FEET; 
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A· CENTRAL ANGLE OF 34° 
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:2:0 • 30" AN Ar.:c D 1 :; lANCE OF '::;·).')·I fEE I ; THENCE TANGENT TO SA 10 
CURVE, NORfH (1° :::·.·:;,' :~:5'' CA::n TO Till-:'" :::;utrrttEHL Y LINE OF SADDLE PEAl< 
R()AD t 61) FEET l.J I DC, AS SHOL!JN 01.,1 1 N THF COUI\ITY SURVEYOR'S 1'11\F' N(t. 
8807, SHEET NO. 1 , AS FILED I I·J TI-IC f.)I·'F J CE UF THE COUNTY ENG I "lEER 
OF SAID COUNTY. 

THE SIDE LINES OF SAID 60 FOOl STRIP or LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR 
SHORTENED S(t AS TO TERtviJNATE :XliJTHFfiL''( IN THE SOUT~·IEr\LV LINE (IF 

SAID NORTHIAIEST 1)\JAii:TEF\: OF THE: NOR' I HE)\::n I:JUI\RTER OF SECT I 01\1 :?:3 AND 
TO TERMINATE NORTIIEHLY IN Sid D SOLJlHEJ\1 'l· LINE OF SADDLE PEAK HOAD. 

PARCEL 6: 

AN EASEMENT F()n INGRESS AND C<;fi:Cs::;, t)\JI I~ 1 HAT PORT I ON OF THE f,IOR"III 
OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF S~~fiON 241 TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 
WESTt SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF 
SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND O~FICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, 
·INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND, 30 FEET WIDE, LYING 15 FEET ON 
EACH SIDE OF ll~E FOLLOl~ING DESCRIBED CENTER LINE: 

BEGINNING AT THE N()f(THEF\L Y TEI:-\1'1! NUS OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE IN THE 
CENTER LINE OF SAVI.iLE PEAK ROAf.h 60.00 FEET WIDE, DESCRIBED Ir.l 
DEED TO TiiE COUNTY OF LOS ANG8.ES, RECORDED ON NOVE~~ER 12, 1942 
AS INSTRUMENT NQ. 12:36, IN .BOOK t·;;..·ru:·,, PAGE 10, OFFICIAL nr::.:com:>;~ 
OF SAID COUNTY, Mi HAVING A l:iCMUNG Al·ll> LENGTH OF NOHTH 1:7:11 !;.:::::• 
40" WEST 35.35 FEET; THENCt:: ~~UIHH :;:,.:,u .:::·/' 17" WEST 11~.::..4:3 FLET T11 
THE BEGINNING OF A TMJGENT CUFWE CC:li·Kr•.VE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVIN1.=i 
A RADIUS OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTI·Il•.IE:3TERLY ALONG SA 1 D CUt\VE: 
THROUGH A C:ENTHAL ANGLE OF 42" 1 t) ' :;;-r" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 13 . • :.1 
FEET; THENCE TANGEI-.IT TO SAID CURVC SCIUHi 44° 26' 40" WEST t:;:.t;5 
.FEET TO THE t::EGINNING OF A TANGENT CUF:VE CONCAVE NORTHWESTCr-:L Y At4D 
HAVING A RADIUS Of' 10CI.OC• FEET; THCNCI:?. !30UTHWESTERLY ALOI\ICi S!\ID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANC::iLE CtF ;:;}j'' ::.H' 10" 1\N ARC DI!:;TI\I'·.JCE t_tF 
44.63 FEET; THENCI::: T MJGENT TO :;;A I D CUh:VE SOUTI-: 70° 00' 50" Wt:::::T 
124. Z4 FE£T TO THF E:EG I Nl-..1 U.IG or· A T AI-IOHH CURVE CONCAVE NOf·nHEHL v· 
AND HAVIMG A RADIU:.:: OF 100.00 FEET; TIU·:.NCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTr~AL ANGLE OF t;(•" 3:~' 00" AN AI~C DISTANCE OF 
88. 2e· FEET; THENCE. TAN GENT TO '::.;A I 0 CUF·:VC NORTH 59° 25 ' 1 (l" !AI EST 
Z5.Z9 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TAN6CNT CURVE CONCAVE SOUli·IERLY 
AND HAV II'.JG 1\ HAD I U~; OF ·ro. (n) I t..E .. f; l HLNC£ L.JESTERL Y ALONG ~:JA I D 
CURVE THROUGH I\ cr:·I\ITHi\L ANGLE C: 1F .::..:''' • . .-i' ' ·H'i" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
85. 48 FEET; THENCE T 1\N<.=.tEN .. I TCt SA l D C:LU:·NE SOUTH 50° :;:·r ' 0"5" WE~7:T 

82.:2:6 FEET TO ·rHE BEGINNING OF A 11\Nt.:Jt~I'IT CURVE CONCAVE NOHTHEf..:LY 
AND HAVING A RADlU~ OF 100.00 r·EET; Tt":NCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 80° ~)' 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
141.08 FEET; THENCE TANGENT T(l SAID CUHVE NORTH 48° :32' 55" WEST 
99.08 
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SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 7 ORDER NO. 3995438 • 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY 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 TO SAID CURVE SOUTH S0 31' 3S" WEST 101.59 
FEET; THENCE NORTH 74° 59' 40" WEST 195.S5 FEET; THENCE NORTH 81° 43' 25'' 
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' OS" 
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 RADIUS OF 100.00 
FEET: THENCE NORTHWESTERLY AND WESTEI~LV 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' SO" 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° 56' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
36.55 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 58° 32' 20" WEST 112.28 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAYING 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 67° 50' 25" WEST 10.01 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT 
CURVE CONCAVE NORTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 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 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" 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 
TE~MINATE 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- • 17 
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SCHEDULE 8 • ORDER NO. 3995438 

AT THE OAT[ IICI~Cor· E.~<C.Ef'TION::; rc1 COVLI~M:..E IN ADDITION TO THE: f-·r;:a~II::D 
EXCEPTION::~ AND EHCLUSIC1NS IN n-IE r·I)LlCV FOnM DESIGNATED ON fiiC !~AtE.: PAGE OF 
THIS REPORT WOULD HI: A::: FOLLOW::-;: 

A. PROPERTY TAXCS, INCLUDING ANY ASSESSMENTS COLLECTED WlfH TAXES, TO DE 
LEVIED FOR THE FISCAL VEN~ t·):=:7 •• 198:;:: WHICH A~E A LIEN NOT YET 
PAYABLE. 

B. PROPERTY T M~L:.:.=;, INCLUD ll.,lG ANV PEn~-;~;ONJU. PROPERTY T M<ES AND ANY 
ASSESSMENTS COLLECTED WITH TAXE~, FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1986 - 1987. 

1ST INSTALLMENT: $619.47, PAID 
2ND_INSTALLMENT:.. $619.47 

EXEMPTION: NONE 

CODE AREA: 8635 
ASSESSMENT NU: 4448-023-022 

C ;· . . A SALE 1'0 TI-IC:: STATE OF CAL I FORN! A FCtr~ GENERAL AND SPC:C I I\L T AHES AND 
SUBSEQUENT DELINQUENCIES FOR THE • 

Fl:3CAL YEAR: 
TAXING AUTHOJUTY: 
ANOUNT ·ro F'·' A Y 
PRIOr< TO: 

C:C•UN rY OF LOS 1\I\IGELES 

APRIL 10, 1?87 S6t544.07 

D. THE LIEN OF ~::ur.·PLEMENT AL T AXE!~., L F AI\IY, ASSESSED PUR::::UANT TO ·r HE 
PROVISIONS UF C:IIAPTH;: :::!-.1..:; CCUI'IHUK:ING WITH SECTlCtN '7!SI OF rill: I~CVCNUI: 

1. 

AND TM·{ATIOI'J CCI!>E OF 'H·iL STr,n:: ur· CALIFORNIA. 

AN £ASEI•ICNT Fl.)r< 
AS SET FOr' n I JN 
PURPOSE: 
RECORDED: 

AFFECTS: 

THE PlJnPOSE 
A : DOCUI.,If:NT 

F\OAL) 
IN 130C•I< 

::;;J-Kt~·~l·-1 BELOW AND R J GHTS 1 NC I DFN TAL fHC::RETO 

80~ rAGE 54, OFFICIAL RECORDS 

SAID LAND 

THE E}<AC:T U:)CATIC•N AND E}<TEN r 01::- SAID EASEMENT IS NOT DISC..LCtSED OF 
RECORD. 

-C(It.JT I NLIED- • li 
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• SCHEDULE 8 PAGE 2 ORDER NO. 3995438 

2. AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETO 
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 THERETO 
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 

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 AS 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 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, 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° 08' 40" EAST 149.70 
FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF PARCEL 1; 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 DEE( 
RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 1970 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 4532. 

~ A REAL ESTATE OPTION (NON-TRANFERABLE) DATED AUGUST 25, 1977, 
EXECUTED BY JOSI MARIPOSA AND PAUL PAIGE, PARTIES OF THE FIRST PART. 

~ AND MARVIN CHESTER AND EI_FR IEDE E. CHESTER, PARTIES OF THE SECOND 
~~ PA~T~RECORDED SEPTEMBER 1, 1977 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 77-972201. 

~~· ~~ \(\\at~ . 
• ~J-\~ --<_\"-~ ,G< ~'\-sv 

.· ... h'\J , ... rJ-· ~ )v~f~ 
I .. \J \Y '\ ,~· ~~ 20 
. y rj' ojY'0'f\ 

'0'"'~\·r -CONTINUED-



SCHEDULE B PAGE NO. 3 ORDER NO. 3995438 • 
7. 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 
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 uSCRVIENT 
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 FOI_LOWS A. 
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. 

8. 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($): 

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 

-CONTINUED- • SIDE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. 
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SCHEDIJL[ E: F·'1\GL 1\10. 4 ORDER NO. 8995488 

2.. OFFEF\ Sl\.1 D r-:: I GHT oF· 11-1/' Y i\ ~~ Lf,SEitiENT TO OTHER PROPEF\T'( OWNCRS IN 
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 23. 

l~IATER ANll ACCESS REGHJll;:LI>It:""J'-11 ::: lilA 'I BE IfviPOSED AS A CONDITION QF PERt"'IT 
APPROVAL r·t Jh:::UANT TO ::::ECT 1 01'-l:·: 1::.::. :~:01 AND 13. 2<):::;: OF TilE F IHE COOt:::. 

flEOL.OGIC, ~~t)J.LS 1\f'JD/rtR Df\/dNAC.t:: CONDTTIONS ON THE SUl::..JECT Pf\OPERTY 
MAY L!t"'IT DFVI::LOPI"IENT on NLC:~~-~~~l.-IATE THAT REIYIEOIAL I•IL.f\SUfiES J:.:E TAKEN 
IN ORDER TO OBTAIN A E~ILOINS PERMIT. 

END OF SCHEDULE B B-3-30-:37 

NOTES 

NOTE NO. 1: IF ANY OF THE VESTEFS HEREIN ARE NOW MARRIED• THIS 
COMPANY WILL REQUIRE THAT TiiE SPOUSES OF SAID VESTEE JOIN IN THE 
EXECIJTION 0~ ANY CONVEYANCE OR ENCUMBRANCE OF SAID PROPERTY. 

NOTE NO. 2: WC WILL REQUJRE A SlATEMENT OF INFORMATION FROM THE 
PARl" IES NMIU.• BE=l 0~'1 fN 01-\DER TO C()I"IPLETE THIS REPOF\T, BASED ON THE 
ErFECT OF Dt.u. Uf•IENTS, F'f.:OCEED 1 Nl~/:;, LIENS, DECREES, CtR CIT HI:!'\ MA 1 TERS. 
WHICH DO NCI"l SPECIFIC ALL. Y Dn::C.H I BE SA I 0 LAND, E:UT WH I C:H , IF AI'JY 00 
E>aST, fviAV M·:FECl THE TilLE OF\ lt•IF'OSE LIENS ()R ENCUMBRANCES THEf'<EON. 
PARTIES: ALL PARTIES 

<NOTE: THE ~; T ATEMENT OF I NFOf~fYIAT I ON IS NECESSAF-:Y TO COr•IPLETE THE 
SEARCH AND E>~ANINATHJN OF TITLE UNDEr~ THIS OF\DER. 1\l'.fY TITLE SEAf~CH 
INCLUDES MATTERS THAT ARE INDEXED BY NAME ONLY, AND HAVING A 
C014PLETFD ~~T I\TEMENT CJF JNFOHIYIAfH.tN ASSISTS THE CCJI"IPJ\J·.fY IN THE 
ELII<t!I"ATHJhl Of=- CERTAHJ 1-11\TTF.I•:::: viHICH APPEAR TO INVOLVE: Tlil~ PARTIES 
BUT IN FACT AFFECT ANOTHER PARTY WITH THE SAME OR SIMILAR NAME. BE 
ASSUnED THAT THE STATENEhiT OF INFORI'11\TION IS ESSENTIAL AND t~ILL BE 
KEPT STRICTL'I CONFIDENTIAL TO THlS FI.LE. > 

NOTE NO. 3: THERE ARE NO CONVEYANCES AFFECTING SAID LAND, RECORDED 
~'IITHIN ::;;n: (,_::.) tthJNTI·I~::; OF THE DATE. OF THIS REPORT. 

NOTE NO. 4: THE C:HAH6£ FCtR A POLICY CtF TITLE INSURANC£, WHEN ISSUE£ 
THROUGH THI::~ TITLE OliDEF\, J..oliLL t:E BASED I)N TI-lE BASIC <NOT SHORT-TERl• 
TITLE INSURANCE RATE • 

-CCJNTINUEO-
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ntiS IS NEintER A PlAT NOR A SUWEY. IT IS FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE TO l~lt ntE LAND lttD~tw ..,._.:, •••• ~ .. tERENCE TO SIIEEIS AND OtHER' 
lAND. ~0 liAIIUN IS ASSUMED IY REASON OF tEliANCE HEREON. 

Continental Land Title Company 
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SECURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL F:/!l'.IK 

1401 WILSHJRC Cl.VD. 
SANTA MONICA, CA. 

ATTEN.f!ON: 1'1/d-::'r' HELEI-.1 SlAI\t:: 
• 

. ------ .. ··--·--·-- ----- - ----- .. ··-- ... --·-------------- -------·-. ---·----
DATED AS 01- MAHC:H ::.•), 1 ·'!J::.: 7 AT r: ::;:.:, A .111. 

IN RESPON~:.::E Tl) fHC ABOVE l·ii::FO;:Lr-1( I :n Af'-:·r-·L I CAT I ON FOR A r·OL ICY OF 
TITLE I NSUI~.I\NCr 

CONTINENTAL LANO TITLE COMPANY 

HEREBY 17\C:r-·uh.TS THt'.l IT I::-~ F'REf't'-.h:ED rt:s J:::;sur-_, OF< CAUSE TU l:l· ISSULf.:. 11.:3 OF THE 

• 

DATE HERE:CsF, f\ F'OL .I ( '{ OR F'I)L I C l E~~ ~~~ I l fLE J. N~;Uf;:ANCE OE-:SLI·: I !:_; [ HG fHE. LAND AN!J 
THE ESTATC. CaR ltHFm.::;r TI-U:?.f-\EIN IIEfii-::IN/•.i'fEJ\ SET FORTH, H.I:~UJ;·fN•:~ i\•~.tllt-~~.::T LO:-:s 
WHICH NAY 1:£ SUSfr.II·-IF.:O E:'{ HEN.:Ohl ttl At-IY DFFECT1 LIEN on 1<1'-lt :JHE:I.:;:fl!o!C·t: NOT SH0!.\1 

• 

CaR REFEF.:nf D TO /\S r•.bl 1-- :\CCPTI CtN IN '.CI-1(: iiiJLf. I:: tJI1 NOl E~~CLUI!I·l.i I· r-:t.:.•t•l Ct)VEI~AGE 

PURSUANT TO THE PI.:HJTfl'.) SCHEDIII LS. Cl)l'-ll>l'fl:ON:.:> AND E:TJPULid lt)l\1':; (IF Sf..TD POLIC 
FORJYIS. 

THE PH I N'l L U L~~(.Lf · I 1 •A·t; f\1-JD C(CL U:..; IIJI·-1~-; H~Of\1 1 I"IE (:t)VERACJf 1 .. 11 
POLICIES /,!-1!·:. SET lt'.l!nll IN 'IIIE AlTF·.CHCD LI~:l. COPIES OF Till 
SHOULD f:£ 1.;[~/,r;,. 'f IW.\' r,,.;:c;: A\! A 1 LM::u~: F n1.11'1 ll IE OFFICE ~..JH I (II 

:;!d 0 I t.tt i f.V UH 
POLl CY F 01 \M~; 

l :7;~;UE 0 l;. 11:: F:f:~POB" 

THIS r.:EPOf.:T \!.NO i\.IIY ::~UPPLF~IENI'.~-; o;, i•IIJFNDr"'ENTS HEHFTO) t:--: J:::~::UFD :-:-;(.\.£1."1 FCtR 
THE PUHF'I):;L OF J'=-r,c I !..ll!,TII"~l7i Til! I:.:~:il.t•l·.fl:E UF A POLICY (JF Ill u: I N~;ui.:J\hiU: AND 
NO LIABILJ'Il' J::: A:;;;tJI:IED Hf.:.r\t:::C:V. II· l I IS DESIRED THAT Lli\L;ILJ.TY ::.:E A!='..:SUI'iED 
PRIOR TO THE r::;::~UAJ•-iCJ: OF A POLIC:Y OF -llTLE INSURANCE, A CII\Il)f..f~ (1n Ct)t·11ttiTt-tEN 
SHOULD BE: h'EG•UI: :-:;TFI j. 

THE FOf;:l"' Of: POl .. IC'r •)r TITLE !1-.I:::URM.K:t: CONTEI't!F'LA TED E:Y TH I:::.:; F:EPORf I •:::0 • .... . 
1. CALIHmr·HA Lf\1•-11) TITLE AS:::UC:IAl IOf-,1 :3TANDARD COVERAGE F·ULlCY . 00 

:2. AMERICAN I M"n TITLE ASSOClATlOI·~ Li)AN POLICY C.,. 
.-~. 

3. A !VI En I CAN I. f\1'.1! :• T l Tl E Af:;'3CtC l AT f Uhl r.:FS I DE I.JT I AL TITLE I NSUR 1\NCF.: POL ! CY C 

4 • AMEr.I C:MJ 1 Ar-!D 1 r rt.. E r\:.:;;:::Xt( J Ji r i: u1 J c,, ... u.tEr' • s POL I cv FORM r: 

'--!§ o ~y_~_;a1('14- __ _ 
I i II I •.li I I • .I\ .. :1_1[: lq . .l;~y 

.APR ·O T • ·-
1981 

c 



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 1 SOUTH, RANGE 17 WEST, SAN BERNARDINO 
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID lAND FII_ED IN THE • 
DIST~ICT 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 THEHEON 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 11~.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 19° 06' EAST 
197.52 FEET; THENCE 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; 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- • 



• OF·.OER NO. 

BEG I Nt-J I 1\lG i\T A p,) 1 NT ON THC l::.l\:.: f I 11·11· • tr ';~A 1 D SOUTHEAST OIJM:.;TF:F\ TIJ 
THE NC•nTIIC:\::;r ,·,tU/\1\ILF; THAT I:~ lll~:;;u.!·JI IIIEI~LOl\1 :~OUTH 0° 1):::• ·ll'l" 

EAST z·=.<:.(.· . ."t FCFT rp('""' nr~:: N(lf\IIH.:1'.::1 I ''''Nf:n 1_1(: lHE LAND DE:~.:c:ri·tr:f:·n 
IN THE DECO 1(1 [:YI.:I: VO\il\1~ 1'-lf,l_::ll; 1\l:'.''l·:l•t:l) IN E:(J()I::: 584 f-'f\GE. :_:.f, 

•)FFICIAL r.:r:co1:.:Ds f•l :::AID C(•UI·.nv, ::ldt.· ''-'an J:EtNG ALSO DI~·::·,l\I·H 
souTH O" o:::: · -1-u.. L • A~:;T !5,.E.-1. ::;: 1 1 a c r, 1·1•)1~1 . or< L c:;s, FR01'1 T' tt: 
NORTHEAST CORr·.IER Ul· SAID SOUTIIL 1\.;3 I 0' '·''.1>"1 EH OF THE NORTHEA::;r 
t:JUARTER OF SEC r I ON ::::;:; THENCE NO I~ n-t V. ,.. o:;::' 40" ·4t<IEST 140. ::::9 fEET 
Tt) THE 8ECiiNI-HNG OF A TMJGENT CW~Ill· • t)b!U,VE SOUTHEF\L" At-.ID HAVING f•. 
RADIUS or t.;(, FEE f; Tl fFNC E vJE.:::·I F F\L Y 1\t .I 11 .11_:, Sl\ I D CUr.:VC THf.:OU(iH 1\ 

CENTRAL M·JC.L.E OF ·;--nu 4~.' At·J 1\1\C' D I'. r .. 1·K [: OF t-1-. J 1 FEET; THENCE 
SOUTH ':;1)•1 0":;' Z<)" l.,u-::·~~T 20.0:.::: Ff·Ef lt.t filL GI:Cl!NNHJG OF A Tf\N\·,LI·H 
CURVE CONCAVE f'.l(tRrHt:HLV AND i-11\\/lNu i\ HMIIUS OF 100 FEET; "!HENCE 
WESTEHLY ,'\LONG S.i\ I D TANGENT CUhVI: l'rll ::oUGl-1 A CENTRAL ANGLE t.)F '.S5° 
:39' ; AI'J AnC [> l STANCE OF 97. 1:::: FE r.:·T \ fHI-1\ICE T AhiGEI·H TO SAID LAS f 
MENTIONED CUf.:VE, 1'-J.-:ti-:.:TH 74° !!::·· ··IO" Er-.~;r ·:::3.61 FEET TO THI~~ 
E:EGINNING OF A TANC!EhiT CURVE Utf·.tC;-\Vl·' :·:1.111 rtlf:RLY AND HAVING I\ f·:AIHII'-: 
OF 100 FE:FT; "II·IEI~I.T l•JCSTERLY f\l (11,1.-, ·;:.tP T.'\N!::SEhiT C:UHV£ THR(tUCH" 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF •1·-'1" 1:::.' AN M~C t_. I·. 111 h L or T7. 14 FEET; f1 I['IJCl~ 
SOUTH (;.;:u 4(·:.' !/{" l•lliST ·::, .• "TO I'TI·l It; ." F't"l IN f ON THE WEST L .H•W ttF 
SA r o LAI\Ill tH·::;cR I [:I 1> 1 N THE oLr..D 1 1 1 1 •• :•n a<r'.tVAt ~ ~"''LSI·h ~:t\l n r··u u·n 

•

BEING DlSIANf !7;0Ufli 0" (1:~:· 41.1" (·,\:.1 . ;--.:.0•.:, FEL~T ·rHEF\Er::JI'J H\ftt<l THE 
NORTHWEST CCtF-\1\JL:f\ t.tl· ~:;1•. ID LMW (ll l.l_.o~t :,II; OILI·JCC SCtUTH ·k.u ~·~' (.o)" 

WEST ff..7 .::::: FECT Tl) H·!E (:E8IW.f.LN(-' ttl •I TANCI~I'H CURVE;: C:Ot·!C:1\V1: 
NORTHEHL Y' .•\NO HAV I N\:i 1\ F'-<ADIUS r)F ::..~:11:, l u:::T; THENCE WESTEF.:L '/ l.L(Ir.JG 
SA I o cuhvL n 1nuu·::.•• ,\ CENTHAL ,.,,~'·'' 1. • .u :: :" L·--1 · AN ARC o I::~ r ,,He 1: ')1. 
100.8:?.: ft:.l:l; Tlif::l'.!l:l T/\NCiENT 'Jr:r :.::\lf.i • llh:VC, ~.;(1U1H H)" 1:~:· !'~•>" l<lC.r 
141.20 FCCl TC.l TH[: f.EGINNH~G (II' /~ I MK•I·I·H CUPV£ CONCAVE f'.l()f-<TI·IL'HLl 
AND HAVH~•-~ '' Fi!,Olll:~~ OF lOO Ff:T·I; IIHJ·ICI l•.IF:)TCf·:t.Y ALONG SAJU L•,:<:l 
MENTIONED CURVE TIII\OUC:iH A CENTI·:AL ;-.lt•.,LI OF t:..'fV 62' AN AHC nrs·TJ\NI 
OF 118. 4t: n::cr ; Tl II" NCE T ANGCNT TO :. ,., I ,., CUIN[, t.IORTH :36° 0::.0' •)•)" 
WEST .;::;:: • ::-;:! FE:t:'T l'•J T I·IE BEG INN HH:t Ut. i\ ri\NCii::NT CURVE CONCAVE 
SCtUTHCf-:LY M·HJ H/\Vlt-E:; A RADlUS irF ·1•1 !Tt:T; fH[;_NCF lllESTEr-:L.'f i\ll)f.IG 
SAID LASl' I"IENllONLll TANGENl CI.II\VI:. II 11-'tll lt.ill I\ CD.Jn;:AL ANGLE: uF I lu_." 

30' AN AF•C I) I :n 1\Nf (sF 7 4. :2:!'5 FI.FT ; I Ill I'ICr-~ : :r.tl.l rl-1 :;:,_:. 11 ·1-0' (H)" I•IEST 
';'8.57 FEET; TIILNCI ;:;ourH lU0 ·lfl' ,,,, .. 1 ... 11 :..:T 13.:::.40 FEET TC• liiE 
BEGINNlN(;j nF A TI,NfiLNT CllfiVE Cl•l·ll:•\·.st· r-.l(tf.:fi-II',\!:3T"E.m.Y AND H;\VJ.J..H:i A 
RADIUS OF 3(t n-:E T ; l' HENCE SOU' I Hll'.':; I l 1·:1.. ·(· 1\ LUNG SAID CUF\VF H·IF\OLIGH i\ 

CENTRAL ANGLE (tF l I l 0 52' 3(l" 1\1-.1 t-.1 '' 0 I ::::T /d.,ICC OF 5::::.56 FFf 1 ; 
THENCE Tt\1\lhCtH TO ::AID CURVE• hiC.I\Iil ::,." ·1'_:,• .::0" EAST 1.,_:...:, FEEl Tr) 
THE 8EGINI·Jli.:H or A TANGEI\IT CtmVF (11:.1u<Vr:: ~;OLI'Illl"ESTERLY Ahll) 1-·IAVIN\:i 
A RAO I US C11-" :::::~-; FEF.T; "fHEf'.ICE SCttJ Iii[' M: n h:L '{ ALONG SA I 0 TAN GENT CUF\Vf:. 
THROUGH A CCNH~r~L l\N<lLE OF 11·;'" 1·1' ~:t)" AN At";:C.: DISTANCE t:JF ·..:.·.~ .44 
FEET; THENCE ·r I\Nfif~N1. 1'!) SAID LAST l'•lf]·ll I f'•NEI) CURVE, SOUTH :::::6" ,-,-1 ' 
00" WEST •;<:.:32: FCE'l; THENCE: SOUTH l':·" 114' 00" WEST :;::48.1·:: fLFT TO 
THE SOUTH LINE OF ::;~A I D NOr(fiiE/\~·.:-r t.•IIAI \ ll'f·: OF S£CT ION 2:::: • 

• EXCEPT THi>.T POf\TICtN LYING J.oHTHHl Pi\J~CI-1. 1 At::ovE. 

\I-! I! !'t-Il tFD--
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PARCEL 3: 

AN EASEMENT FOR INGR~SS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL 
PURPOSES 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 PL•AT OF SAID 
LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LA~D OFFICE AUGUST 31, 1896, INCLUDED 
WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND 60 FEET WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING /\T POINT 11
/\

11 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 NOIHHEAST 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" WEST 746.61 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 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 FEETi 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 1\ 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 

21 
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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 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 OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY 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 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 CONCAVE NORTHERLY 
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 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 
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 WIOE, 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 OF 6° 17' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE 
OF 32.91 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE~ NORTH 52° 46' 
38" EAST 530 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND 

-CONTINUED-
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HAVING A RADIUS OF 100 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 76° 12' 04" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 133 
FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE, SOUTH 51° 01' 18" EAST 25.08 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A T.ANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY AND 
HAVING A RADIUS OF 60 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY AND NORTHEASTERLY 
ALONG SAID tURVE 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" EAST 264.31 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT 

~~~~~R~~N~~~~Gs~~I~E~b~v:N~H~~~~~GAAc~:~~~E g:Gt~0o~E~~i ~~~N~6" 
AN ARC DISTANCE OF 92.58 FEET THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 
69° 23' 48" EAST 104.60 FEET Yo 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 25u 36' 
08" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 89.37 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 
5} 0 47' 40" EAST 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 ~AID 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" EAST 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 TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS 
OF 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 86.94 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 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 OF 100 FEET; 
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 34° 

-CONTINUED-
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20' 30" AN Ar.:c DJ:,lAI".JCE 01· '':/).".!·1 rl.EI ~ lHEI\IC:E TANGENT TO ~;AID 

CURVE, NOH fH 0° : ·) 1 35' 1 CA::.:T 111 TIIF ::;• )I II Hl:r:::L Y LINE OF SADDLE r·t:Ai. 
ROAD, 61) r-EET l•l I DC, N2. SHO!IJI-1 fq·~ 1 N HIF COLII•HY SURVEYOR 1 S 1'"11\f.. NO. 
8807, SHEET NO. 1 , AS F ILCD I bl THE OI·T· 1 CE UF THE COUNTY £1-.JG I Nt=.:EF.: 
OF SAID COUNTY. 

THE SIDE LINES OF :::AID 60 FCu)l ~;TRIP u:· LM'-ID SHALL BE F'ROLUNC,FD or;; 
SHORTENED SO AS T(l T£Rt<IINA1E :.;IHJfiH HI.Y TN THE SOUn-n:::r\LY LJNE l)f" 
SAID NORTI-Il•IEST (;f!JI\Ii:TEH OF nu: !".lOR IIICJ\:::··1 G•UAF\TER OF SECl I 01-.1 ;; 3 AND 
TO TERMINATE NORTIII:"HI-Y IN ~:1\fli :::-:OUTIIE:I\1 .,. LINE OF SADDLE PEAt::: HOAO. 

PARCEL 6: 

AN EASEMENT FOh: I f\IGHESS AND C< ,r.:L:·::::;, •WI h: l HAT PORT I ON OF lf-11:: 1-IOR"III 
OF THE NOHTHli!FST •)UART£R OF ~3Lt: r I ON 2.4 1 TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, 1\ANGE 1 i' 
WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF 
SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND O~FICE ON AUGUST 31, 1896, 
-INCLUDED WITHIN A STRIP OF LAND, 30 FEET WIDE, LYING 15 FEET ON 
EACH SIDE OF THE FOLLCII~ I NG m:::::.-:cR I BED CENTER LINE: 

BEGINNING /\T THE NUHTHEHLY n:ni•HNU~: OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE lt-J THC 
CENTER LINE OF SAUULE PEAV ROAD, ~0.00 FEET WIDE, DESCRIEED IN 
DEED TO THE CfJIJNT Y Of·7 LOS 1\NGLI.. c:::;, F\ECOt::OI:Ji ON hiOVD"'E:Er\ 1 : .. , I ·)·L 
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 1:36, lN [;Ot'•K 1•:;tiLf"•, PAGE 11), OFFfClAL ftCCOh·J.i:.: 
OF SAID COUNTY, A~.; HAVING A r:r·;\HING AI.JI> LENGTH OF NORTH t:7: 11 !5C: 1 

40" WEST 3!5. :~:~5 Ft:.LT; TIIENCJ.::'" ~-:I•IH H : ::•:·" :.:·t ' l 7" WEST 11,.:.:.. ·L: FLL I 11 1 

THE BEGINNING OF 1\ TANGI:"J\IT CIJHVE Cf.ti·K.P.VE SOUTHEASTERLY AI'JO H/\VIN(i 
A RADIUS OF 100. (H) FEET; n-u;:uu: SOUlt·U'II ::.;TERL Y ALONG ';.":;A 1 D C:I.II·"".:VC 
THROUGH A CENTHJ\L ANGLE (IF ·'1-2:" 1 (I 1 

::_:-/" AN ARC DISTANCE OF I.:;:.':· I 
FEET; THENCE T AI\IGENT TO SAID CURVE S•Jt.n H 44° 26' 40" r...tC-;;T 1 :;: • -:.;~:; 
.FEET TCt THE t::EGINtHNG OF j\ TANGENT (Uf::VE CONCAVE NOr:::THWE!3fCT\LY At·ID 
HAVING A RADIUS ()f 10(1.(11) 1::-EEl; Tl·a::t·KI": SOUTHWESTERLY ALONC ~:;1\lD 

CURVE THROUGH /\ C U"TRAL AN6LE OF :,;::!;.•; .::.~ 1 1 0" AN ARC 0 r:.=.;ll\t·IC f:. uF 
44. 6:;: FEET; THENC£ TANGENT TO :::A I 0 CUf\VE SOUTF 70° 00' ~.3(1" WL:.:.:T 
124.24 FEET TO TtiC [;£GINI-JING or· A I I\IKiH•JT CURVE CONClWE NOh:fHCRL'Y 
AND HAV HlG '' ra,o I u:.; OF 1 (H). 1)0 F E£l ; TIII-:.1\!CE WESTERLY ALC)NG EA I 1) 

CURVE THROUGH 1\ CFNTf;:AL ANGU: OF t~(•" ·=:·1' 00" AN AF\C: DI~3TANC£ or:: 
$8.26 FEET; ntl"NCC TANGENT TO :::AID CUF·:Vt: NORTH 59° 2'5 1 10" I•IE~-::r 

25.29 FEET TO l HE J::[(:i INNING OF 1\ T 1\t-H.:.I:NT CURVE CONCAV[ 8(•1..1 II·IG<l.. Y 
AND HAVING 1\ 1<;\lHIJ~, OF "lt).(H) 11 Ef? HII .. JKE WE~HERLY ALONG ::·;AlD 
CURVE THF\OUGH I\ CT 1\ITI;;AL ANfoLE ltF ,_-... •'' 1 ··i' ' ·1~;" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
86.48 FEET; THf"I\ICI.: T 1\l'·.t<.;ENI TO ~-::i\ t l) CUINE SOUTH 50° :?:.:7 • (11Y 1 t.<JE~~T 

82:.26 FEET TO IHE bEGINNING 01· i\ I J\W::,l.:]'JT CURVE C:ONC1\VE NOHI"HEf·:L'f 
AND HAVING A f{I\DlU!.:: OF 10(1.0(1 I E.En TIILI.JCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID 
CURVE THROUGH A Cl::.hiTF<AL Al\l(:iLE OF :::::ov ~"~I) 1 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
141.08 FEETi THENCE TANGENT Tl::..t S;\ID CUH'JE NORTH 4:~0 :~:2 1 55" l.oJCST 
99.08 

·-CONI !I'll lED-

30 



SCHEDULE A PAGE NO. 7 ORDER NO. 3995438 • 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY 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 TO 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 95.6l.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 FEETi 
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' 05" 
WEST 8.80 FEET TO THE SF.GINNING 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 RADIUS OF 100.00 
FEET: THENCE NORTHWESTERLY AND WESTEI~LY 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' SO" 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 TJiROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 56' 30" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 
36.55 FEET: THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 58° 32' 20" WEST 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 ·oF 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 fANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY 
AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 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" WESf TO THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 24, THE SIDE 
LINES OF SAID STRIP OF LAND SHALL BE PROLONGED OR SHORTENED SO AS TO 
TE~MINATE 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 EASENEN f J\:. :a= I FOr\TH IN Hlid i.l 1..: II\ IN Af.r\EEMENT AND GI~AI.!T OF 
EASEMEhiT t::Y AND (:Lf!IJECN SANDSTONE I"F\UJ·t f"\T£1-:5, INC:., AND PAUL PAI6t.:.:. 
AND J os I NAr..: I I··OSA, r.:EC:ORDED DLCEI•Il :r:r.;.: t· • , 1 ·;)rr, A~-:. 1 NSTr.:u~tENT No. 

77-1384100• OFFICIAL RCCORDS • 

• 
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SCHEDULE 8 • ORDER NO. ~9?543~ 

AT THE DATL IIU'".:[(rr· L::o:T'Tit)N:·: lu cr:.:,'l.J\1',(£ [N ADDITION ·lr) lfll~ H\IIJII.t.• 
EXCEPTION:; AhiD C~CLUSIONS lN lilt: l't.)L.LCV FOnM DESIGNATED (rN IIIC rr.t 1.. PM"'C OF 
THIS REPORT I~OULD f:C A:~ FIJI. LOW:;: 

A. PROPERTY TA:<CS, INCLUDINCi ANy' A~;~_;c~.:;SNENTS COLLECTED 1-"1 fH li1~•~S, 10 m: 
LEV I ED FOR THE FISCAL VCAI~ 1 ·;;::..:7 ·· 19:3:~: WH I C:H AI~E 1\ LIEN NOT YET 
PAYAE:LE. 

B. PROPERTY T J\ ~<t.::::;, I NC:LUD 11-.JC ANY' PE:r ;::::ON.•\l.. PROPERTY T MTS AI'ID AI•IY 
ASSESSIYIENT!7: COLLECTED W 1 fH TA>~E~::, FCrH TH£ F I SC:AL YEN~ 1 ·~J:::.::. - t·~,:?-7. 

1ST I NST ALU•IF::t·JT: 
2ND I NST ALLIYIENT :. 

E}<ENF'T I ON : 

COD£ ARE1\ : 
ASSESS!>1Et.fT I'll..!: 

~··;..:.1 '}. 4 7 ' p ,, 10 
$<'.Sl':;l.47 

NONC 

C ~ A SALE 10 TIIC 3TATfZ OF CAL.. I F.OFil\U A FOn GENERAL AND SPL:C J i'L T ,\;~E:S AND 
SUE:SEt)UENT lif:L I NG•UENC 1 E!:~ FOF:: THE • 

TA}<JNu J\UTHt)ldTY: 
A~10UNT TO r· A V 
PR I Ctf\ TC•: 

1 9::: 1 - 1 ·::1:=-:!..:~ 
COUNfY OF LOS ANGELES 

0. THE LIEN OF :-;ur;·pu:.:MFNT AL. T A>a·:::., l F 1\NY, ASSESSED F"Ur<~:UAI·.JT rf.r ·r HE 
PROVI S lC•N!:; '•I· CIIAt:·TJ:n :~:. '.:. <LUf·.JI•IIJ··.IC: lNG WITH SCCT JI.IN 1•.:; 1 iJF ll n: I;:C\/CNUC 
AND T M~1\T I t.)N [ODE OF Tl- II": :·:;T lifE i ,, .. C:AL I FORNI A. 

1 • AN EA~~EI·Jr NT r·(•f"\ TilE PUf\I····Cr:::E :::;HuL•IN t::t:.: LOW AND H l Gill :;; li"C lDFr·l f f\t_ l"l-IERETO 
AS SCT FOfo\ Ill IN 1\ DOC l.li•IENT 
PURPOSE: ROAO 
RECORDED: IN t::OOI< ::Xt-1 r·AGE 54, OFFICIAL r"o\ECORDS 

AFFECTS: SAIO LAND 

THE EXACT LOCATION AND EXTENf OF SAID EASEMENT IS NOT DISGLOSED OF 
REC:Or<D. 

-C:Ot.JT I Nllt.:D- • 
33 



• 
2. 
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SCHEDULE B PAGE 2 ORDER NO. 3995438 

AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETO 
AS SET FORTH IN A DOCUMENT 
PURPOSE: ROAD 
RECORDED: IN BOOK 7071 PAGE 138, OFFICIAL RECORDS 

AFFECTS: THE SOUTHERLY LYING WITHIN'THE LINE OF LANKERSH!M 
ROAD 

AN EASEMENT FOR THE PURPOSE SHOWN BEl_ OW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETO 
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 l 

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 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 4276 . 

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL 
PU~POSES 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 84.74 FEET; THENCE NORTH 
46° 24' EAST llB.82 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE LAND DESC~IBED IN 
SAID DEED TO WALSH"; AND A 30 FOOT STRIP LYING SOUTHWESTERLY OF A 
CURVE CONCAVE SOUT~WESTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 70 FEET, SAID 
CURVE BEING TANGENT TO THE EAST LINE OF PARCEL l 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 !, 1976 AS 
INSTRUMENT NO. 4689; AND BY M. J. SCHEINBAUM, A MARRIED MAN, IN DEED 
RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 1970 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 4532. 

A REAL ESTATE OPTION (NON-TRANFERABLE) DATED AUGUST 25, 1977, 
EXECUTED BY JOSI MARIPOSA AND PAUL PAIGE, PARTIES OF THE FIRST PART. 

('\.. AND MAI~V IN CHESTER AND EI_FRIEDE E. CHESTER, PARTIES OF THE SECOND 
. '-.....~ ~ PAR

1

T). RECORDED SEPTEMBER l. 1977 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 77-972201. 

~"'" ~~ (}it ~\ 
-~~~li~ ~\'-~G'hl'~'\~ 

. .... "~ r .. NL ~ )v~f~ 
; \J \.Y ,y \. ·;-y~ 

y '\ ~l\. .,.,(}\ 
. \Jl •.· {;':. ..... 

~ : \ \\ \.....- y -CONTINUED-
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SCHEDULE B PAGE NO. 3 ORDER NO. 3995438 • 
7. 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 
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. 

LOCATION OF THE EASEMENT! THE EASEMENT HEREIN IS LOCATED AS 
FOLLOWS: 

AN EASEMENT THIRTY FEI!T WIDE, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH FOtLOWS A. 
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. 

8. 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 Ot 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 

-CONTINUED- • SIDE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. 
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SCI-IFUIJl L [: f··AGL 1'·10. 4 

2.. OF FEn S1\ I. D F: I GIH (tF V.lf' Y t\:: [ t\!.';Ct•IENT TO OTHER PROPERTY OWN[]~$ IN 
THE NOR THE A: :·r (,tLIAF\TFH (IF SECT I t)N 2:3. 

NOTES: 

l~ATER AND AtTE~7:S F;:Et~lUJr-:li•ILNI::; JfiJ\Y BE IMPOSED AS A COI·HHT101" ,_,F PERMIT 
APPROV f\l Plll\: ;UM.JT TO ::;cl· l I 01-.1:; 1 .: • ::a) 1 AND 1 3. 2<~:.:: OF fl IF F f f\E· COOL::. 

C:JE:OI.OGIC. ~;niLS M.JD/tlti lllUUNAbl~~ <:UNDITIONS ON nrr: SUJ·:,JE(:l F'r.:OPERTY 
MAY LII"llT DIVEL.OPI'·tf·:NT Oli f·.!IJ::.s~::l.·li\TE THAT REIYIEOIAL 1•11./\~.::Uh'E:~~ L:C TAKEN 
IN ORDEr< TO (JBTAIN A. BUILDING PCJ:.-triiT. 

END OF SQ~EDULE B B-3-30-ST 

N(tTES 

NOTE NO. 1: IF ANY OF THE VESTCFS HEREIN ARE NOW MARRIED• THIS 
COfiiPI\NY t._.ILL Rr..:):;tUlf':E THAT THE SPtJUSES OF SAID VESTEE JI1IN IN THE 
E>~ECIJTIOf'.l or: /tNY CONVEYI\NCE f)R I::::NCUIVIE:RANC:E OF SAID F·HOPLRTY • 

1'~0Tt?. NO. :2.: ~-IC IA!lLL R[t)UJf\F '' ~:.:;·IA.TEJtiENT OF INFC.II~MATION FRt)ftt THE 
PARll£::3 NAI•Il !.o Bl.t(t~oJ JN lli\O£H TO C'OI'·Ir··LETE TIHS £7\EI:·or.;:l, [:A':":fl) (tN THE 
EFFECT Ul· I.:•11: UI•I!:-NTS, f·f.:I•Ct:J-=:D.tN6'·:, LHNS, DEC:HEES, ()f.< OTHCr.; MA"fTERS 
WHICH DO NOI SPI·:CH.lCM.LY DF~::O~IHE SAID LAND, BUT l.,JHICH, It- ANY DO 
E>!IST, IVIAY AI··Ft:::Cl TilE TilLE OF\ H•IF'OSE LIENS OR ENCU1'1HRANCCS TI-IEREC,N. 
PARTIES: ALL PARTIES 

<NOTE: THt: f:;TATEMENT OF INFORJYIATJOI'J IS NECESSARY TO Ct)f•IPLETE: THE 
SEARCH AND LXAMINATI0N 0~ Til.LE I~DC~ THIS ORDER. ANY llllE SEARCH 
INCLUDE~~ J-rJA rTERS THAT ARE I NDE~·a::n DV NAI'1E r)NL Y, AND 1-IAV I I'JG A 
C014PLETFO ~..:l1\TEMCNT or· 11'-IFOf~JYIATlr:tN ASSISTS THE CCtl•tP/\1-N IN THE' 
ELIIHNATHJhl t)!:- CChTJ\lt.l I~IJ\.TTrlo·::~ 1111-IICH APPEAR TO INVOLvE: Tt,L.· PAF.:TIES 
BUT IN FACT AFFECT ANOTHER PAF\TY IIJITH THE SAME OR SlNILM\ f·.J..'\~1E. E:E 
ASSURED ·rliAT THE STATEM~NT OF IN~ORMATION IS ESSENTIAL AND WILL BE 
KEPT STHlCTl .. Y CONFIDENTIAL HI Till::"; FlLE.) 

NOTE NO. :~:: THERE 1\riE 1'-ICI CfthiVEY AI\ICFS AFFECTING SAID LrU-10, HECORDF.:D 
IAIITIHN ::::r;: k.) ,.IONTII~-: Or THE DA"IL OF THIS REPORT. 

NOTE NO. 4: THE CHAI-\G£ FOR A F'OL ICY C•F TITLE I NSURANCt:, WHEN ISSUED 
THRO!J6H THI::: TITLE OnDEH, I>HLL J.:F E:A:2::EO (rN THE 13/\SIC <NOT :::HORT-T£R1'1) 
TITLE 11\l:~:uru\t·.JCE nATE • 

- COI'.JT [ NUE D ·• 
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li!112/9/99 (9 4:14PM 

VIA FACSIMILE (415) 904-5400: LETTER 4 PAGES, DOCUMENT 10 PAGES 

Decem.ber9, 1999 

Sandy Goldberg 
California Coastal Commission 

45 Fremont Street 
Suite2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Ms. Goldberg: 

1'hank you for sending the documents that Mr. Flink.man (permit application 49&.-189) had submitted to 
the California Coastal Commission recently. 

I would like to address some core issues that are clear grounds for revocation of permit application 4-96-
189: 

1. The proper1;y 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. I was not given sufficient notification of the hearing. Had I been given sufficient notice, I would have 
been able to dispute easement documentation that was erroneously submitted which would bave 
prevented the application's approval. 

3. The owners of four properties wexe not notified of the hearing and the Flink:man project goes right 

through their lots. Obviously. they are unable to participate in the process .because they still bave not 
been notified Those properties are: 4448-23-17, 4448-23-18, 4448-23-19, 4448-23-26. Also. I 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 foiJowing 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), bave 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 Bctz since r 
became aware of this applicmm It appears that the applicant and/or his representatives purposely 

submitted this erroneous doanent It is very likely that Lewis Flinkman·and bis representatives knew they 
did not bave an easement beaDe they've been trying to get an easement since at least 1992 and bave been 
'llDSUCCCSSful. Please sec the ca:loscd letter and documentation of Norm Haynie letter dated Marcil 17 • 

1992. 

Exhibit X 

Dll4 

1 

Application R-4·96-189 (lane and Douglas) 
Lane Correspondence 1219/99 



li'i11219/99 ~4:14PM 

Mr. Bloclc's letter is misleading regarding the lack of an easement fortb.e property under consideration by 
the Coastal Commission. It is clear that the property doesn't have an casement but he fails to state this 
directly, opting to muddy the waters by mention:ing other easements that. have nothing to do with the 
property under consideration. 

Now to add.ress Mr. Block.' s letter djrectly: 

1. It's a fact that there is no easement access to the property. Mr. Emmett Taylor from L.A. County 
regional planning is concerned about this and ~ called Merle Betz and Nonn Haynie about. it 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. AiDkm.an and Mr. Haynie knew that I had built my bouse and have been living nex.t to the 
applicant's property for over two years at the lime notification was sent. and still allowed it to be sent 
to my old address. The mail forwarding period bad already ex.pi.red and the notification was not 

redirected Contruy to Mr. Block's claim, the mail.inslist does NOT reference me with my correct 
address at the time the no1ification wa to be mailed. 

3. It is inaccurate to state tbat I •'spe<:ifJ.Cally advised the applicant" that either my wife or I would be 
attending the beati.n8· 1 ~ sent out of. town by my employer the week or the bearing and would have 

· never indicated to Mr. Flinkman that I~ going to attend. And, my wife would never go to a ooastal 

hearing without me because she bas limited understanding of. the process. 

4. There was no posting of the property "pUISuant to Section 130.54(b)... I drive on saddle Peak and pass 
by the Park:house entr:i!Ju:e every day to and from woric: aod 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 sui-prised tbat Mr. Haynie in paragraph 4 ofbis dedamtion states. "I have reviewed 
my files to see if I have a copy of the Notice or Posting and have been unable [my em.pbasts] to locate 
same." I guess his copy must just be transparent. like the posting. 

S. I don't uode1:stand Mr. Block can state ... Mr. Lanes [sic] contention that the applicant does not have 
lepl. acoess to the subject property appears to be completely Ullfounded.." (Although he does cover 
himself by using the words .. appears to be"). Tben. Mr. Block sidesteps the fact that the property in 
question bas no ~cess and redirects attention to the ~ems that other properties may bave. He 
avoids dealins with the 1act of easement of the property involved in the permit applicatiOn. Mr. 

Flink.man can have these easements to other properties dtecked all day lOJ18 by bis title oompany. It 

makes no difference because they a-e not the easement that the applicant claimed to have in his 
application nor do they gi. ve ~c:ess to the property. 

6. The proposed redivision in CDP (Coastal Development Permit) I 5-96-189 claims legal accc:ss to 
public road. tbrough a lot with APN 14448-23-22 and then tbrougb. Parkhouse Lane (a private road) to 
Saddle Peak Road wbichis a public road. T1lereforethis project needs easements tbrougb the lot with 

APN 14448-23-22 as well as easemeot tllrough Pdrk House Lane 
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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 un1i1 they sell the properties. We 
disagree. 

First, the lot with APN 14448-23-22 is owned by Stan and Ruth Flinkman. Secondly, the proposed 
redivision is owned by River Stone Group which is owned by Lewis Ainkman and others. These two 
properties are not only tm.der dilferent 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 I 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 # 444&-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 Ainkman, the owners of these two lots, do not have the right to 

grant the same easements 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 I 5-96-189 in 
order to show that the proposed development has legal access. Indeed that would resolve the issue of 
e~ent. 

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 report is based on the contention that the road is 20 feet 
wide but I fotm.dandmeasured 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 tbe grading plan. 
Not only 
that, but the grading plan was prepared and submitted by Mr. Haynie who is NOT a licenseid ci vii engineer. 

Additionally, I obtained tbe tape from the last coastal hearing where Mr. Haynie is asked how much of the 
road is paved and he sttes, "415", when it is actually less than 50% paved. 

However, 1 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 I have made at the beginning of this l ctter should be sufficient for 1he 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). 

1bank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Michael Lane 
2265 E. Little Las Flores Road 

Topanga, CA 90290 

(.310) 455-0847 

cc: Merle Bett 

via fax/signed copy in mail 

Encl. (1 document- 10 pages) 
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DEC-09-1999 04:17 PM MIKE ~RNE 
--·-·-·---

~!SU VISTA P.lOPBRTIIS 
24761 PACIFIC COAST HWY. SUIT! 260 

MALIBU, CA 9026!5 

March 17, 1992 

D•r Property OWner: 

You •Y Z""tcall · tba't I act you a latter ltWe:ral W$ak.l ago 
re,ardiD9 t:.b.e improv.ua~. oe the atreet, ftfthouee Laue, which 
provides acceaa t.a ·the prcpfiittt.y yO\a OWB in tha lanta IIOilic:a 
Mawstainl ct:r c! kddl...,...:k ROad. A copy of thi• llltt£ i• 
attachad far your conveniGI'lt: referQI'lee .. I fallowed tJP tllia letter 
wieh a phoae call. DUriDg' tbat phone call you iDc.Ucated to • 
tllat you wcu.lcS be rilling to grant il wider ace:••• ea.-at along 
tbe ParkhoWie LaiHI right-of-way to you:r: naigbbon 1D retum for 
your uigbbora• gl:lll1t1Dg a victa:r: ac:cw• -...nt to you aver tba1~ 
property adjacent to ta.zkb.ouae ta.Da. The exiati.Dg acx:•• eaa.-nt 
wicStb i• 30 feet widet and the t.. .A. cau.ney z:oa4 atax:u51ll'dll raqu..t.w a 
' ' foot wide ace••; accord1ngJ.Y •cb property~ al=g tba 
right-of·lfaY will be tJZ'IIIltiug u a4d1tioaal ~a__,t width of 17 
feet. Tbi• acS4itiooal 1' • eae-.ztt 1a reqv.:lt'ad if ta. P&rkb.au.aa 
·Lane ia 8'l'er goiDg to be ~ t;O L.A. CCJuatY ac.andaz:'d8, am 
tberel:ly pcm:l.t •= pe:won wbo ow.u a lee adjacent ·to •ukhou•a 
LaDe to obt:ai:a a hcNa• conatruc:t!ion pexmit iD. the !Ut\IZ'a. 

Pl••• read t.1MI eucloled aae~~~~~at agreaft~~Dt Ud. call me if you. 
hilve any queatS.OA*. tl•ae 'tJC!t,e t.bat the e&8..-:lt CODtrac;:t Slllt 
be eign.c1 and the elgDAture muat ~ MU.rtaed. · 

I am nre tbat the future .t.mprov8118Dt of the .t-reat. will 
BU])&tant.ially incr•ae all at our pr<::IJ!Mift.y val.v. .. ill the future. 

Sincerely your1. 

~((.~ 
lfaran a. BaYDit 
Meociate with ltu •l~almaD 

P.01 
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"l'hi a agTe.-nt. ia baing entered into t.o faeil i tate the ilnprovtaent 
of that certain atreet refe:rrtd to h.-ein as "Pa.r'kb.~• laDe... It 
ia the objective of ebi• a;:r:MMl'lt tbat aaici ~~r. wi11 be 
CODiiatent witb etraet ~rcviiDI!!nt. atandarde eate.bliah4Kt 'bV tbe 
COUD.'tY of taos Allgeles. When the impt'CV••nea have b.- CC~&tleta4 
all ownera ot! propeny Wbicll require access over the imprcvad. 
portion of Parkhcuae Lana-to access a single family dwelling will 
bave aa:L~ access rights aa4 aa:L4 accea1 rights will be ove~ a 
atreet wnieh aati1fiea tbe County Of LOB Angela. load ~t 
and Fire ~t •talldl.rde. 

'l'be uiat:.ing atreet r:Lght~Of-way will be wi4eraed to e• feet. aDd. 
t.be ceuterl1u of •i4 ri.Qtlt ·of ~way will be IIICC1ifiecl fi.'QD ita 
cw:rat 1ocati01l iD only three a.r•• to aceCilaodate !:he LOI 
AD;elee counc.y ao..d DepartD!ent 'I radius •nd gradie11t atandarda 
(Me Bxbibit A·2, attaChed hereeo). -Tb1a c10c..'U1118D.t Vill .al.ao graat ••8118Dta aver tlM iliOI'Oftd lltreet 
to 1:he pan.iea co tbi• agr:HIMilt a.D4 aai4 eas--.ea wi.ll providlt 
ace•• to all pr:opeRie• O'WDII4 bY the ;artiee to tbia &9'1'1..-aDt 
aa4 ;my future Olll'll8ra of said propezti• or u.y P*tiOD of a:Ld 
pr:opert.ieat Rid propar'tiee u-e liated iG 13Kb.1l)i t a aet.ae!ul4 
bento • 

P.e2 

• 

.. -,. lD adeit.:i.Cilll to the a1;lc::N'a at.at.414 objeetiVM of •t.llbl.:l.llbiDI' a tit • • 
wide· right-of-way for ParJthouaa lADe Pl4 the ~- or acoeat 
aaa41111Dta O'f'ftt Ai4 atreet. to the pani• to tb1a ag&.-zt &ad 
aai<J pa:r:tiee • succeaeo:ra in intereet, t.hia a~ will a lao 
Clc:x:talerlt. the co-1 t:JneJ:1t cf Mid putt• to c:o=z."ibUte t.o 't'be COlt 
of the :Lzaprov-.t o~ Pazkbouaa Lane to eu ~t.X"Cmt ttw&t Aid 
atreet atiafiaa all atreet. i.JIIp~t ata~ of ~ ADgalaa 
eov.Dty. 

'l'IQI:1t.ID'OU ARD Ill .ACCOltD ttrm T11B ABOVB S'b.'l'I:D o:aJBCT%VliS TIIJI 
PAR'l'IU '1'0 TBJ:S N3RBBMBH'l' aQR.D '10 '1'1D1 POLLOIIDlO '1'BIUtS .am 
~8IORI1 . . , 

I. BI.C!l 1.1'.14. every perac:m, ·.bzo entity, wb:Lch ia a. J)l.ft.Y to 
tbi• a.greeteD.e, listed· irt Bxl'lil'aic a. at.uebe<t, &Mia 
heraiby f7:IICt to each and evuy other O&ft.Y to t:hia 
agre._.t an ace••• .. .._t. 1:01' lD.grMw U4 egrea1 
aver, UDder, llt.ld along all ~ioaa of prcpp!'tY lyiD,r 
within that. certaill atd.p or: Pl'rJP•t"tY '' fMt! w:t.de and 
4eaC1'.'1blc1 iu &xbi])it A attac:b.ed hereto and ref...-ead 
be:t:ein aa t.be .. Par~uae x.z:ua Accaaa ... Melle • • 

II. 'l'bia agr.-ant will ~ reeordad. in t.be COUnty ot Loa 
Angelea ana the Parkhouaa laDe ~cue Bal-.nlt:. will 
thereby be racorcac2 on tba title nf, aDCl iJUNr• to t:be 

•• 
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:tl:l:. 

bene~i~ of, each of the owners of the parcela ot 
$)=Party daac:ribecS in !Xhibit J at.ta.chad, an"- to 
.ucce••ora in interest of eaCh of said ~reels or any 
portion ot said pareals. 

Tba Pukl:lOUae t.a.ne .-cceaa Ea1tment can b• uaad by any of 
tbll putiea listed in Exhibit a rot: t:.he following 

pu~···= 

•. 

1. Ut.ility inatallation incl~diD;, but not:. ltmited 
to gas line•, water -.ins, t•lepbOGe li#ea and 
co~duit, power linea an4 c~it, cable 
telav1sion lines and conduit. 

2. c.;rac:U.ng as rGflUirad. to conatNC1: atreet. 
-rovemanta. 

3. Drainage devices, incluc21!\lg but noe 11mitec1 to, 
·cOII.duit.a, IIW&lea and catc:h baeiDI. 

f.. Paving • 

s. R..C.iniDg walla. 

s. 1 riDdacaping, including •Priakler IIYI't_. • 

7 • IIDtt'Y gat• anc1 aplrttm.allt: sc.ruceu~:ea ac. tb• 
iateraection of Parkhou.ae · ~ and saddlepe.U 
Road.. 

IV. Botw:Ltlwtaad1 ng &Dyt.hing atated. a.bOWI or el•ewbaA ill 
tbia ~e, St.an l'lialc:rD&n may, at his aole 
4i•~1oD.. ~t the axacx 181M eaa8DIIIlt righta aver 
the 'l'a..l:1c1'lou11e Lana 1asana1.t as ia beiilg' provided to c.he 
parties eo tbia agrliitQI:Del'St to me "o.raera ot a other 
parcels• Ul4 for said ownua •uc4!e&aon iD interest.. 
S.id eigbt (8) otlult: ,PIU'Cela are lia~ed 1D ltxbSbit "C• 
&ad at.ta~ herato, -.r 

I 

'l'b.e abova au.te<l provisions lave beeD. read, W1daratoc4,. aDd agreed 
to by tbt partiu whoee •iguaturea are wienasaect below. . 

.. 

6it.e Cyril A Ann carr 

P.e:;s 
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!:XHIBI'r A 

RBVISBD LID.AL DUCRIP'I'ION, PAlUC'JIOUS! LMB CIN'l'SRl..lNB • 
aegimU.ng at aa Northerly r.eaninul of tbat certain ccurae in 
tbe centerlina of Saddle PtM RoaC, 60 .oo teet wide, de1~;ribed in 
dad to tbe CC\mty of Loa Angelea, reeorda<1 .ttov'allbef 12, 1142 aa 
inatX'UDleQt NO. 1236 il'l lock 1971!5, Page 10, Off 1o.ia1 a.cc~ of 
ai4 County, as having a bearing and lel'l9th of Hbrth .. u 4egr••• !58 
IIWNca• &0 a8001141 West 35.35 feet; thence South 86 degree• 37 
llli.Dutea 17 1econdll west llG.&3 feet to the beginning of a eNJgent. 
curve C<mcave SouthMat.erly and ha~ng a radiua of 100.00 fHt; 
thence Sout:.hWeetarly along Aid c:u:t;ye thrOugh a ccr.ral aDgle of 
•z degrees 10 lliDut:.aa 37 aecoada u arc 41atanoe of 73.61 fMt.; 
eh8Dc:• tangent tO Kid cw:ve Sout.b 4& 4esF••• 26 ldzmt• &0 
nc~ WHt 73.55 teet 1:0 the begi.Jming of a t:angMt. c:urve 
concave ltortbveste~ly and. baring .a ractiua cf 100. oo feet.; t:b.et:lce 
Sout.bwest•rly alcmg aaid. aa:rve through a central angle of 25 
dafreea 3& Jd.nutat 10 aeeoa.41 an arc: diatanc:e of '" .63 feet.r 
theace tang•t t.a ... id curv• South ? o aesrreea oo lld.Dut.ea 50 
~ west 12.a.2.a feet. to th• J:)egimdng of a tN~gat: cune 
CODCa~ lfOnberly -.4 baviDg a. ~adiwa of 100. oo :faac1 theace 
Meat:.erly -.lq said C\IZ'V8 throu.g'h a ceotn.l aragle of so deSr•• 3<& 
llli.DU.t .. 00 B-=ot1dl aD arc 4i8t.anC8 Of 88.26 f .. t:1 thct;e t:aDg'aat 
to Aid. cu:rve Non:h 51 dagr•• 2!5 raiaut.• l o lleCODda weat 3. JO 
feet to the begiDDing of a tangeDt: CUJ."YYJ concave loutlt.U'ly aDd • 

.. ., baViDg a radiu• of lOO .oo feet: thence westeJ:ly alODg. aa.id CNZ'ft 
throUgh a c:eDtral ugla of·'' degnu 5? aiDUt.H .as llfiCODdl u arc: 
d:l.stanee of 85.48 feet1 t:berloe tangent to aaid QlrYa Iouth so 
c!ep:eu .37 mnu1:e~ os aec::on48 llaat C1.27 feet to the M9inD1D9 of 
a taugmt curve ccaD.C~.ve lfozthe;:ly W having a ra4:1ua o! 100.00 
faK; uence Wnterly along aaict cw:"Ve through a ceDtzal 1UJ9le of 
ao degreM so 111Dutea oct,.. aecoads an arc: ..Uatarace of 1•1. oa feltt. 
thence t.ang'eat: to laid CUJVe Nerth &8 degreea 32 lld.lmt:.H 11 
MCODc1a Welt. .1.11 f .. t: eo the beginning of a tllD9'ct av.rve c::cncave 
SOU.t.harly &11d baTiDCI a radiUI o! tO • 00 feet 1 t.MDC• ltOZ'tlwMt.UlY, 
Welterl.y, &DC1 Sauthw•terly alcng aa:14 curve tl'U!'cNgh a o~ral 
&Dgl.e at 125 esesr ... !5!5 Jld.Dut:.ea 30 ••eOD.48 iJI'l are Cliacanoa of 
&? .t.l. feetr thaDce taugct 1:.0 1a1c1 c:w:"U'e south 5 (Jag: ... ll. 
mizmtes 31 teCODd.a. Raat 3.51 feet: thence lftJrt.h 76 clegr..1 59 
~~Wwt• 40 ·~ weat. lt5.55 feet; tbanae Nort.h 11. ~ .a3 
aS.D.ut• 2!5 aecaDtJa West. 95.&1 feet: uenc:• north 69 degJ:- 26 
ld.nut:• 10 aecoacS• west 91.69 feet to Ule begim'U.D9 of a ~ 
curve ccmc:ave Southerly ILft4 baving a n41us of 100. oo teet.: t:b.aca 
wae~erly alOD.f aaid curve tl\!:C\a;h a central angle of 37 Gegr... 00 
Dd.Dutes oo ••cceda u arc di.at.ance of '".59 t:aet. to the begUA\in.g 
of a taogct aunt~ concave NOrtherly and hav ins • :r:adiua o! 100. oo 
feet: thance Wutarly along 1Ai4 cw::ve through a oaatX'al angle of 
10 de9rH1 30 atnutea oo leCOJJc:Js azs arc distuca 

• C:Oilt:.i.rmad· 

• 
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.. .. ., 

o~ 10!5.52 f .. t.; thmce tangent to said cuz:vt North 4l degrHI 315 
minutee oo •eccn48 Neat lCl.CI feat to the beginning ot .a taDgeQt 
curve ccmcav• SouthWelterly anCl having a radiua of 100.00 f"t' 
tbeAc• HortbwVaterly ~ Wattarly along aai~ ~rve through a 
centn.l angla of sa dagraea :23 mi.Jll,ltel 10 1ec:oada an arc di.1tanc:e 
of 102.78 feet: thence t&Q.QI!Ult to aaid curve Squ.t,h 79 d.agreee 21 
minutes so aec:onGa weat '53. 09 !eet.. 

1'!11 aide line~ of Mid atJ"ip of lattd shall l:le ~-Jtd or 
11hortenecS ao as to ter.tllinata ~aterly in the weawl'J line of aa14 
Saddle Peak Road. 60. oo fee vide. · 

I / 
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JIROPER'N OWNIRS 

PARCIL MAP &4&8·23 

22 Stan ' Ruth Fl;.l.nJa,.a.c 

45 8~ Vlinkman ~rust 

'' StaQ ~ Ruth PliDkman Tru1t 

'pAi.Czr. ICQ ,,, ... 22 

• L&rzy r. BIIJ.'bara Mirth 
1535 PerDWOOd Pac1fic Drive 
Topug'•t CA 80210 r;· 

I! 

S H1'11c::hard8al'1 
1040 COlumbia· aidge Dri~e 
vancouver, WA ,.,,, 

8 Louil Bali 'V'I.r r. RAlph Orr 
27J.' W 143M 
Gud8DI.,. CA J021' 

· 9· ltNs l Jutli l"liDlaMD 'l'z::ul~ 

12 St.c r. RUth •lia-..n 

13 cyril l Mn can: 
.17 33 •· Mfurto Road 
lu.t:a YAel, CA 13,&0 

P.09 
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fARCIL ~ '''8•2l 

... .,. 

11 Joeepb SChmid 
lt200 ~iD St • 
..... c::A 

1'7 J'er~ ••bali. 
8163 saturn ltr..t 
Lol .1\Dg•l••· CA 90035~ I i' 

18 nzrt~Y(Sooa -.tlb&li ~ 
1' Alan • Pe:cncia Raya.•• 

21201 w. ae4 aluff Trail 
~a, CA t0210 

21 .7&Ck • DOrothY ~r 
131!i " 7 ltb lail 
Loa ~1u, cr. too•s 

a• Mactp v. IAeUWCl 
11222 Jlw~ Aw. 
LDrdOal•, ca. 90210 

25 Stan I'U.Dla-D -n:utt. 

21 ~1·• • ADAe G&t88 
2662 ... -.y 
TaplrDI&, ~ 10210 

2'7 .:101m FOley ...,. 
:aoa• co:r:r:al Cy:D Jt.oad 
llalibl. ca. 102&5 .. 

21 curl• Li~ 
~u.tt tllll•ta Ave. 
Lra qelu, 0. tooaa 

29 lliCbllel • allC t.J1e 
1104. Klir.ll It. 
IIOZ'th Boll.ywccd, CA 91C02 
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