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STAFF REPORT: PERMIT AMENDMENT
APPLICATION NO: 4-96-025-A-3
APPLICANT: Mark Jason
PROJECT LOCATION: 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga, Los Angeles County
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: Construct a new 4,800 sq.
ft., 25 ft. high, two story single family residence, with swimming pool, and involves
grading 696 cubic yards of material to construct residence. The project also includes
improvements to a 1,790 ft. long access road involving paving, the installation of

drainage devices, a water line, approximately 3,016 cubic yards of gradmg for this
portion of the road improvements.

Additionally, the project was amended twice to include a below grade retaining wall
(soldier pile design) with an ‘Arizona’ crossing, construct a larger three foot diameter
culvert with rip rap dissipater, install erosion control swales along top of cut slopes,
reduce approved thirty foot wide road to twenty foot wide except for turnouts, reduce
approved grading from 3,016 cubic yards to 2,321 cubic yards on Betton Drive, Chard
Avenue and Skyhawk Road.
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DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT: Construct a water well, 8,000 gallon water tank,
and fire hydrant with connecting piping to serve approved residence at 20556 Betton
Drive. The applicant proposes to completely bury the water tank by excavating 150
cubic yards of material to be disposed at a disposal site located outside the coastal
zone. The applicant proposes to landscape the tank area with native plants.

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Los Angeles County Department of Health
Services, “Approved with Conditions”, dated 3/10/2000.

SUBSTANTIVE. FILE DOCUMENTS: Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-025,
Jason; Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-025-A-1, Jason; Coastal Development
Permit No. 4-96-025-A-2, Jason; Coastal Development Permit Staff Report No. 4-97-
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015, Sayles; Coastal Development Staff Report Permit No. 4-98-164, Olson; Coastal
Permit No. 1-95-62, Olympic Club; Los Angeles County Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains
certified Land Use Plan; Report of Hydrogeologic Evaluation by Bing Yen & Associates,
dated May 31, 2000; Response to Verbal Comments by California Coastal Commission,

dated August 3, 2000, by Bing Yen & Associates; Memorandum from Mark Johnsson,. .

Senior Geologist regarding Jason water well, dated August 4, 2000; Second Response
to Comments by California Coastal Commission, dated August 25, 2000, by Bing Yen &
Associates; Additional Hydrogeologic Information, dated September 21, 2000, by Bing
Yen & Associates; Memorandum from Mark Johnsson, dated October 16, 2000.

PROCEDURAL NOTE: The Commission’s regulations provnde for referral of permit
‘amendment requests to the Commission if:

1. The Executive Director determmes that the proposed amendment is a material
change, or :

2. Objection is made to the Executive Dlrectors determination of immateriality, or

3. The proposed amendment affects conditions requ;red for the purpose of
protectmg a coastal resource or coastal access. '

If the applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an independent
determination as to whether the proposed amendment is material (14 Cal. Admin. Code
Section 13166). The Executive Director has determined that this proposed amendment
will be processed as a material amendment.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed project as it will not create significant
adverse individual or cumulative effects through ground water extraction on the
designated Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area within the Tuna Canyon Significant
Watershed. The applicant has submitted hydrogeologic studies, reviewed by the
Commission’s geologist, confirming that neither the proposed development on an
individual basis nor the cumulative impacts of similar development in the subject
subdivision would have a significant impact on stream hydrology in upper Tuna Canyon.
The applicant previously received approval for a water line extension (about 1790 feet
long) to bring imported water from the Los Angeles County Water District No. 29 to the
proposed residential building site. According to the applicant, the water line extension is
not proposed to be constructed at this time as the coastal permits for nearby properties
(Coastal Permit No. 4-97-015, Sayles and Coastal Permit No. 4-99-164, Olson) were
vacated by the Commission. The property owners of these two lots and the remaining
13 lots within the subdivision are not interested in sharing the water line at this time.
The applicant’s permit was issued in 1997 and he currently intends to proceed with the
development. Thus, water is needed to install the landscaping on site, in part, for
erosion control purposes.

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that the proposed water well
development in this amendment, as conditioned to address visual effects, is consistent
with the requirements of the coastal resource protection policies of the Coastal Act.
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STAFF NOTE

Because this application was filed on April 4, 2000, the Commission was required under
the Permit Streamlining Act to act on this application at the September 12- 15, 2000
Commission meeting. However, the applicant requested additional time to provide
further information for Commission staff review. As a result, Staff received an
Agreement for Extension of Time for a Decision on Coastal Development Permit from
the applicant. This Agreement allows the Commission to act on this application no later
than November 13 — 17, 2000 Commission. Therefore, the Commission must act on
this application at the November 13 — 17, 2000 meeting.

L. PERMIT AMENDMENT RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL

MOTION: | move that the Commission approve the proposed
amendment to Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-025-
A-3 pursuant to the staff recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL.:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the
amendment as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The
motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

RESCLUTION TO APPROVE A PERMIT AMENDMENT:

The Commission hereby approves the coastal development permit amendment on the
ground that the development as amended and subject to conditions, will be in
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and 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. Approval of the permit
amendment complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because 1)feasible
mitigation measures have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant
adverse visual effects of the amended development on the environment 2) there are no
feasible alternatives that would substantially lessen ahy impacts of the amended
development on the environment; and 3) the project, with the mitigation measures that
are imposed, will have no significant adverse impacts on the environment.

STAFF NOTE: All Standard (No. 1-7) and Special Conditions (No. 1-9) attached to the
original permit as amended (Exhibit A) shall remain in effect and are incorporated
herein. The applicant has met these Special Conditions and the Coastal Permit and
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Two Coastal Permit Amendments have been issued. One new Special Condition, ' .

Number Ten, is added as a result of this Amendment.

A. STANDARD CONDITIONS:

See Exhibit A for Standard Condition Numbers. 1-7

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
See Exhibit A for Special Condition Numbers. 1 -9

10. Landscaping Plan (NEW)

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit a revised
landscape plan for review and approval of the Executwe Director. The revised plan
shall incorporate the following criteria:

a. The graded and disturbed site surrounding the buried water tank on the subject
site shall be planted and maintained for erosion control purposes within (60) days of
the completion of the final building permit by the Los Angeles County Building
Department for the water well and water tank by the County of Los Angeles. To
minimize the need for irrigation all landscaping shall consist primarily of
native/drought resistant plants as listed by the California Native Plant Society, Santa
Monica Mountains Chapter, in their document entitled Recommended List of Plants
for Landscaping in the Santa Monica Mountains, dated February 5, 1996. Invasive,
non-indigenous plan species which tend to supplant native species shall not be
used. Such planting shall be adequate to provide ninety (90) percent coverage
within one year (1) and shall be repeated, if necessary, to provide such coverage.

b. Plantings shall be maintained in good growing condition throughout the life of the
project and, whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to
ensure continued compliance with applicable landscape requirements;

c. The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final approved
plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall occur without a

Coastal Commission - approved amendment to the coastal development permit,
unless the Executive DBirector determines that no amendment is required.

. Findings and Declarations

The Commission finds and declares:

A. Project Description and Location
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The applicant proposes to construct a water well, an 8,000 gallon water tank, a fire
hydrant, and connecting piping to provide water to the Commission-approved residence
at 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga/Malibu. The applicant proposes to completely bury the
7 2 feet in diameter by 24 feet long water tank in the ground by excavating 150 cubic
yards of material to be disposed at a disposal site located outside the coastal zone.
The applicant proposes to landscape the tank area with native plants. The project site
is located near the northeast corner of the subject lot near Betton Drive and the
applicant’s driveway leading to the residence (Exhibits 1 and 2).

The subject project site includes an approved residence and road improvements
including a water line extension from the intersection of Tuna Canyon Road and
Skyhawk Lane to the subject site as approved by Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025. The
water line would extend from a pipeline owned by the Los Angeles County Water Works
District No. 29 (LACWD) located along Tuna Canyon Road. The project site is located
within the water service area of LACWD which supplies water from the Los Angeles
Metropolitan Water District, a public water agency. Along the private roadway to the
applicant's property, there are currently three residences nearby along Skyhawk Lane
and Chard Avenue served by LACWD. There are many other residences in the general
vicinity along Tuna Canyon Road, that are also served by the LACWD. According to the
applicant, the water line extension is not proposed to be constructed at this time as the
coastal permits for nearby properties (Coastal Permit Staff Report No. 4-97-015, Sayles
and Coastal Permit Staff Report No. 4-99-164, Oison) were vacated by the
Commission. At this time, applications for new coastal permits for the Sayles and Olson
properties (vacant lots in the same subdivision) are pending but not scheduled for
Commission action. These property owners have indicated that they are not interested
in sharing the approved water line. Sayles and Olson have submitted new permit
applications that propose to provide public water to their proposed residences using a
shorter water line extension along a different route. (These applications have not yet
been scheduled for a Commission hearing). Mr. Jason is ready to proceed with
construction and water is needed to install the landscaping on site, in part, for erosion
control purposes. Rather than constructing the waterline solely to serve his residence,
Mr. Jason is proposing to install a well to provide water for his residence.

The subject site is located within the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed, south of Tuna
Canyon Road, west of Skyhawk Lane, and south of Chard Avenue. (Exhibits 1 and 3)
The site is accessed from Tuna Canyon Road, a public road, across private roads,
Skyhawk Lane, Chard Avenue, and Betton Drive to the site where a single family
residence was approved by the Commission in Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025 (Exhibit 4).
In August 1996, the Commission approved Coastal Permit Number 4-96-025 for road
improvements and a new residence. The road improvements consisted of paving 1,790
feet of an existing dirt access road (Chard Road and Betton Drive), installing three
drainage culverts with rip rap dissipaters, installing connecting utilities including a water
line, electricity, and telephone, and grading about 3,016 cubic yards of material. The
Commission approved the proposed residence consisting of a 4,800 sq. ft. two story
structure with a pool to be accessed across a former dirt road with the above approved
road improvements. On July 7, 1997, the applicant complied with all the conditions
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required prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit; the permit was issued
to the applicant (Exhibit 4).

In September 1998, the Commission approved Coastal Permit Amendment number 4-
96-025-A-1 to change the approved project to construct a below-grade, 135-foot long
retaining wall, to reinforce the road embankment along Chard Avenue, increase the
grading and replace an approved drainage culvert with an “Arizona” crossing. This
Permit Amendment was issued on September 22, 1998.

On December 9, 1999, the Commission approved Coastal Permit Amendment number
4-96-025-A-2 to revise the road improvements to construct a larger three-foot diameter
culvert with a dissipater, install erosion control swales along the top of cut slopes,
reduce the approved 30 foot wide road to twenty feet wide, except for turnouts, reduce
the approved grading from 3,016 cubic yards to 2,321 cubic yards, and revise the
underground retaining wall to reinforce Chard Avenue with a soldier pile design to
access the approved residence at 20556 Betton Drive. This Permit Amendment was
issued on January 12, 2000.

A portion of the road improvements have been completed, consisting of the grading,
drainage improvements, erosion control swales, and road paving. The building pad and
driveway are graded and a retaining wall is constructed along the driveway.
Construction of the approved residence has not started. The installation of the
waterline, Arizona crossing, and proposed soldier pile retaining wall along Chard
Avenue have not been completed at this time.

B. New Development/ Environmentally Sensitive Resource Areas

The Coastal Act includes a policy providing that new development be located within or
near existing developed areas able to accommodate it, or in other areas where there
are adequate public services and it will not have significant adverse effects, either
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Section 30250 of the Coastal Act
states in part: ' ' ~

~ (a) 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. ...

The Coastal Act includes a policy protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas
from disruption of habitat values. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such
~ resources shall be allowed within such areas. '
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(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall
be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act is written to protect and enhance, or restore where
feasible, marine resources and the blologlcal productivity and quality of coastal waters,
including streams:

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

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
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

The area’s habitat values within the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed (Exhibit 3) are
well documented in the staff report and findings for Coastal Development Permit
Number 4-96-025, Jason. The applicant has an approved coastal permit (Permit
Number 4-96-025, Exhibit 4) for the construction of a residence with a 1790 foot long
access road and water line extension from Tuna Canyon Road. According to the
applicant, residential water service through the approved water line extension would
originate from State Water sources from the Los Angeles County Water District Number
29. The subject site is located within the Service Boundaries of this Water District. The
Water District obtains its water from sources located outside of the Santa Monica
Mountains. - Although the applicant has a coastal permit to construct a water line
extension to provide District water to serve the residence, the applicant is requesting
this Amendment to the Coastal Permit to allow an onsite private water well to provide
domestic water service for the residence.

The project site is located within the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed. The specific
location of the proposed water well and water storage tank is at the northeast corner of
the applicant's property near Betton Drive and the applicant's driveway to the building
pad (Exhibit 2). Groundwater in this area is not part of an aquifer used for public water
supplies or for agriculture.
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Two wupper tributaries to Tuna Canyon Creek, -a Commission-designated
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), are located on either side of the
proposed development (Exhibit' 5). These tributaries are the ‘biue line’ designated
stream portions of Tuna Canyon Creek. The proposed well site is about 800 feet to the -
east and about 800 feet north of the ESHA habitat. The designated ESHA surrounds
the upper tributaries of Tuna Canyon Creek. Tuna Canyon Creek and its tributaries are
intermittent watercourses that flow during the rainy season. The well site is located
about 850 feet from the tributary to the east and 1,700 feet from the tributary to the
south. Due to the proximity of the well site and the tributaries of Tuna Canyon Creek,
staff requested in April 2000 that the applicant submit a hydrogeological report to
evaluate the potential individual and cumulative impacts of the onsite domestic water
well on the hydrogeologic conditions in these tributaries. Staff also requested
information on the potential individual and cumulative biological impacts of water
withdrawal on the tributaries and ESHA. The applicant submitted hydrogeologic
information on water extraction but no information from a biologist regarding potential
ESHA impacts.

In response, the applicant submitted on June 14, 2000, a report titled: “Report of
Hydrogeologic Evaluation”, by Scott Moors, Bing Yen & Associates, dated May 31, 2000
(Exhibit 6). The report concludes that the net groundwater withdrawal at the site should

be approximately 80 gallons per day. The report states:

As shown below, of the 400 gallons of well water exiracted per day,
approximately 320 gallons will recharge to groundwater. Therefore, net
groundwater withdrawal at the site should be approximately 80 gallons per day.

As shown above, net groundwater withdrawal of 80 gallons per day could induce
a theoretical cumulative drawdown of 6.9 feet over a 50-year period. The actual
drawdown should be less since the above calculations neglect inflow from
surrounding open space and undeveloped properties. Long-term actual
drawdown of the groundwater table across the site should be in the range of one
to four feet, with a resulting change in the groundwater table lowering from
approximately 120 feet to approximately 121 to 124 feet.

The above groundwater analysis assumes that all surrounding properties are
extracting groundwater at the same rate as the subject site. Therefore, the
cumulative impacts of additional development would not increase the estimated
impact at the site.

Conclusions

¢ Due to the low-density nature of the planned development, residential water
supply by onsite domestic water well should have a negligible influence on
the hydrogeologic water balance at the site and surrounding areas.
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e Due to the relatively high topographic relief and depth to groundwater of over
100 feet, water well withdrawals should have a negligible influence on dry-
season and wet-season stream flows and springs.

The Commission’s geologist, Mark _Johnsson. agrees with the finding by the applicant’s
hydrologist that the net groundwater loss from the proposed well would be 80 galions
per day. The Commission’s geologist stated in a memo dated August 4, 2000:

“Mr. Moors estimates a total household water usage of 400 gallons per day
(gpd), all of which is to be provided by the proposed well. Of this volume, an
estimated 80 gpd will be used for irrigation. He estimates that 20% of the 80
gpd, or 16 gpd, will infiltrate and recharge ground water, whereas the rest will be
lost through runoff and evapotranspiration. Of the 320 gpd used for household
purposes, Mr. Moors estimates that 95%, or 304 gpd, will be sent to a septic
system, which will eventually recharge to ground water. Thus, of the 400 gpd
extracted, 320 (304 + 16) will be returned to ground water, leaving a net ground
water loss (use) of 80 gpd. These numbers seem reasonable, and | concur with
these findings.” (See Exhibit 8).

The Commission’s geologist also found that some of the assumptions by the applicant’s
hydrologist, such as the porosity values adopted and infiltration rates needed further
consideration. He requested additional information from the applicant's hydrologist
addressing porosity, specific yield values, the location of nearby wells and a time frame
for groundwater recharge from the septic system. ).!  As a result, the applicant's
geologist submitted additional information in a letter titled; “Response to Verbal
Comments by California Coastal Commission” dated August 3, 2000 (Exhibit 7). The
letter states: , .

The simple model and accompanying discussion demonstrates that, since the
site will use a septic system for sewage disposal, the vast majority of extracted
groundwater will be recharged to the water table. - Use of the well and septic
system will result in a much smaller hydrogeologic “impact” on the site than
importing chlorinated water from offsite. .

The attached map [staff note, see Figure 1 in Exhibit 7] illustrates the locations of
the nearby water wells. ...

' The original permit, No. 4-96-025, authorized use of a septic system for disposal of waste water from the
residence. In approving the septic system, the Commission was informed that the Los Angeles County Department
of Health had approved the proposed septic system and found that it met the requirements of the Los Angeles
Uniform Plumbing Code. The Commission found that the County’s standards take into consideration the
percolation capacity of the soil, the depth to groundwater, and other relevant factors, and impose standards that are
sufficient to ensure protection of coastal resources. Thus, the Commission found that the proposed septic system is
consistent with the requirements of Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, which requires protection of the quality of
coastal waters and streams, protection of human health, and minimizing of adverse effects of waste water
discharges. Accordingly, the Commission has determined that the waste water discharged into the septic system
will be properly filtered and will not cause pollution of the groundwater. See, Staff Report dated July 25, 1996,
Permit No. 4-96-025.
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The time frame for septic discharge to recharge to the water table is dependent
on the depth of the septic pits and the wetting-front seepage velocity in the
unsaturated zone. Seepage velocity can be estimated by the equation: Vs = ki

= 0.0001 cm/sec and solving for a seventy-foot travel path gives a travel time
of approximately 8 months.

Conclusions

o Due to the low-density of the planned development, residential water supply
by onsite domestic water well will have a negligible influence on the
hydrogeologic water balance at the site and surrounding areas.

e Due to the relatively high topographic relief and the depth to groundwater (>
100 feet), water well withdrawal will have a negligible influence on dry-season
and wet-season stream flows and springs.

The Commission’s geologist reviewed the report and letter discussed above in a memo
dated August 4, 2000 (Exhibit 8). The memo discusses the finding that the net
~ groundwater loss will be 80 gallons per day (see above) and then goes on to state:

Mr. Moors then uses a simple approach to calculate lowering of the water table to

. be expected from this amount of ground water extraction. His approach is
conservative in that he assumes no inflow from adjacent properties; an
assumption that is reasonable if applied on a somewhat more regional scale
since the site lies near the top of a ridge of the Santa Monica Mountains and is
hydrologically fairly isolated by canyons. Based on assumed values of porosity
and specific yield for the aquifer, he then calculates a drawdown for a 50-year
design life of 6.9 feet; this can be adjusted to 10.35 feet for the 75-year design
life usually adopted by the Commission. In fact, this is a rather simplistic model;
drawdown would not be equal under the entire property, but in fact would be
greater that 10.35 feet at the well itself, and taper to zero at some distance from
the well, forming a cone of depression. It is impossible to accurately assess the
shape of this cone of depression or the maximum drawdown at the well without
additional information.

The Commission’s geologist further notes that the value for porosity originally adopted
by Mr. Moors may be too high. The lower value (“low 20’s”) that Mr. Moors provided in
his report dated 3 August 2000 yields a theoretical drawdown of 14.9 feet (for 23%) over
the 75-year design life of the well and therefore, the Commission’s geologist uses 15
feet of drawdown over a 75-year period in his analysis.

The Commission's geologist concludes that: “the proposed well is unlikely to

significantly affect the blue-line streams when considered in isolation.” He does state,
however, that “the cumulative effect of developing the entire subdivision is more difficult
to assess” and will require additional hydrologic information. He further states that:
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“Information required to better assess the changes to be expected from the
development of 16 water wells on the subdivision include: an assessment of seasonal
groundwater contributions to the streams, hydrographs of the streams, the location of
the water table beneath the streams and its seasonal variation, and ground water flow

velocity.”

A copy of the above August 4, 2000 staff memo by the Commission's geologist was
sent to the applicant’s agent on August 7 and confirmed by letter sent to the applicant’s
agent on August 11, 2000. In response, the applicant’s hydrologist submitted further
information in a letter titled; “Second Response to Comments by California Coastal
Commission” dated August 25, 2000 (Exhibit 9). The letter states, in part:

- “The cumulative effect of multiple welis is certainly a valid concern, however, the
model presented in the referenced reports specifically accounts for cumulative
impacts. As previously discussed, no lateral flow is assumed in the simplified
groundwater model presented in the referenced report. Therefore, each
approximately 2.5 acre parcel is considered individually in isolation. The
calculated drawdown of less than 15 feet will remain the same for 1 lot or 10 lots
because the additional groundwater extraction occurs over a larger area.
Furthermore, if lateral flow occurs (which it certainly will), the total drawdown will
be reduced in proportion to the lateral underflow flux.

It is also worth noting that all 16 lots of the tract are unlikely to ever be developed
with water wells. One lot in particular is owned by the State and will most likely
remain as open space. A few other lots are unlikely to be developed individually
due to topography and are more likely to be combined with adjacent lots by
single owners. Ultimate build-out will most likely be 12 to 14 lots.

Finally, Mark Johnson's [Commission’s geologist] memo notes that cross
sections presented in BYA's May 31 report conceptually illustrate a groundwater
connection between the site and the nearest blue-line streams (page 2,
paragraph 3). Indeed, examination of the cross section, noting that the scale is 1
inch equals 400 feet, illustrates that the estimated (75-year) 15-footdrawdown is
approximately the equal to the line-width of the water-table line.

Balanced Ecosystem: It is our understanding that a goal of the Coastal
Commission is to minimize the potential impacts of developments on the coastal
ecosystem. Towards this end, developing groundwater wells coupled with septic
systems will result in the least impact of any reasonable development scenario.
Currently, significant artificial groundwater recharge is occurring at several
homes that import water and discharge to septic systems. Using the same water
usage figures presented in our BYA's May 31 report, net groundwater recharge
from homes using imported water is approximately 320 gpd (304 gallons septic
plus 16 gallons irrigation infiltration). Thus, the net extraction from a home using
a well of 80 gpd offsets only 25% of the net recharge supplied by a home using
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imported water. Therefore, in order to achieve a “balanced” groundwater system,
it is desirable to develop a mix of homes supphed by wells and homes supplied
by imported water. Numerous existing homes in the immediate vicinity of the
subject tract are currently using imported water and discharging to septic
systems (Mark Jason, personal comm.) These homes include those located
along Tuna Canyon Road, Hawks Nest Trail, and Sabina Drive (Figure 1). [Staff
note, see Exhibit 7, for Figure 1].

Conclusions

¢ Due to the low-density nature of the planned development and the existing
mix of homes using imported water and well water, residential water supply
by onsite domestic water wells will have a negligible influence on the
hydrogeologic water balance at the site and surrounding areas.

¢ Due to the relatively high topographic relief and depth to groundwater of over
100 feet, water well withdrawals will have a negligible influence on dry-season
and wet-season flows in blue-line streams and springs.

The applicant submitted another report titled: Additional- Hydrogeologic Information,
dated September 21, 2000, by Bing Yen & Associates (Exhibit 10). This report provided
information on water flows in Topanga Creek. Although Topanga Creek is within an

adjoining watershed, its water flow data is not germane to the discussion of this

application.

The Commission’s geologist reviewed the above letter in a memo dated 16 October
2000 regarding the Jason water well (Exhibit 11). The memo states:

In [his 25 August 2000 report], Scott Moors addresses cumulative impacts of the
development of the 16 lots that are part of the Betton Drive subdivision. He makes
the point that it is likely that not all of the lots in the subdivision will be developed;
that ultimately only 12-14 lots will be built upon. Although this assessment may be
accurate, an estimate of potential cumulative impacts must consider ali 16 lots, since
they are all legal buildable lots.

I concur with Mr. Moors conclusion that the type of hydrogeologic analysis
undertaken in reference (1) implicitly takes into consideration of cumulative effects
on the level of the water table. When adjusted by the new porosity values given in
reference 2 [his 3 August 2000 report], this analysis gives an estimated water table
drawdown of 15 feet for the 75-year estimated economic lifespan of the
development. This amount of drawdown would not change with development of
additional lots in the subdivision; given the conservative assumptions of the type of
analysis undertaken, cumu!ative effects would be limited to an additional area
affected, not by a greater amount of drawdown. Drawdown of the water table by 15
feet is not likely to have a significant impact on the hydrology of the nearby streams
(headwaters of Tuna Canyon Creek), which are deeply entrenched below the site.
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In addition to water table drawdown, the net amount of water extracted due to the
development should be considered, since the reduction in hydraulic head due to
water table drawdown could reduce the flow velocity of ground water toward the
streams, with a resultant reduction in ground water recharge to the Tuna Canyon
streams. The estimated net removal of ground water at full build-out is 1280 gallons
per day (see my memo of 4 August). This value represents the maximum possible
reduction in ground water recharge to the streams; actual reductions may be much
lower. Based on the available hydrologic information, | cannot find that this reduction
would have a significant impact on stream hydrology. At my request, Mr. Moors
searched for additional hydrologic data, but was unable to find it for the streams
immediately surrounding the development.

Finally, Mr. Moors makes the point in both [his 25 August 2000 and 21 September
2000 reports] that the existing use of imported water in development near the
subject site would more than offset the ground water use proposed. For each
residence using imported water, approximately 320 gallons per day will be added to
ground water through the septic system and irrigation. In contrast, Mr. Moors’
calculations in reference [his May 31 2000 report] indicate that use of water wells
would result in the net extraction of only about 80 gallons per day per residence. Mr.
Moors points out that at full build-out, a mix of water wells and use of imported water
would best maintain the pre-development water table. 1| concur in this assessment;
in fact, if imported water were to be used exclusively throughout the subdivision, the
ground water table would very likely rise in the area, and the intermittent streams at
the head of Tuna Canyon would carry water for a greater period of the year than
they do at present. Therefore, it is not clear from the available data, whether use of
water wells would be more likely to have a greater impact on stream hydrology than
use of imported water. .

To summarize, | find after reviewing the above cited documents and researching the
hydrogeology of the area, that it cannot be demonstrated that either the proposed
development or the cumulative impacts of similar development throughout the
Betton Drive subdivision, would have a significant impact on stream hydrology in
upper Tuna Canyon.

Compliance with the Coastal Act Sections 30231, 30240, 30250, and 30105.5

Coastal Act Section 30231 provides, in part, that the biological productivity and the
quality of coastal streams shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through,
among other means, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and maintaining
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats.

Coastal Act Section 30240 provides, in part, that development in areas adjacent to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
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which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of such habitat areas.

Coastal Act Section 30250 provides, in part, that new residential development 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. ...

Section 30105.5 of the Coastal Act defines the term “cumulatively” as it is used in
Section 30250(a) to mean the incremental effects of an individual project shall be
reviewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

The proposed project is located within the Tuna Canyon Significant Watershed
designated in the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan for Resource
Protection and Management. Under the LUP, which may serve as guidance to the
Commission, allowable Land Uses in a Significant Watershed include resource
dependent uses, such as nature observation, research, education, and passive
recreation, and residential uses at a maximum of one unit per 20 acres. Existing non-
conforming parcels may be developed according to standards identified in Table 1. As
noted in LUP Policy P59, Significant Watersheds are relatively undisturbed watershed
areas containing exceptional undisturbed riparian and oak woodlands or savannahs and
are recognized as important in contributing to the integrity of these woodlands. The
Commission has previously found that residential development on the site, as
conditioned, is consistent with the resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. The
issue raised by this project is whether the proposed ground water well has potential
adverse environmental individual or cumulative effects on the coastal resources within
the Significant Watershed.

One of the Development Standards/Stream Protection Policies identified in Table 1 of
the LUP requires new residential development be located in proximity to services and
infrastructure. This Standard states: “Structures and uses shall be located as close as
possible to existing roadways and other services to minimize the construction of new
infrastructure.” In this case, the alternatives for locating the residential development
proposed by the applicant are limited by the existence of a legal lot in an area zoned for
residential use. As a result, it is not possible to locate the residence so as to avoid
“extension of the paved road. Similarly, it is not possible to avoid either extension of the
water line, or construction of a ground water well (if it is otherwise consistent with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act) to supply water to the residence. The
Commission previously found that the proposed residence, access road improvements
including a water line extension to the subject site was consistent with Sections 30231,
30240, and 30250 of the Coastal Act in the adopted findings for Coastal Permit No. 4-
96-025, Jason. In effect, the Commission found that the proposed residence served by
the road improvement and water line extension met the guidance in Table 1. Because
the proposed ground water well does not involve construction of new infrastructure,
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approval of the amendment allowing construction of a well to provide water to the
residence will be consistent with the guidance provided in the above-reference LUP

policy.

As discussed above, review of individual and cumulative effects were provided by the
applicant’s hydrologist. Relative to individual effects of the single proposed water well,
staff found no significant effect. In the memo dated August 4, 2000 from Commission
Geologist, Mark Johnsson, it was concluded that “ ... neither the extraction of 80 gpd
nor the calculated drawdown are likely to significantly affect ground water recharge to
the blue-line streams surrounding the site, ... In summary, the proposed well is unlikely
to significantly affect the blue-line streams when considered in isolation.”

The Commission’s Geologist initially requested more information to evaluate whether
the cumulative effects of additional groundwater extraction and drawdown if the
adjacent 15 parcels are similarly developed would be significant. In response, the
applicant demonstrated that the amount of ground water drawdown if the adjacent 15
parcels are similarly developed would not be greater than the 15 foot drawdown (over a
period of 75 years) that would be expected as a result of the applicant’s individual well.
Based on the cone-shaped drawdown that would occur, as well as the depth to ground
water (about 120 feet below ground surface), the Commission’s geologist concluded
that the expected cumulative drawdown would not have a significant impact on the
hydrology of the nearby creeks. In addition, the Commission’s Senior Geologist agreed
with the assertion by the applicant’s hydrologist that use of imported public water, which
is occurring on some parcels in the watershed, results in the addition of a significant
amount of water (approximately 320 gallons per day, per residence) to the ground
water. Accordingly, this raises a concern that if all new residences in the watershed use
imported water, significant environmental impacts might occur due to increased
streamflows in the nearby creeks. The Commission’s geologist concluded that it is not
clear whether use of a water well would be more likely to have a greater impact on
stream hydrology than the impact from use of imported water. Furthermore, the
Commission’'s geologist concurs that a mix of wells and imported public water appears
to be the most likely way to prevent significant impacts to the hydrology of the creeks.
Thus, after evaluating the available information, the Commission’s geologist concluded
that it cannot be demonstrated that either the proposed development or the cumulative
impacts of similar development throughout the Betton Drive subdivision, would have a
significant impact on stream hydrology in upper Tuna Canyon. These conclusions are
set forth in the Commission’s geologists memo dated October 16, 2000, which is
quoted above. ,

It should be noted that the applicant did not provide all of the information that was
requested by the Commission’'s geologist regarding the affected watershed, ie.,
seasonal groundwater contributions, location of the water table and its seasonal
variation, and ground water flow velocity. The applicant indicated that the requested
data were not available. Instead, the applicant provided information regarding the
Topanga Creek watershed approximately one mile from the site. The Commission’s
geologist indicated that this information could not be used to evaluate the impacts of this
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project because the area of the Topanga Creek watershed where the data were
collected is far larger than the upper reaches of the Tuna Creek watershed where the
well is proposed. To obtain the requested information for the project site would require
at least a full year of extensive monitoring in the upper Tuna Creek watershed. The
Commission has not previously required such an extensive data collection effort from an
applicant seeking to install a residential groundwater well in the Santa- Monica
Mountains. Further, the Commission’s geologist has indicated that, in his opinion, the
potential for significant adverse impacts to stream hydrology is sufficiently remote that it
is not warranted to require the collection of such an extensive data set. Therefore, the
Commiission staff determined that it is not reasonable to require collection of this data in
this instance. Furthermore, as explained above, the Commission’s geologist has
determined that the existing information about the proposed project and other projects
that potentially affect the Tuna Creek watershed is sufficient to determine that there will
not be a significant adverse impact on the hydrology of the nearby creeks, either
individually or cumulatively, from the proposed groundwater well. Accordingly, there is
no evidence that the proposed well would adversely impact natural vegetation buffer
areas that protect riparian habitats, would significantly degrade designated ESHA, or
would be incompatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

Additionally, as discussed above, the Commission has considered the environmental
effects of the available alternative — using imported water — and finds that the evidence
does not indicate that this alternative would lessen any of the impacts of the project.

In conclusion, the ground water information provided by the applicant demonstrates that
there will-be no individual or cumulative adverse impacts to hydrology of the creeks and
the designated ESHA located nearby in the tributaries to the Tuna Canyon Creek.
Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed Amendment to this Coastal Permtt is
consistent with Sections 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal Act.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the new residential development approved in
Coastal Permit No. 4-96-025 is located in close proximity to an existing developed area
able to accommodate it. The Commission finds that because groundwater is available
to serve the residence without adversely impacting the environmental resources, the
area is able to accommodate the residential development. This is consistent with the
Commission’s prior approval of numerous other residences in the Santa Monica
Mountains that will use private groundwater wells to supply water for the residence.
(See Coastal Permit Number 4-98-004, Bolanowski and Coastal Permit Number 4-00-
064, Mastoras). Thus, the Commission also finds that the proposed Amendment to this -
Coastal Permit is consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act.

D. Visual‘ Resources and Landform Alteration

The Coastal Act includes a policy to protect public views from development to and along
the coast and to minimize the alteration of natural landforms. Section 30251 of the
Coastal Act states that:
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The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be
subordinate to the character of its setting.

The proposed project consisting of drilling a water well and constructing a 8,000 gallon
water storage tank (about 7 1/2 feet in diameter by 24 feet in length), fire hydrant, and
connecting piping. The applicant amended the project description on August 9, 2000 to
relocate the tank and well outside the Betton Drive road easement area and to reduce
its visibility. The revised location of the tank and well is identified in Exhibit 2. The
applicant amended the application on October 20, 2000 to completely bury the water
tank. In an effort to reduce its visibility, the applicant is proposes to bury the 7 1/2 foot
diameter by 24 feet long water tank completely into the ground. In addition, the
applicant proposes to landscape the water tank site with native plants. About 150 cubic
yards of cut is proposed to excavate the tank area ; the cut material will be disposed
outside the coastal zone. The above ground portion of the water well and the fire
hydrant is small and their public visibility is not significant. It is important to note that on
site the visibility of the fire hydrant is important for emergency services by the fire
department.

The graded and disturbed area would potentially be visible if the area is not replanted.
Public views of the site are from the north along a portion of Saddle Peak Road located
about one mile away and to the west along portions of Tuna Canyon Road located
about one half mile away. (Exhibit 1). As required by Special Condition Number Ten
(10) landscaping will be planted on the graded and disturbed areas at the buried water
tank site to soften the visual impact of the water tank as viewed from sites along public
roads and minimize potential erosion. The change in vegetation in this area will have an
insignificant visual impact. The Commission further notes that the use of non-native
and/or invasive plant species for residential landscaping results in both direct and
indirect adverse effects to native plants species indigenous to the Malibu/Santa Monica
Mountains area. Direct adverse effects from such landscaping result from the direct
occupation or displacement of native plant community habitat by new development and
associated non-native landscaping. Indirect adverse effects include offsite migration
and colonization of native plant species habitat by non-native/invasive plant species
(which tend to outcompete native species) adjacent to new development. The
Commission notes that the use of exotic plant species for residential landscaping has
already resulted in significant adverse effects to native plant communities in the
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area. Therefore, in order to minimize adverse effects
to the indigenous plant communities of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains area,
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Special Condition Number Ten (10) requires that all landscaping consist pnmanly of
native plant species and that invasive plant species shall not be used.

Therefore, impacts on public views of the project site and water storage tank will be’
minimal due to the distance to public viewing locations and native plant landscaping.
The water tank burial site will not be visible from nearby state and federal park lands to
the east and south due to an intervening earthen landform. Within this setting as
proposed by the applicant, and as conditioned with a revised landscape plan, public
visibility of the proposed project will be very limited and will not adversely effect visual
resources. For these reasons, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as
conditioned, is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

E. Local Coastal Program

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states that:

a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development
permit shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal,
finds that the proposed development is in conformity with the provisions of
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of this division and that the
permitted development will not prejudice the ability of the local government
to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with the provisions
of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a coastal
development 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 amendment will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3. The
proposed amendment will not create adverse effects and is found to be consistent with
the applicable policies contained in Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission finds that
approval of the proposed amendment, as conditioned, will not prejudice the County of
Los Angeles’ ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program for this area of Malibu that is
also consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by Section
30604(a).

F. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding
- showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, 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 effect which the activity may
have on the environment.
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The Commission finds that, the proposed project, as conditioned, will not have
significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970. The Commission has not identified any insignificant
environmental impacts of the project that are not discussed in the staff report, nor has
the public at this time brought -any to the Commission’s attention. The Commission
considered the environmental effects of the available alternative — using imported water
— and determined that it would not lessen any of the impacts of the project. Therefore,
the proposed project, as conditioned, has been adequately mitigated and is determined
to be consistent with CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act.

496025a3jasonstaffreportfinal
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1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two
years from the date 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 expxration date

3. . Compliance. A1l development must occur in. strict compliance with the
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be
reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval.

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

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

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

7. IgLm5_gng_QQnQiiign;_Bun_gi;h_thg_Lgng. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to
bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms
and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
1. E vel nt:

Prior to the issvance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall
execute and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, stating that the subject permit is only for the
development described in the Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-025; and
that any future structures, additions or improvements to the property,
including but not 1imited to clearing of vegetation, that might otherwise be
exempt under Public Resource Code Section 30610(a), will require a permit
from the Coastal Commission or its successor agency. However, fuel
modification consistent with the requirements of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department's fuel modification standards is permitted. The document shall
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded
free of prior liens and any other encumbrances which the Executive Director
determines may affect the interest being conveyed.
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Pl nformin 1ogi i

A1l recommendations contained in the Preliminary Soils and Engineering
Geologic Investigation, dated November 20, 1995, prepared by California
GeoSystems, shall be incorporated into all final design and construction
including foundations, grading and drainage. All plans must be reviewed and
approved by the consultants. Prior to the issuance of the coastal
development permit, the applicant shall submit, for review and approval by
the Executive Director, evidence of the consultants' review and approval of
all project plans. : :

The final plans approveu gy dife cuirsustdands shal) ha jn suhctantial
conformance with the plans approved by tne Commission relative to
construction, grading and drainage. Any substantial changes in the proposed
development approved by the Commission which may be required by the
consultants shall require an amendment to the permit or a new coastal permit.

Wild Fire Wai £ Liabilit

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall
submit a signed document which shall indemnify and hold harmless the
California Coastal Commission, its officers, agents and employees against any
and all claims, demands, damages, costs, expenses of liability arising out of
the acquisition, design, construction, operation, maintenance, existence, or
failure of the permitted project in an area where an extraordinary potential
for damage or destruction from wild fire exists as an inherent risk to life
and property. ‘ '

Road Maintenance Agreement

By acceptance of this Coastal Development Permit, the applicant agrees that
should the proposed improvements to the access road or the proposed drainage
structures fail or result in erosion, the applicant/landowner or successor
interests shall be solely responsible for any necessary repairs and
restoration along the entire length of the access road as it crosses Skyhawk
Lane, Chard Road and Betton Drive. '

rosion Con nd Draina lan

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall
submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a erosion
control and drainage plan designed by a licensed engineer. The plan shall
incorporate the following criteria:

a) All disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained
for erosion control and visual enhancement purposes according to the
submi tted landscape plan within thirty (30) days of final occupancy of
the residence. Such planting shall be adequate to provide ninety (90)
percent coverage within one (1) year and shall be repeated, if
necessary, to provide such coverage. :
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b) Should grading take place during the rainy season (November 1 - March
: 31), sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt
traps) 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.
A1l sediment should be retained on-site unless removed to an appropriate
approved disposal location.

¢) The drainage plan shall illustrate that run-off from the roof, patios,
driveway and all other impervious surfaces on the subject parcel are
collected and discharged in a non-erosive manner which avoids ponding on
the pad area. Site drainage shall not be accomplished by sheetflow
runoff. ShoudTd the residential-project's drainage structures fail or . .
result in erosion, the applicant/landowner or successor interests shall
be responsible for any necessary repairs and restoration.

Required Approval

Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shalil
provide to the Executive Director of the Commission; a copy of a valid
California Department of Fish & Game Streambed Alteration Agreement, or
evidence that such an agreement is not required.

7. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval by the Executive Director, evidence
of the Geologist and Engineer consultant's review and approval of all project plans. Al
recommendations contained in the submitted geologic report titied: Supplemental Soils
and Engineering Geologic Investigation, dated September 10, 1999, prepared by

- California Geosystems, shall be incorporated into all final design and construction

including embedment depth and soldier pile design. All plans must be reviewed and
approved by the consuitants.

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

Removal of Excavated Material

The applicant shall remove all excavated or cut material consisting of approximately ten
(10) cubic yards of material to an appropriate disposal site located outside in the
Coastal Zone, or an approved site located in the coastal zone with a valid coastal
development permit for disposal of fill material. :
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9. Polluted Runoff Control Plan -

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit Amendment, the applicant shall
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Poliuted Runoff Control -
Plan, which, when implemented, will serve to minimize the discharge of pollutants from
residential runoff info surface water drainage, and maintain post-development peak
runoff rate and average volume, at levels that are similar to pre-development levels, by
incorporating structural and nonstructural Best Management Practices (BMPs) into final
approved grading, paving and drainage development plans. Appropriate BMPs include,
but are not limited to, the following:

. Protectmg existing vegetation and natural drainage systems;

o Incorporating silt traps, catch basins, and oiliwater separators into the design of
development that increases impermeable surfaces, including private roads and
driveways; ;

o Incorporating a BMP maintenance agreement which states that by acceptance of .
this Coastal Development Permit Amendment, the applicant/owner or successor
interests agrees to be solely responsible for regular maintenance including
inspection and regular cleaning of these approved BMPs to ensure their
effectiveness prior to and during each rainy season from November 1 through April

. 31 of each year. Debris and other water pollutants contained in BMP device(s) will

be contained and disposed of in a proper manner on a regular basis. All BMP
traps/separators and/or filters must be cleaned prior to the start the winter storm
season, no later than October 15th each year.
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‘LtFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

TH CENTRAL COAST AREA

SOUTH CAUFORNIA ST., SUITE 200" : Page 1 of 4
VENTURA, CA 93001 Date: July 7, 1997
{805) 6410142 ‘ : Permit N0.4-96-025

TAL PMENT P

On August 15, 1996, the California Coastal Commission granted to
Mark Jason Permit 4-96- 025, this permit subject to the attached Standard and -
Special conditions, for development consisting of:

Corstruction of a new 4, 800 sq. ft., 25'-0", 2 story single family residence, with
a swinminyg pool, iu.u‘“**g £08 rohie varde of arading. The nroiect also involves
improvements to a 1,730° access road lnvong paving, the installation of 3
rip-rap drainage dewces and approximately 3,016 cubic yards of grading and is
more specifically described in the apphcat‘lon on file in the Commission offices.

The development is within the coastal zone in Los Angeles County at
20556 Betton Drive, Topanga. ,

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission by

® DEGE|ER

PETER DOUGLAS

JAN 181995 Executive Director
ALIFORNi.
COASTAL COMMISS.

SCUTH CENTRAL COAST Livinee By: John Ainsworth
; Title: Regulatory Supervisor

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The undersignhed permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit and agrees to abide
by all terms and conditions thereof.

The undersigned permittee acknowledges that Government Code Section 818.4 which
states in pertinent part, that: "A public entity is not liable for injury caused
by the issuance. . . of any permit. . ." applies to the issuance of this permit.

IMPORTANT: THIS PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNLESS AND UNTIL A COPY OF THE PERMIT WITH
THE SIGNED ACKNOWLEDGEMENT HAS BEEN RETURNED TO THE COMMISSION OFFICE. 14 Cal.
Admin. Code Section 13158(a).

L1097
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. Date ’ ’ Siggdtére of Permitte | EXHIBITNO. ¢
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CPP Y-96-025
J=Y pajges-




ASTAL ELOPME

Page 2 of 4
Permit No. 4-96-025 .

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

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

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two
years from the date 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 explration date

3. Compliance. All development must occur in str1ct compliance with the
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be
reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval.

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

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

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

7. IgIm3_gnd_cg5gjilgng_gnn_uiih_jhg_Lgnd. 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.

1. Euture Deveiopment:

Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall
execute and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, stating that the subject permit is only for the
development described in the Coastal Development Permit No. 4-96-025; and
that any future structures, additions or improvements to the property,
including but not Timited to clearing of vegetation, that might otherwise be
exempt under Public Resource Code Section 30610(a), will require a permit
from the Coastal Commission or its successor agency. However, fuel
modification consistent with the requirements of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department's fuel modification standards is permitted. The document shall
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded
free of prior liens and any other encumbrances which the Executive Director

- determines may affect the interest being conveyed. .
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All recommendations contained in the Preliminary Soils and Engineering
Geologic Investigation, dated November 20, 1995, pregared by California
GeoSystems, shall be incorporated into all final design and construction
including foundations, grading and drainage. All plans must be reviewed and
approved by the consultants. Prior to the issuance of the coastal
development permit, the appiicant shall submit, for review and approval by
the Executive Divector, evidence of the consultants' review and approval of
all project plans. :

The final plans approved dy" & carsuddards shal) he in cuhstaniial
conformance with the plans approved by the Commission relative to
construction, grading and drainage. Any substantial changes in the proposed
development approved by the Commission which may be required by the
consultants shall require an amendment to the permit or a new coastal permit.

Wild Fire Waiver of Liability

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall
submit a signed document which shall indemnify and hold harmless the
California Coastal Commission, its officers, agents and employees against any
and all claims, demands, damages, costs, expenses of liability arising out of
the acquisition, design, construction, operation, maintenance, existence, or
failure of the permitted project in an area where an extraordinary potential
for damage or destruction from wild fire exists as an inherent risk to life
and property. ’

Road Maintenance Agreement

By acceptance of this Coastal Development Permit, the applicant agrees that
should the proposed improvements to the access road or the proposed drainage
structures fail or result in erosion, the applicant/landowner or successor
interests shall be solely responsible for any necessary repairs and
restoration along the entire length of the access road as it crosses Skyhawk
Lane, Chard Road and Betton Drive.

T rol an ina lan

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall
submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a erosion
control and drainage plan designed by a licensed engineer. The plan shall
incorporate the following criteria:

a) A1l disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained
for erosion control and visual enhancement purposes according to the
submitted landscape plan within thirty (30) days of final occupancy of
the residence. Such planting shall be adequate to provide ninety (90)
percent coverage within one (1) year and shall be repeated, if
necessary, to provide such coverage. :
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b) Should grading take place during the rainy season (November 1 - March
31), sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt
traps) 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.

A1l sediment should be retained on—sxte unless removed to an appropriate
approved disposal location.

¢) The drainage plan shall illustrate that run-off from the roof, patios,
driveway and all other impervious surfaces on the subject parcel are
collected and discharged in a non-erosive manner which avoids ponding on
the pad area. Site drainage shall not be accomplished by sheetflow
runoff. Shotild the vesidential project's drainage structures fail or-.
result in erosion, the applicant/Tandowner or successor interests shall
be responsible for any necessary repairs and restoration.

6. Required Approvals

Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall
provide to the Executive Director of the Commission; a copy of a valid
California Department of Fish & Game Streambed Alteration Agreement, or
evidence that such an agreement is not required.

3947C/JA/dp




rh e M.@%%j H
su%% wm@#v _..
MR

V&

v,
»

99

%

mS$ N L

——

Tuna Can woln

PHESITA-3
ESHA

EXHIBITNO. §

Avea

ly
bt

}

fal

ab

Tuwng (a hyon
E N VIVO W men
Songlhve H

7777




BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, mc.

. Geotechnical & Environmental Consultants, Established 1979

May 31, 2000 BYA Project No. 49.92096.0001
. . o
Mr. Mark Jason : (U/L/ J A
20384 Seaboard Road : A
 Malibu, California 90265 A e

SUBJECT:  Report of Hydrogeologic Evaluation, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon
Area, Los Angeles County, California

Introduction ‘ L -

Bing Yen & Associates, Inc. (BYA) completed this hydrogeologic evaluation of the Jason
property, a proposed single-family residence development. This work was performed in -
accordance with your request and authorization dated April 27, 2000. The purpose of this
investigation was to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed development, mcludmg an
onsite domestic water well, upon the Rydrogeslogic conditions in"the Vicinity of thesite. This

Tetter report presents the results of our evaluation and includes conclusions regarding the potential

hydrogeologic impact of the e proposed development on the local water'table and the surrounding
" énvironment.

The scope of work completed for this investigation included the followmg tasks:
Background data collection and review;

Onsite geologic reconnaissance; ;

Preliminary watershed-area analysis;

Preparation of geologic maps and cross sections;

Hydrogeologic data evaluation; and

Preparation of this report.

¢ & ¢ & » »

Site Description

The project site, known as the “Jason- Property”, is located in the Topanga Canyon area of
western Los Angeles County, California (Figure 1). The site address is 20556 Betton Drive.
Access is via Tuna Canyon Road to Betton Drive.

The site is an irregularly shaped parcel comprising 2.60 acres. A portion of the site has been
rough graded for a building pad. The remaining areas are in a relatively natural state. Maximum
topographic relief on the property is approximately 90 feet with elevations ranging from 1590 to
1680 feet. Surface drainage is via overland sheet flow. No drainage improvements were
observed at the time of our site visit.

The Jason property comprises one lot of a 16-lot development. All of these properties are
currently undeveloped and unoccupied. Nearby improvements include the recently paved Betton
- Drive. The existing nearest residential homes are located over one thousand feet to the north.

EXHIBITNO. &
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Proposed Development

The propoéed site development includes one single-family residence. Residential water is
planned to be supplied by an onsite domestic water well with an associated storage tank. Sewage
will be disposed by an onsite septic system utilizing multiple seepage pits.

The surrounding area consists of either undeveloped lots or open space. The Jason property and
surrounding lots are part of a residential development that originally included 16 units. All lots
are approximately 2.5 acres. Of the original 16 lots, one has been purchased by the State, and the
remaining 14 lots are owned by others (Jason, 2000).

Geologic Setting

The site is located in the western Santa Monica Mountains, part of the Transverse Ranges
geomorphic province of southern California. The Transverse Ranges are characterized by east-
west trending mountain ranges experiencing regional compression caused by the “Big Bend” in
~ the San Andreas fault. The regional compression is accommodated on reverse faults that
typically bound the flanks of the mountain ranges.

Bedrock in the site vicinity is the Oligocene-age Sespe formation. The Sespe formation is a
widespread terrestrial deposit consisting primarily of sandstone, pebbly sandstone, conglomerate,
and mudstone beds. Minor thicknesses of surficial deposits, including alluvium in the streambeds
and colluvium on slopes, mantle the bedrock. Bedding near the snte ts folded with generally north
dips at angles ranging from 20 to 30 degrees.

Groundwater

Groundwater flow in folded and faulted bedrock aquifers is usually unfeasible to accurately
model. Studies in mountainous bedrock terrain commonly treated groundwater flow as occurring
under unconfined conditions (Forster and Smith, 1988) with flow patterns mimicking the surface

topography.

Data regarding the depth to groundwater at the site is not available, however, two existing wells
are present within approximately 2,000 feet of the site. Depth to water in these wells was
reported at approximately 110 feet (Frayne well) and at 130 to 260 feet (Zanini well). Depth to
groundwater at the site is assumed to be at approximately 100 to 200 feet below the surface.
Actual groundwater levels will fluctuate significantly from season to season. Groundwater
conditions near the site are conceptually depicted on Cross Sections A-A’ and B-B’ (Figure 2).
Well records are included as Appendix B.

Analysis of Water Usage from Proposed Development

Water demand for a typical single-family residence is approximately 400 gallons per day. Of the
total demand, approximately 80% is typically used inside the residence and the remaining 20% is
used for landscape irrigation. Approximately 2 acre of irrigated landscaping is required within
“Zone A” as part of the Landscape / Fuel Modification Plan for the site (Malibu Design, 2000).

As shown below, of the 400 gallons of well water extracted per day, approximately 320 gallons
will recharge to the groundwater. Therefore, net groundwater withdrawal at the site should be
approximately 80 gaIlons per day. T —————
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Jason Report
Summary of Well Water Fate
Water Water Water Groundwater Recharge
Use Volume Fate Recharge Volume
Household | 320 gpd Septic System 95% 304 gpd
- Infiitration 20% 16 gpd
Irrigation 80 gpd Runoff/Evapotranspiration 80% 0gpd

Total 400 gpd Groundwater Recharge 80% 320 gpd

Hydrogeologic Impact of Proposed Development

The total porosity of the Sespe formation can be estimated at approximately 33% with a specific
yield of approximately 25% (Fetter, 1988; Todd, 1988). The 2.6-acre site comprises 113,256
square feet. Using a porosity of 33%, each foot of saturated bedrock underlying the 2.6-acre site
holds approximately 280,000 gallons of water

Site Area: 2.60 acres (113,256 ft’?)
Porosity (estimated): - 33%

Pore Volume per foot: 38,400 ft* = 280,000 gallons
Specific Yield (estimated): 25%

Aquifer Yield per foot of drawdown: 212,000 gallons
Net Groundwater Withdrawal (see above): 80 gallons/day
Theoretical Drawdown over 50-year design life: 6.9 feet

As shown above, net groundwater withdrawal of 80 gallons per day could induce a theoretical
cumulative drawdown of 6.9 feet over a 50-year period. The actual drawdown should be
szgmﬁcantly less since the above calculations neglect inflow from surrounding open space and
undeveioped properties. Long-term actual drawdown of the groundwater table across the site
should be in the range of one to four feet, with a resulting change in the groundwater table

lowering from approxnmately 120 feet to approximately 121 to 124 feet.

The above groundwater analysis assumes that all surroundmg__,propemes are extracting
oundwater at the same rate as the subject site. Therefore, the cumulative impacts of additional
develop ent would not increase ease the é: éstimated impact at the site.

Conclusions

¢ Due to the low-density nature of the planned development, residential water supply by
onsite domestic water well should have a negligible influence on the hydrogeologic water
balance at the site and surrounding areas.

e Due to the relatively high topographic relief and depth to groundwater of over 100 feet,
water well withdrawals should have a negligible influence on dry-season and wet-season
stream flows and springs.
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We appreciate the opportunity to assist you on this project. If you have any questions regarding
this report, please contact us at your convenience.

Sincérely,

BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

/
. Sgott Moors

Senior Project Geologist
CHG 607, exp. 9/30/2000
CEG 1901, exp 3/31/02

QA/QC: M?[

Attachments:  Figure 1 - Site Vicinity Map
Figure 2 — Cross Section A-A’ & B-B’

Appendix A — References
Appendix B - Site Plan and Well Records

report
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APPENDIX A
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August 3, 2000 BYA Project No. 49.92096.0001 -
Mpr. Mark Jason
20384 Seaboard Road ‘
Malibu, California 90265

SUBJECT: Respopse to Verbal Comments by California Coastal Commission, 20556
Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California

REPERENCE: Bing Yzn & Associates, Inc.: Hydrogeologic Evaluation, 20556 Betton Drive,
Toparniga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California, dated May 31, 2000

Bing Yen & Associates, Inc. (BYA) prepared this letter in response to verbal ccmments by Mark
Jotnson of the Californ’a Coastat Commission. Mr. Johnson reviewed the referenced report and
requested additional information in three areas:

1. Provide additioqal information or references regardmg the porosity and specific yield
values assumed for the Sespe Formation.

2. Provide the location of the nearby water wells identified in the referenced report.
3. Evaluate the tir e-frame for groundwater recharged via septic system to recharge well.
. BYA presents the following responses to the listed comments:

1. BYA researched several sources for site specific and formation specific porosity and specifc
yield valves for the Sespe Formation. BYA contacted the following information sources: No
published values were identified following contacts with the following sources:

a) California Well Sample Repository Internet site at www wellsample.org.
by City of Malibu City Geologist — Chris Dean.

¢) California Department of Water Resources ~ Gary Gilbreath

d) California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources — Tirt Quenlen
¢) Schiumbeger Ltd. - (805) 642-8141

f) CoreLabs (Bakersfield) - Jeff Smith - (661) 392-8600

Jeff Smith of Corel.ebs stated that porosity values for the Sespe Formation are in the “low
twenties” based on unpublished testing results. No other published values were available
from these sources.

Qur May 31, 2000 report assumes 33% porosity interstitial for calcuiating the “theoretical”
draw down potential over the design life of the project. Assuming a lower porosity would
increase the theoretical drawdown based on the mode] presented in the report. The model
includes several conservalive, simplifying assumptions.

The most significar t assumption in the groundwater discussion is that there would be no
laterai recharge. As a well draws down the water table, lateral inflow of groundwater is
induced, which stabilizes the cone of depression. As discussed in the report, we estimate that
a steady-state drawdown of one to four feet will be produced at the site. Quantitative draw

. o EXHIBIT NO. ‘-?
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down modeling is both impractical for a hilly bedrock aquifer and is not warranted given the
size of the project and the results of the qualitative analysis.

‘The simple model and accompanying discussion demonstrates that, since the site wijl use a
septic system for sewage disposal, the vast majority of extracted groundwater will be
recharged to the water table. Use of a well and septic system will result in a mach smaller
hydrogeologic “impuct” on the site than importing chlorinated water from offsite.  If
imported water is recuired, than the net change in groundwater recharge will e on the order
of 320 gpd (recharge), as opposed to 80 gpd (extraction) if a well is used. Water recharged.
from a well will be ¢f the same mineral character as the Iocal groundwater. Imported water
wouid have different chemical character.

The attached map illuswates the locations of the nearby water wells. The “Frayne” well
indicared in the report is depicted as “Jobbins” due to a change in ownership.

The time frame for septic dischargs to recharge to the water table is dependant on the depth
of the septic pits and the wetting-front seepage velocity in the unsaturated zone. Seepage
velocity can be estimated by the equation:
=ki '

Where v, is the seepage velocity, k is the hydraulic conductivity, and i is the hydraulic
gradient. Bedrock consists of interbedded sandstones, conglomerates, siltstones, and minor
claystones. The majority of groundwater seepage occurs through the units having the highest
hyvdraulic conductiviies. Flow may oc¢cur through clay beds, retarding seepage flow in a near
vertical seepage path. Using an assumed vajue of k = 10%cm/sec from published mfereuccs
(Todd, 1988, Fetter, 1988), and a gradient of i = 10.0 and solving for v, gives:

vi™ ki
A = 00001 cm/sec
and solving for a seventy-foot travel path gives a travel time of approxjmately 8 months.

Two typographic errors were noted in review of the referenced report: 1). Tae pore volume
on page 3 should read 37,400 £, rather than 38,400 f. The correct value (37,400 ') was
used in all calcuiations, 2) “Specific Yield” listed on page 3 should read “Specific
Retention”. Neither ervor has any impact on the ¢alculations or on the conclusions.

Conclusions

* Due to the low-density of the planned development, residential water supply by onsite
domestic water well will have a negligible influence on the hydrogeologic water balance
at the site and surrounding areas.

¢ Due to the relatively high topographic relief and the depth to groundvvater > 100 fest,
water well withdrawal will have a negligible mﬂuence or dry-season and wet-season
~ stream flows and springs.
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We appreciate the opportunity to assist you oo this project. If you have any questions regardiog
. this report, please contac! us at your convenience.

Sincerely,
BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, INC.
M""-‘/
. Seott Moors
Senior Project Geologist

CHG 607, exp. 9/30/02
CEG 1901, exp 3/31/02

Attachments:  Figure 1 ~Site Vicinity Map
Appendix A — References

Appendix B ~ Caleulation Sheet
respaim!
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105~ 2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200
FAX { 415) 904-5400

4 August 2000
MEMORANDUM |EXHIBITNO. X
To:  James Johnson, Coastal Prograpm Analyst A!J’Pﬂgbo X1y, B >
gre?m: }\;[sa;l: Lc:al:;s:’r;h Senior Geologist S _& # &/ \ Qf
Mewo 8 q!m

| rages (=3
I have reviewed the following documents in reference to the proposed water well for

the Jason property at 20556 Betton Drive in the Topanga Canyon area of Los Angeles
County:

1) Bing Yen and Associates report “Report of hydrogeologic evaluation 20556 Betton
Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California” dated 31 May
2000 and signed by D. Scott Moors.

2) Bing Yen and Associates Letter Report “Response to verbal comments by
California Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los .
Angeles County, California” dated 3 August 2000 and signed by Scott Moors.

In addition, I have spoken with Mr. Moors and discussed his findings with him.

In reference (1), Mr. Moors estimates a total household water usage of 400 gallons per
day (gpd), all of which is to be provided by the proposed well. Of this volume, an
estimated 80 gpd will be used for irrigation. He estimates that 20% of the 80 gpd, or 16
gpd, will infiltrate and recharge ground water, whereas the rest will be lost through
runoff and evapotransipiration. Of the 320 gpd used for household purposes, Mr.
Moors estimates that 95%, or 304 gpd, will be sent to a septic system, which will
eventually recharge to ground water. Thus, of the 400 gpd extracted, 320 (304+16)will
be returned to ground water, leaving a net ground water loss (use) of 80 gpd. These
numbers seam reasonable, and I concur with these findings.

Mr. Moors then uses a simple approach to calculate lowering of the water table to be

expected from this amount of ground water withdrawal. His approach is conservative

in that he assumes no inflow from adjacent properties; an assumption that is reasonable

if applied on a somewhat more regional scale since the site lies near the top of a ridge of

the Santa Monica Mountains and is hydrologically fairly isolated by canyons. Based on

assumed values of porosity and specific yield for the aquifer, he then calculates a

drawdown for a 50-year design life of 6.9 feet; this can be adjusted to 10.35 years for the .




75-year design life usually adopted by the Commission. In fact, this is a rather simplistic
model; drawdown would not be equal under the entire property, but in fact would be
greater than 10.35 feet at the well itself, and taper to zero at some distance from the
well, forming a cone of depression. It is impossible to accurately assess the shape of this
cone of depression or the maximum drawdown at the well without additional
information. Due to the proposed location of the well, the majority of this cone of
depression would not be under the subject property.

Further, and as addressed in reference (2), the values of porosity and specific yield
assumed in this calculation may tend to underestimate drawdown. A lower value of
porosity than the one used would increase theoretical drawdown—the “low 20’s”
figure cited in reference (2) yields a theoretical drawdown of 14.9 feet over the 75 year
design life (for 23%). Actual drawdown would be greater than this figure at the well
itself and taper off to zero at some distance from the well. Even a porosity value of 23%
may be too high for the geologic units underlying the site, with the possibility that
drawdown would be correspondingly greater.

Although neither the extraction of 80 gpd nor the calculated drawdown are likely to
significantly affect ground water recharge to the blue-line streams surrounding the site,
the cumulative effects of additional ground water extraction and drawdown if the
adjacent 15 parcels are similarly developed may be significant. Given the elevation of
the water table observed nearby in the Jobbins and Zanini wells, it appears possible that
the water table surfaces in the bed of the small tributary to Tuna Canyon east of the site.
Indeed, reference (1) above shows this geometry in the interpretive cross sections
provided. Thus, ground water may contribute to the flow of this tributary, at least
seasonally. Lowering the water table might prevent this contribution in the uppermost
portions of this stream. Since similar conditions probably exist in Tuna Canyon streams
to the south and west of the site, all of the blue-line streams south, east, and west of the
site may be similarly affected.

Even if the ground water table is not sufficiently lowered by development to eliminate
seasonal recharge to the stream beds, a net removal of up to 1280 gpd (80 gpd x 16
units) could occur if, as seems likely, the recharge area is not receiving groundwater
inputs laterally.

In summary, the proposed well is unlikely to significantly affect the blue-line streams
when considered in isolation. The cumulative effect of developing the entire
subdivision is more difficult to assess. Without additional hydrologic information, it is
impossible to assess whether the calculated lowering of the water table or the
withdrawal of the estimated 1280 gpd would significantly change the character of the
streams, but there is some cause for concern. I have conferred with staff biologist John
Dixon regarding the effects that the reduction of 1280 gpd might have on the habitat
associated with the streams. In the absence of better information on expected changes in
stream character, an assessment of habitat changes is impossible.

y



Information required to better assess the changes to be expected from the development
of 16 water wells on the subdivision include: an assessment of seasonal groundwater
contributions to the streams, hydrographs of the streams, the location of the water table
beneath the streams and its seasonal variation, and ground water flow velocity.

I hope that this information is useful in formulating your recommendation. Please do
not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,




N " BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, wc.

. Geofec{m:’cal & Environmental Consultants, Established 1979
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53in pays /-3 M&tsf Z‘} 200

San Francisco, CA 94105 oo TR
SOUTH CENTHAL COAST g7
SUBJECT:  Second Response to Comments by m&aﬁfomia Coastal Commission, 20556
Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California

REFERENCE: Bing Yen & Associates, Inc.. Response to Verbal Comments by California
Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive. Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles
County, California, dated August 3, 2000

Bing Yen & Associates, Inc.: Ayvdrogeologic Evaluation, 20556 Betton Drive.
Topanga Canyon Area. Los Angeles County, California, dated May 31, 2000

Bing Yen & Associates, Inc. (BYA) reviewed the Coastal Commission memorandum prepared by
Mark Johnson, Senior Geologist, to James Johnson, Coastal Program Analyst, regarding the
subject site, dated 4 August 2000. This letter in responds to concerns raised in that memo.

. ' Cumulative Impacts: The referenced memorandum notes that while “the proposed well is
unlikely to affect the blue-line streams when considered m isolation”, ... “the cumulative effects
of additional groundwater extraction and drawdown if the adjacent 15 parcels are similarly
developed may be significant”. The cumulative effect of multiple wells is certainly a valid
concern, however, the model presented m the referenced reports specifically accounts for
cumulative impacts. As previously discussed, no lateral flow is assumed in the simplified
groundwater model presented in the referenced report. Therefore, each approximately 2.5 acre
parcel is considered individually in isolation. The calculated drawdown of less than 15 feet will
remams the same for 1 lot or 10 lots because the additional groundwater extraction occurs over a
larger area. Furthermore, if lateral flow occurs (which it certainly will), the total drawdown will
be reduced in proportion to the lateral underflow flux.

It is also worth noting that all 16 lots of the tract are unlikely to ever be developed with water
wells. One lot in particular is owned by the State and will most likely remain as open space. A
few other lots are unlikely to be developed individually due to topography and are more likely to
be combined with adjacent lots by single owners. Ultimate build-out will most likely be 12 to 14
lots.

Finally, Mark Johnson’s memo notes that the cross sections presented in BYA’s May 31 report
conceptually illustrate a groundwater connection between the site and the nearest blue-line
streams (page 2, paragraph 3). Indeed, examination of the cross section, noting that the scale is 1
inch equals 400 feet, illustrates that the estimated (75-year) 15-foot drawdown is approximately
the equal to the /ine-width of the water-table line. This simply illustrates the low significance of
the maximum projected drawdown.

Balanced Ecosystem: It is our understanding that a goal of the Coastal Commission is to
minimize the potential impacts of developments on the coastal ecosystem. Towards this end,

2310 Ponderosa Drive, Suite 1, Camarilio, CAS83010  Tel. (805) 383-0064 Fax (805) 383-3090
A subsidiary of ATC Group Services, inc.



developing groundwater wells coupled with septic systems will result in the least impact of any
reasonable development scepario. Currently, significant artificial groundwater recharge is
occurring at several homes that import water and discharge to septic systems. Using the same
water usage figures presented m our BYA’s May 31 report, net groundwater recharge from
homes using imported water is approximately 320 gpd (304 gallons septic plus 16 gallons
wrigation infiltration). Thus the net extraction from a home using a well of 80 gpd offsets only
25% of the net recharge supplied by a home using imported water. Therefore, in order to achieve

a “balanced” groundwater system, it is desirable to develop a mix of homes supplied by wells and
homes supplied by imported water.- Numerous existing homes in the immediate vicinity of the
subject tract are currently using imported water and discharging to septic systems (Mark Jason,
personal comm.). These homes include those located along Tuna Canyon Road, Hawks Nest
Trail, and Sabina Drive (Figure 1).

Conclusions

¢ Due to the low-density nature of the planned development and the existing mix of homes
using imported water and well water, residential water supply by onsite domestic water
wells will have a negligible mﬂuence on the hydrogeologic water balance at the site and
surrounding areas.

» Due to the relatively high topographic relief and depth to groundwater of over 100 feet,

water well withdrawals will have a negligible influence on dry-season and wet-season
flows mn blue-line streams and springs.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact us at your convenience.

Sincerely,
BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

e ermnetrtns

cott Moor
Senior Project Geologist
CHG 607, exp. 9/30/02
CEG 1901, exp 3/31/02

Attachments:  Figure 1 ~Water Usage Map

Cc: James Johnson — Coastal Program Analyst
Mark Jason
Terry Valente

resporisel
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September 21, 2000 Ocr 03 BYA Project No. EXHIBIT NO. /O
200p , gifygﬁggg E A-3

Mr. Mark Johnson dWII/ l/[gmm ”

California Coastal Commissi %4“'04 ;%y _SYA, A‘f"""

45 Fremont, Suite 2000 -f?&!

San Francisco, CA 94105 iy Sopt.2), 2000

SUBJECT:  Additional Hydrogeologic Information, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga

Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California Pc’e S [—[ 6

As a follow up to our telephone conversation on September 11, 2000, Bing Yen & Associates,
Inc. (BYA) is providing this additional hydrogeologic information regarding the subject property.

The Coastal Commission representative asked for information regarding the period of the year
that water flows in the streambeds near the site. BY A researched sources regarding flow in the
creek(s) surrounding the Jason property. There was no site-specific data available from the
following information sources:

a) Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) - (626) 458-6199
b) United States Geological Survey (USGS) — California Water Resources Division
¢) California Department of Water Resources '

d) Selected publications (see references)

LACDPW maintains a stream gauge monitoring station on Topanga Creek in Mouse Canyon,
approximately one mile to the southeast of the subject site (Figure 1). According to Don
Carpenter of LACDPW, this is the only source of data near the subject site. The LACDPW
shares this data with the USGS — California Water Resources Division as well as the California
Department 6f Water Resources. Stream flow data for stream gauge F54C-R shows Topanga
Creek to be a perennial stream with occasional dry periods. Records, dating back to 1985,
indicate average (mean) annual flows of approximately 4.5 cubic feet per second (cfs) and
average dry-season (June — September) flows of approximately 0.7 cfs (Appendix A). Note that
the Topanga Creek stream-gauge data indicates an increasing trend of dry-season flows (see
chart).  The increase in dry-season flow is probably the result of an unbalance caused by imported
water being discharged into septic systems.

As discussed in our previous letter, dated August 25, 2000, a balanced groundwater system can
best be maintained by obtaining low-density residential water supply from onsite water wetls and

by recharging the groundwater directly through onsite septic systems. By this method, the vast
majority (~80%) of groundwater extracted is returned directly to the subsurface. Relying on
imported water creates an imbalance because imported water is discharged to the subsurface with
no offsetting extraction. The most balanced and natural-state may be obtained by a combination
of homes supplied by imported water and homes supplied by water wells. This exactly the
system the Jason property proposes to develop. Existing homes supplied by imported water and
homes supplied by water wells in the immediate vicinity of the Jason property are depicted on
Figure 1.

2310 Ponderosa Drive, Suite 1, Camarillo, CA 93010  Tel. (B05) 383-0064 Fax (808} 383-3090
A subsidiary of ATC Group Services, inc,
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

BING YEN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

;17 ¢/57 —
Scott Moors

nior Project Geologist
CHG 607, exp. 9/30/02
CEG 1901, exp 3/31/02

Attachments:  Figure 1 ~Water Usage Map
Appendix A — Topanga Creek Gauge Data

Ce: James Johnson — Coastal Program Analyst
Mark Jason
Terry Valente

responsed



49.92096.0001

REFERENCES
Bing Yen & Associates, Inc.: Hydrogeologic Evaluation, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon
Area, Los Angeles County, California, dated May 31, 2000

: Response to Verbal Comments by California Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive,
Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California, dated August 3, 2000

: Response to Verbal Comments by California Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive,
Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California, dated August 24, 2000

LACDPW, Personal communication with Don Carpenter (626) 458-6199, September 18, 2000
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. WESTERN HYDROLOGIC SYSTEMS - (916) 885-2480 Coa
F54C-R TOPANGA CREEK ABOVE MOUTH OF CANYON

F™MAILY DISCHARGE IN CUBIC FEET PER SECOND WATER YEAR OCT 1998. TO' SEP 1999 pw.

Day oy oV BEC AT FEg MR AR MAY T A TR [T 2
1 1.2 82 1.6 142 1.4 .90 1.3 1.4 70 0 49 35 . .89
2 1.2 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.0 .92 1.5 1.4 1.3 N .93
3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 .95 .95 1.3 1.5 .97 49 56 94
] o2 1.2 1.2 1.1 .93 .96 1.2 1.5 ..y .57 .96
5 1.1 1.2 1.2 11 1.3 .98 1.2 1.4 R A .99
3 1.0 1.2 2.2 1.1 .97 1.0 5.2 ' 1.4 70 . .7 .59 1.0
7 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.1 .95 1.0 5.7 1.3 e e 50 .58
s .96 3.9 1.3 11 .95 1.0 2.6 1.3 68 a8 6 .96
9 .0 1.3 1.1 1.1 4.2 1.1 2.0 1.3 &6 T S 92
10 .95 1.0 1.0 1.1 2.3 1.1 1.7 .2 65 A8 .62 .88
1 .58 1.2 1.9 L1 1.2 1.2 18 1.2 N - T
12 1.6 ‘1. 14 1.1 o0 1.2 12 1.2 &5 48, . .83 .87
13 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.2 .96 1.2 3.6 1.2 .58 TS e 85
1 .87 1.0 1.0 1.2 .85 1.2 2.5 1.1 .83 .8 68 - .82
15 .98 1.0 1.1 1.2 .95 5.4 2.0 1.0 .58 46 60 - -85
16 .96 1.0 1.1 1.2 .91 3.3 1.7 1.0 .87 _ .86 .58 . .85
1Y .90 1.1 1.1 1.2 8¢ i.4 1.5 1.0 .57 ;46 .56 .88
iB .36 3.1 1.2 1,2 .88 2 1 .95 Iy B T S ¢ .56
.54 1.1 1.2 1.3 .91 1.2 1.3 .85 T T . I '
?\ &R 1.1 1.2 1.3 .89 2.2 1.2 .85 56 .46 -82 .58
2 .85 11 11 1.2 . 1.4 1.3 .95 85 a8 .65 .57
22 .88 1.2 1.1 u2 .87 1.2 1.3 .95 56 . a6 - .68 ‘.60
23 .38 1.2 1.2 1.2 L oz 1.3 .84 .58 a7 78 -81
28 .81 1.2 1.2 9% .88 1.2 e .90 53 s s .59
25 ‘ .82 1.2 1.2 1.7 .88 5.6 1.3 87 .51 .50 e cuss
26 .84 1.3 1.2 z.8 .88 34 1.3 .81 3 I = .58
27 .8 1.3 1.2 L9 .89 1.7 1.¢ .78 51 s 75 .58
2 .58 45" 1.2 1.2 8 1.8 1.4 .76 S s .58
29 .88 17 Lz 1.1 e 1.3 1.4 .77 51 .58 79 -
30 .88 1.2 1.2 1.1 meemes 1.3 1.4 .77 5 .88 .. C .82
3 R 1.2 4.0 ee—e- 1.3 - N B BE e
TOTAL 29.64 40.82 31.5 41.6  31.35 481 8.5 33,46 19.13 1494 2008 22.35
MEAN .96 1.36 1.21 1.34 112 187 2.m 1.08 54 48 8 .75
MAX 1.3 4.5 2.2 3.0 4.2 5.8 19 1.5 1.3 - .55 .85 1.0
MIN .8} .82 1.0 1.1 . .8 .90 1.2 .71 50 .48 .55 .52
AL-FT 59 &1 T 83 &2 97 186 66 B 30 s a4
CAL YEAR 1§98 TOTALY 107.96  MEAN 3.7 WX 4.5 MIN .81 -t
WIR YEAR 1598 TOTAL 323.08  MEAN 1.16 MAX 19 UIN .45 839
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WESTERN HYDROLOGIC SYSTEMS - (91¢&) 885-2480
OF54RO F54C-R TOPANGA CREEK ABOVE MOUTH OF CANYON

. # ALY DISCHARGE IN CUBIC FEET PER SECOND WATER YEAR OCT 1997 TO SEP 1998

day oct Nov DEC JAN FEB MAR APH: MAY we A aug e

1 .1 1.4 1.2 2.3 2.3 106 107 10 1 3.9 1.4 .91
2 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.3 103 106 74 10 1 BT 1.4 142
3 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.3 2 97 4y 10 11 7.4 - 1.4 1.2
4 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.5 107 9% 2% 10 1" 6.7 1.4 1.3
5 1.1 1.1 21 2.3 102 % b5 10 n 6.6 1.3 1.4
5 1.1 1.1 128 2.3 r3 9% 1 10 1" &g 1.3 1.4
7 1.1 1.1 1.5 2.3 398 9% 1% 10 11 §.6 1.4 1.4
s 1.1 1.1 2.4 2.3 160 % ¥ 10 11 6.4 1.4 1.3
o 1.1 1.1 2.2 2 92 ! 1w 10 1" 4.3 13 1.3
10 1.1 1.1 2.2 17 92 4 10 10 1 4.2 1.3 1.2
11 1.1 .55 2.2 2.5 52 % 10 12 71 'S 1.2 1.2
12 1.1 95 2.2 2.2 92 9% 10 12 11 &9 . - 1.1 1.8
13 1.1 .55 2.2 2.2 71 9% 16 12 1" 3.9 1.1 1.1
1% 1.1 .93 2.2 2.2 106 % 1 1Z 11 3.8 1.1 1.1
15 1.1 .88 2.2 2.2 111 % 1 12 1 1.7 1.1 1.1
% 1.1 .88 2.2 2.2 111 9% 10 12 11 1.5 1.1 1.0
17 1.1 .88 2.2 2.2 11 9% 1w 12 1 3.6 1.1 1.0
" 1.1 88 3% 2.2 thE| % 10 2 11 . % 4 1.2 1.0
19 1.1 .58 1A 2.6 m % 1 12 11 3.8 1.2 59
20 11 .58 2.5 2.5 1 -3 10 12 11 3.8 1.1 1.0
R 1.1 .88 2.5 25 » 16 12 1" 2.9 1.9 1.0
s 1.1 .88 2.5 2.5 123 o 16 12 1 2.6 1.0 -3
‘ 1.1 a8 2.4 24 8% o3 1 12 11 24 1.0 25
1.1 .28 2.3 2.4 a7 9 1 12 11 2.3 1.0 -
1] 1.1 .58 2.3 2.4 108 121 1® 11 1 2.1 1.6 - 81
26 1.1 2.5 2.3 2.3 w07 108 1 1 10 ¥ 1.0 82
rea 1.3 1.8 2.3 2.3 106 mr iC 1 10 1.9 1.0 86
28 1.1 1.0 2.3 2.3 106 114 10 1 9.8 - L7 o7 7
29 1.1 1.0 2.3 26 106 10 " 9.4 1.5 95 76
30 1.1 12 2.3 2.7 e 105 1c 11 9.2 1.5 50 77
34 4.1 eeewmel 2.3 2.5 e 106 eecees 11 ceeeen 1.4 R S
TarAL % 41.96 25.9 130.9  4,021.5 3,039 537 345 123.4 118.8 35.30 3.7
MEAN 1.10 1.40 7.93 6,22 144 98.0 17.4 1.1 16.8 3.8 1.18 1.06
MAX 1.1 12 128 28 L4 121 1Q7 12 11 8.9 N 1.4
i 1.1 .58 1.1 2.2 2.5 93 18 16 9.2 1.4 90 .76
AC-§T 58 s s 260 7,980 &, 080 1,050 684 641 ") 71 &3
CAL YEAR 1997 TQTAL 994.52 KEAN .72 HAX 128 MIN .88 AC-FT 1,970
WTR YEAR 1998 TOTAL 8,895.06  MEMN 2.4 MAX 5 MIN .75 AC-FT | 17,640
As of 10/08/98 .aV.
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WESTERN HYDROLOGIC SYSTEMS - (916) 885-2480 -
OF54R0 FS4C-R TOPANGA CREEK ABOVE MOUTH OF cmou‘:.

#ILY DISCHARGE IN CUBIC FEET PER SECOND WATER YEAR OCT 199§ &*6'-;’3‘3? 1997 .

Day ocy KoV 0EC JAN FEB AR PR My JUK L A SEP
1 .76 12 81 3.0 5.0 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 B2 - L1
2 .78 .63 .85 4.5 4.4 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1
3 .80 .60 82 4.7 3.9 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 C1.2 .2 - 1
4 .81 .59 82 3.0 3.5 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 12 1.2 1.1
5 82 .58 .90 2.6 3.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 L2- L1
s .82 .56 1.3 2.1 2.9 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 ‘1.1
7 .81 .56 i.1 1.8 2.6 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 .20 Lz 1.1
8 80 .54 1.0 1.7 2.4 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1
g .81 55 37 1.5 2.1 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.7 1.1 1.1
10 .82 8 @ 1.8 2.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2+ Ll L1
1 .81 57 80 1.4 2.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 Il
12 .82 .57 15 5.5 1.8 1. 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 - .1 Lt
12 .82 .57 7.0 0 1.8 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 .2 1.l L1
14 .34 .57 4.7 3.5 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.2 t.2 1.2 1.1 1.1
15 .87 .60 33 a9 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 ) I SR 41
16 .88 .60 2.8 17 1.5 3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1
17 .88 .58 2.7 8.0 1.8 1.3 2 1,2 1.2 1.2 . 1.1 1.1
18 .88 .60 2.1 5.4 1.6 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1
% .88 .60 1.9 4.3 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 11 1.1
R 82 .60 1.8 7.6 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1
21 79 9.7 1.8 8.1 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1
22 .30 10 2 10 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 L2 LI ‘1.1
3 .82 .1 7.1 80 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 i 1.1
24 .85 1.3 3.7 2 1.4 1.3 1.2 19 R ¥ .2, 1l 1.1
5 .58 1.1 3.0 1 1.4 1.3 L2 1.2 1.2 - S | 1.1
% 82 .9 7w L.4 1.3 .2 1.2 1.2 .27 1l 1.1
27 .81 81 20 2 1.4 L3 1.2 1.2 L2 1.2 1l Ll
8 .82 J9 18 14 L4 13 .2 1.2 12 1.2 Ll .1
29 .86 82 5.8 I SR 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 - 1.1 1.1
30 L .30 1.9 L R 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 .20 11 L1
a1 1.1 N 1.2 5.8  ~meem- 13 e 1.2 - 1.2 - 11 eemeee
TOTAL 50,08 40,14 284,20  388.6 §3.1 0.5 36.8 37.2 3.0 37.2 . 3.9 a0
MEAK 1.82 1.34 $.17 12.5 7,15 1.31 1.23 1.20 .20 L2000 113 .10
MAX 25 16 80 a0 5.0 1.4 1,3 1.2 1.2 L2 k2 Ll
HIN .7 .54 .81 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 e . nr 1
AC-FY % 80 564 m 19 81 73 74 b3 D R - 85
CAL YEAR 1995 TOTAL> 376.52  MEAN 4,07 AX 60 M .54 M-FT 43
WTR YEAR 1997 TOTAL 1,078.82 MEAw 2.96 MAX ® Hin .54 AC-FT - 2,180
* Incomplete Aecord | Maximan instantaneous peax is 229 CFS at 18:20 o1 12/09/96,

A& ks of 10/01/97.R.,
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—~THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105- 2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5200
FAX (415) 904-5400

16 October 2000

EXHIBIT NO. [/

ﬁfﬁcﬁnﬁ E ! 3
To:  James Johnson, Coastal Program Analyst

From: Mark Johnsson, Senior Geologist Comm 35 om ©Coloy

Re:  Jason water well : 00* 2 Zb 2000 |
s /-3

To date, I have reviewed the following documents in reference to the proposeg water
well for the Jason property at 20556 Betton Drive in the Topanga Canyon area of Los

Angeles County:

MEMORANDUM

1) Bing Yen and Associates report “Report of hydrogeologic evaluation 20556 Betton
Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California” dated 31 May
2000 and signed by D. Scott Moors.

2) Bing Yen and Associates letter report “Response to verbal comments by California
Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles .
County, California” dated 3 August 2000 and signed by Scott Moors.

3) Bing Yen and Associates letter report “Second response to comments by
California Coastal Commission, 20556 Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los
Angeles County, California” dated 25 August 2000 and signed by Scott Moors.

4) Bing Yen and Associates report “Additional hydrogeologic information, 20556
Betton Drive, Topanga Canyon Area, Los Angeles County, California” dated 21
September 2000 and signed by Scott Moors.

My review of references (1) and (2) is found in my memo of 4 August 2000. The purpose
of this memo is to review the latest information from Bing Yen and Associates, found in
references (3) and (4), above.

In reference (3), Scott Moors addresses cumulative impacts of the development of the 16
lots that are part of the Betton Drive subdivision. He makes the point that it is likely that
not all of the lots in the subdivision will be developed; that ultimately only 12-14 lots
will be built upon. Although this assessment may be accurate, an estimate of potential
cumulative impacts must consider all 16 lots, since they are all legal buildable lots.




I concur with Mr. Moors conclusion that the type of hydrogeologic analysis undertaken
in reference (1) implicitly takes into consideration of cumulative effects on the level of
the water table. When adjusted by the new porosity values given in reference (2), this

‘analysis gives an estimated water table drawdown of 15 feet for the 75-year estimated

economic lifespan of the development. This amount of drawdown would not change
with development of additional lots in the subdivision; given the conservative
assumptions of the type of analysis undertaken, cumulative effects would be limited to
an additional area affected, not by a greater amount of drawdown. Drawdown of the
water table by 15 feet is not likely to have a significant impact on the hydrology of the
nearby streams (headwaters of Tuna Canyon Creek), which are deeply entrenched
below the site.

In addition to water table drawdown, the net amount of water extracted due to the
development should be considered, since the reduction in hydraulic head due to water
table drawdown could reduce the flow velocity of ground water toward the streams,
with a resultant reduction in ground water recharge to the Tuna Canyon streams. The
estimated net removal of ground water at full build-out is 1280 gallons per day (see my
memo of 4 August). This value represents the maximum possible reduction in ground
water recharge to the streams; actual reductions may be much lower. Based on the
available hydrologic information, I cannot find that this reduction would have a
significant impact on stream hydrology. At my request, Mr. Moors searched for
additional hydrologic data, but was unable to find it for the streams immediately
surrounding the development. In reference (4), he provides hydrologic information for
Topanga Creek at a site approximately one mile southeast of the subject site. This
information is not germane to the discussion of this application, since a well on the
subject site could not appreciably effect ground water recharge into Topanga Creek.
Further, the watershed of Topanga Creek upstream of the gaging station in Mouse
Canyon is far larger than that of the streams at the head of Tuna Canyon, and so these
data are not applicable to the streams under consideration here.

Finally, Mr. Moors makes the point in both reference (3) and (4) that the existing use of
imported water in development near the subject site would more than offset the ground
water use proposed. For each residence using imported water, approximately 320
gallons per day will be added to ground water through the septic system and irrigation.
In contrast, Mr. Moors’ calculations in reference (1) indicate that use of water wells
would result in the net extraction of only about 80 gallons per day per residence. Mr.
Moors points out that at full build-out, a mix of water wells and use of imported water
would best maintain the pre-development water table. I concur in this assessment; in
fact, if imported water were to be used exclusively throughout the subdivision, the
ground water table would very likely rise in the area, and the intermittent streams at
the head of Tuna Canyon would carry water for a greater period of the year than they
do at present. Therefore, it is not clear from the available data, whether use of water
wells would be more likely to have a greater impact on stream hydrology than use of -
imported water.

z



To summarize, I find after reviewing the above cited documents and researching the
hydrogeology of the area, that it cannot be demonstrated that either the proposed
development or the cumulative impacts of similar development throughout the Betton
Drive subdivision, would have a significant impact on stream hydrology in upper Tuna
Canyon. :

Sincerely,

Mark Johngson
Senior Geologist




