STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor

. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office Filed: 5/23/00
Oceangate, Suite 1000 49th Day: 7/11/00
Beach, CA 90802-4302 .
Qﬁ')sggfwﬁ 180th Day: 11/19/00 5
Staff: AJP-LB &
Staff Report: 7/13/00
M 98 ; Hearing Date: 12/12/00

Commission Action: 8/7/00

ECORD PACKET COPY
STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS

APPLICATION NUMBER: A-5-PDR-00-077/ 5-99-329
APPLICANT: Catellus Residential Group
AGENT: Latham & Watkins

PROJECT LOCATION: 7501 80™ Street, Westchester-Playa del Rey, City of Los
Angeles

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Resubdivision and merger of 12 lots into 6 lots within and
partially within the Coastal Zone and construction of a proposed 70-foot
' wide entrance road off Lincoln Boulevard, partially within the coastal zone,
. with 23 public parking spaces within the coastal zone; construction of a 6-
foot wide public trail along the bluff within a 10-foot wide easement partially
within the coastal zone; removal of approximately .39 acres coastal sage
scrub; and restoration of 10.46 acres of bluff face including revegetation of
8.16 acres with coastal sage scrub; construction of four below-grade soldier
pile walls; construction of a .32 acre public view park; dedication of open
space; removal of check dams within the large ravine (Hastings Canyon); and
on-site and off-site infrastructure improvements associated with a 32 acre,
114-single family lot, subdivision that is outside of the Commission’s
jurisdiction except for the bluff face and lower portion of ravine (Hastings
Canyon). Total grading within the coastal zone will be approximately 60,640
cubic yards of cut. The portion of the project site within the coastal zone
consists of 11.95 acres. The applicant is also proposing to dedicate as open
space 15 off-site lots (approximately 1.9 acres) along Cabora Drive.

COMMISSION ACTION: August 7, 2000

COMMISSIONERS ON PREVAILING SIDE: Desser, Dettloff, Allgood, Hart, Kruer, McClain-
Hill, Rose, Woolley, Daniels

. Summary of Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of
the Commission’s action on August 7, 2000, approving the permit for resubdivision and
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construction of a proposed 70-foot wide entrance road (Street “A") off Lincoln
Boulevard, partially within the coastal zone; dedication and construction of a public trail
along the bluff within a 10-foot wide easement partially within the coastal zone;
dedication of open space, and bluff and native plant restoration.

Staff Note:

The proposed development is within the coastal zone area of the City of Los Angeles,
which has been designated in the City’s permit program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction
area. Pursuant to Section 30601 of the Coastal Act and Section 13307 of Title 14 of
the California Code of regulations, any development located in the Dual Permit
Jurisdiction which receives a Local Coastal Development Permit must also obtain a permit
from the Coastal Commission. :

The City’s approval of the Local Coastal Development Permit (#99-016) has been
appealed to the Commission. [n order to minimize duplication and unnecessary delays,
Commission staff has combined the de novo appeal and Coastal Development Permit
application into one staff report and one Commission hearing. However, Commission
approval, modification, or disapproval of this project will require separate actions on the
appeal and Coastal Development Permit.

The proposed project was before the Commission in August 1999 (A-5-PDR-99-130/5-
99-151). The project was similar to the currently proposed project but included a total of
83,935 cubic yards of total grading, the filling of the 0.8 acre portion of Hastings
Canyon within the Coastal Zone, and the construction of retaining walls within the
erosion gullies along the bluff face. After a public hearing and testimony, the
Commission denied the project due to excessive grading, landform alternation and visual
impacts within the coastal zone. The applicant subsequently revised the project by
reducing the amount of grading, by eliminating filling of the portion of Hastings Canyon
within the Coastal Zone, and removed the retaining walls within the gullies. The
applicant resubmitted the revised project to the City of Los Angeles for a local coastal
development permit (#99-016) and then resubmitted a new coastal development permit
application to the Commission’s Long Beach office.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the commission adopt the Revised Findings

. MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND RESOLUTION FOR A-5-PDR-00-077:
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MOTION: ! move that the Commission adopt the revised
findings in support of the Commission’s action on
August 7, 2000 concerning Coastal Development
Permit #A-5-PDR-5-00-077.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL:

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will
result in the adoption of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The
motion requires a majority vote of the members from the prevailing side
present at the August 7, 2000 hearing, with at least three of the prevailing
members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing side of the
Commission’s action are eligible to vote on the revised findings.

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS:

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for approval of
Coastal Development Permit #A-5-PDR-00-077 on the ground that the findings

. support the Commission’s decision made on August 7, 2000 and accurately
reflect the reasons for it.

Commissioners eligible to Vote on Revised Findings for Coastal Development Permit #A-
5-PDR-00-077: Desser, Dettloff, Allgood, Hart, Kruer, McClain-Hill, Rose, Woolley,
Daniels.

. MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND RESOLUTION FOR 5-99-329:

MOTION: I move that the Commission adopt the revised
findings in support of the Commission’s action on
August 7, 2000 concerning Coastal Development
Permit #5-99-329.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL:

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will
result in the adoption of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The
motion rcquires a majority vote of the members from the prevailing side
. present at the August 7, 2000 hearing, with at least three of the prevailing
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members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing side of the
Commission’s action are eligible to vote on the revised findings.

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS:

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for approval of
Coastal Development Permit #5-99-329 on the ground that the findings
support the Commission’s decision made on August 7, 2000 and accurately
reflect the reasons for it.

Commissioners eligible to Vote on Revised Findings for Coastal Development Permit #5-
99-329: Desser, Dettloff, Allgood, Hart, Kruer, McClain-Hill, Rose, Woolley, Daniels.

. 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. |f development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years
from the date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

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

4, 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.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS
Open Space Deed Restriction
A. No development as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act shall occur

in Lots No. 115, 116, and 121 (referenced below as “open space lots”), as shown
on revised Tentative Tract Map No. 51122 (generally depicted on Exhibit 5a.},
except for:

(a) Vegetation removal for fire management consistent with plans approved
by the Executive Director; (b) landscaping with native vegetation in
accordance with the approved landscaping plan (c) removal of non-native
vegetation; (d) public trail and view park construction and maintenance; (e)
grading and drainage improvements in accordance with revised Tract Map
No. 51122; and (f) construction of buried soldier pile erosion control
systems in accordance with the letter (including plans submitted therewith)
submitted by the Project Engineer (RBF Consulting), dated May 3, 2000.

B. Concurrently with the recordation of Tract Map No. 51122, the applicant
shall execute and record over the above-described open space lots a deed
restriction in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting
the above restriction on development in the designated open space lots. The deed
restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be
recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or
changed without a Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development
permit.

Responsibility for Maintenance of Open Space Lots and Common Areas

A. Consistent with the applicant’s proposed project description, the applicant
and any successors in interest shall maintain the three open space lots in the
Coastal Zone (identified as Lots 115, 116, and 121 on revised Tentative Tract
Map 51122) and all common improvements including, but not limited to, the public
trail, view point, and view park, bluff face and planting areas, reflected in revised
Tentative Tract Map No. 51122, as submitted in Coastal Development Permit
applications A-5-PDR-00-077 and 5-99-329.

B. Concurrently with the recordation of Tract Map No. 51122, the applicant
shall execute and record over all of the above-identified lots a deed restriction in a
form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting the above
restrictions. The deed restrictions shall run with the land, binding all successors
and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director
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determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction .
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission approved amendment to
this coastal development permit. ‘

Trail Lateral Access

A. Concurrently with the recordation of Tract Map No. 51122, and in order to
implement the applicant’s proposal, the applicant shall submit to the Executive
Director for review and approval evidence that the applicant has executed and
recorded a dedication to the City of Los Angeles of a ten foot wide easement for
lateral public access and passive recreational use along the bluff as shown on
Exhibit No. 13. The document shall be recorded free of prior liens and any other
encumbrances which the Executive Director determines may affect the interest
being conveyed.

B. Any future development that is proposed to be located either in whole or in
part within the area described in the recorded offer of dedication shall require a
Commission approved amendment to this coastal development permit. This
requirement shall be reflected in the provisions of the dedication.

Future Development Deed Restriction .

A. This permit is only for the development described Coastal Development
Permit No. 5-99-329. Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations section
13253(b})(6), the exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources Code section
30610 (b) shall not apply to any lot within the Coastal Zone, in revised Tentative
Tract Map No. 51122. Accordingly, any future improvements to the permitted
development, including but not limited to repair and maintenance identified as
requiring a permit in Public Resources Code section 30610(d) and Title 14
California Code of Regulations sections 13252(a)-(b}), and any grading, which are
proposed within the restricted area shall require an amendment to Permit No. 5-99-
329 from the Commission or shall require an additional coastal development permit
from the Commission or from the applicable certified local government.

B. Concurrently with the recordation of Tract Map No. 51122, the applicant
shall execute and record a deed restriction in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, reflecting the above restrictions on development in the
restricted area. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors
and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director
determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission approved amendment to
this coastal development permit.




A-5-PDR-00-077 and 5-99-329 (Catellus)
Page 7

Assumption of Risk

A. Concurrently with the recordation of Tract Map No. 51122, the applicant
shall execute and record over Lots 115, 116 and 121 of said Tract Map a deed
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall
provide: (a) that the applicant understands that the site may be subject to
extraordinary hazard from landslides and soil erosion, and the applicant assumes
the liability from such hazards; and (b} that the applicant unconditionally waives
any claim of liability on the part of the Commission and agrees to indemnify and
hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees relative to the
Commission’s approval the project for any damage due to natural hazards. The
deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and
shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances which the Executive
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction.

B. PRIOR TO ANY CONVEYANCE OF THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT
OF THIS COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT that occurs prior to compliance with
subsection A of this Condition, the applicant shall execute and record over the
above-described lots a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director incorporating all of the above terms of subsection A of this
condition. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and
assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director
determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission approved amendment to
this coastal development permit.

Habitat Restoration Plan

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and written approval of the Executive
Director, final plans and specifications for the implementation of the West Bluffs
Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat Restoration Plan prepared by EARTHWORKS
Construction & Design dated March 2000 (the “Habitat Restoration Plan”), as
revised to include the 15 open space Lots 34 through 48 of Block 9 of Tract 9167
(generally depicted in Exhibit No. 5b.)

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved
final Habitat Restoration Plan. Any proposed changes to the approved final Habitat
Restoration Plan shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the
approved final Habitat Restoration Plan shall occur without a Commission approved
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director
determines that no amendment is required. Pursuant to the plan, applicant shall
monitor the project annually and replace plants that fail to establish in order to
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achieve 80% total coverage of native plants species. The annual monitoring report .
shall be submitted to the Executive Director.

C. Five years from the date of the receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for
the residences the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the
Executive Director, a Habitat Restoration Plan monitoring report, prepared by a
licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource Specialist, that includes a
determination of whether the on-site landscaping is in conformance with the
Habitat Restoration Plan approved pursuant to this Condition and provides no less
than 80% coverage and resists invasion by exotic plant species as demonstrated
by less than 25% coverage of weed species (percentages are measured in absolute
values). The monitoring report shall include photographic documentation of plant
species and plant coverage.

If the Habitat Restoration Plan monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in
conformance with or has failed to meet the performance standards specified in the
Habitat Restoration Plan approved pursuant to this permit, the applicant, or

successors in interest, shall submit a revised or supplemental Habitat Restoration

Plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director. The revised Habitat
Restoration Plan must be prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or a qualified
Resource Specialist and shall specify measures to remediate those portions of the

original Habitat Restoration Plan that have failed or are not in conformance with .
the original approved Habitat Restoration Plan.

Grading

A. All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of
rough tract grading, on the completion of final grading, and/or if the Executive
Director determines that grading has stopped and that the interruption of grading
will extend into the rainy season. Planting shall be in compliance with the Habitat
Restoration Plan. Non-native plants used for temporary stabilization shall not be
invasive or persistent species (see exhibit No. 20 for list of invasive plants). Such
temporary planting shall be adequate to provide sufficient slope stabilization within
90 days and shall be repeated, if necessary, to provide such stabilization. This
requirement shall apply to all disturbed soils including all unsurfaced roads and
pads; :

B. Should grading take place during the rainy season (November 1 — April 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. All sediment should be retained on-site unless

‘removed to an appropriate approved dumping location. .
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C. At the end of rough grading, all rough graded lots, and all disturbed areas
not included in trail and park development or revegetation plans shall be
revegetated with plants indigenous to the area. The plans shall specify seed and
plant sources, using, as far as possible, locally collected seed.

D. All fuel modification plans shall have been reviewed and approved by the
Los Angeles City Fire Department. Invasive plants, as noted above, shall not be
employed in fuel modification areas. The majority of plants employed shall be
California native plants naturally occurring on the Westchester Bluffs.

E. All proposed changes to approved plans shall be reported to the Executive
Director. Any changes the Executive Director determines to be substantial shall
require an amendment to this coastal development permit.

Submittal of Final Grading plans

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant
shall submit for review and approval of the Executive Director, final grading plans
which include grading for the access road, the view park, and the drainage setback
area/pedestrian trail.

Staging Area

Prior to the commencement of grading the applicant shall submit, for review and
approval by the Executive Director, a plan showing where equipment and materials
will be stored and any temporary access haul roads. No staging areas or haul
roads shall be allowed outside areas already permitted for grading by this permit or
other City-approved permits. '

Water Quality

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT A-5-PDR-00-077
and 5-99-329, the applicant shall submit evidence that the project will implement
the Storm Water Quality Management Program, West Bluffs dated March 7, 2000,
prepared by the Project Engineer (RBF Consulting). Such Program includes Best
Management Practices (BMPs) capable of collecting and directing runoff from all
streets and residential lots through a system of filter devices which are designed to
trap sediment, particulates and other solids and remove or mitigate contaminants.
Selected BMPs shall be of a design capacity capable of capturing, infiltrating, or
treating up to 0.75 inches of precipitation in a 24-hour period. Such BMPs shall
also include a catch basin maintenance program and a public education program
regarding stormdrain signage and the City’s household hazardous waste collection
program.
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Archaeological Resources

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant
shall agree in writing, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director,
to the following:

A.  Curation Facility.

1. Artifacts collected as a result of this project shall be curated at a qualified
curation facility, such as the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History.
A qualified curation facility is one that meets the State Office of Historic
Preservation Guidelines for Curation of Archaeological Collections.

2. Prior to completion of archaeological work at the site the applicant shall
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, evidence that:

(a) the curation facility meets the State Office of Historic Preservation
Guidelines for Curation of Archaeological Collections; and

(b} evidence of the facility’s willingness to accept the collection.

3. If no qualified curation facility is available at the time the project is
complete, an amendment to this permit shall be required to determine the
appropriate curation process.

B. Native American Monitor.

A Native American monitor shall be present on-site during all excavation activities
to monitor the work. The monitors shall meet the requirements set forth in the
Native American Heritage Commission Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of
Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites.

C. Review of Treatment Plan.

In the event that cultural resources are discovered and a Treatment Plan (mitigation
plan) is prepared, the Treatment Plan shall be submitted to the Executive Director
for review and approval. Based on the mitigation procedures outlined in the
Treatment Plan, the Executive Director will determine if an amendment to this
permit is required.
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Off-Site Open Space Deed Restriction

A. No development as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act shall occur
on Lots 34 through 48 of Block 9 of Tract 9167 (referenced below as “Open Space
Lots”, generally depicted in Exhibit No. 5.b) except for:

(a) Vegetation removal for fire management consistent with plans approved by
the Executive Director; (b) landscaping with native vegetation in accordance with
the approved landscaping plan; {c) removal of non-native vegetation; and (d)
landscape maintenance.

B. Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall
execute and record over the above-described Open Space Lots a deed restriction in
a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting the above
restriction on development in the designated open space Lots. The deed restriction
shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded
free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect enforceability
of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a
Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit.

Master Covenant And Agreement

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant
shall execute and record a Master Covenant and Agreement in a form and content
acceptable to the Executive Director, pursuant to which the applicant shall agree to
comply with Special Conditions Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 12. Such Master Covenant
And Agreement shall be recorded against applicant’s entire parcel, shall run with
the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior
liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the
Master Covenant And Agreement. The Master Covenant and Agreement may be
terminated upon the Executive Director’s determination that Special Conditions
Nos. 1.B., 2.B., 3.A., 4.B., 5.A and/or B. and 12.B. have all been complied with.

City Conditions

Any proposed change to such procedures, operations and activities, including but
not limited to changes in the City requirements shall be reported to the Executive
Director to determine if an amendment to this permit is necessary. This action has
no effect on local conditions imposed pursuant to an authority other than the
Coastal Act
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16.  Permit Compliance | .

All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in
the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth above. Any
deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the
Executive Director and may require Commission approval.

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS:
The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Project Description and Location

The applicant proposes the resubdivision and merger of 12 lots into 6 lots within and partially
within the Coastal Zone and construction of a proposed 70-foot wide entrance road off
Lincoln Boulevard, partially within the coastal zone (Street “A”), with 23 public parking spaces
within the coastal zone; construction of a 6-foot wide public trail along the bluff within a 10-
foot wide easement partially within the coastal zone; removal of approximately .39 acres
coastal sage scrub; and restoration of 10.46 acres of bluff face including revegetation with
coastal sage scrub; construction of four below grade soldier pile systems partially within the
coastal zone; construction of a .32 acre public view park; dedication of open space; removal .
of check dams within the large ravine (Hastings Canyon); and on-site and off-site
infrastructure improvements associated with a 32 acre, 114- single-family lot subdivision that
is outside of the Commission'’s jurisdiction, except for the bluff face and lower portion of
ravine (Hastings Canyon). Street “A” will provide access from Lincoln Boulevard to 85 lots in
the subdivision that are located outside of the coastal zone. Total grading within the coastal
zone will be approximately 60,640 cubic yards of cut. The portion of the project site within the
coastal zone consists of 11.95 acres (see Exhibits No. 2 and 3). The applicant is also
proposing to dedicate as open space 15 off-site lots (approximately 1.9 acres) along Cabora
Drive.

The Coastal Zone boundary is generally located at the top of the bluff, which varies
between the 145 to 150 foot elevation. In the northwestern portion of the site, the
boundary descends down into Hastings Canyon then up to Berger Avenue/Veragua Drive.
in the northwestern portion of the property the boundary line follows the biuff edge and
then descends done the east facing slope approximately 90 feet to Lincoln Boulevard.

The Tentative Tract Map proposes to subdivide the Coastal Zone, or bluff face area, into
six open space lots, some of which partially extend outside of the coastal zone. The
Tract Map will dedicate public right-of-way in the Coastal Zone for Lincoln Boulevard
widening and for proposed Street “A”. The Map will also dedicate public use easements
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in the Coastal Zone over the proposed view park lot off of Street “A” and for the
proposed bluff top trail (see Exhibit No. 3).

The Tract Map will merge into the proposed open space lots, eleven existing legal lots of
Tract 9167 that are located on the bluff face and in the Coastal Zone on the northwest
side of the project. Nine additional lots {seven in their entirety and portions of two) of
this Tract that are on the bluff face or in Hastings Canyon, but not in the Coastal Zone,
will also be merged into one of the proposed open space lots. The Tract Map will also
vacate a section of Hastings Avenue (unimproved roadway) within Hastings Canyon that
was previously dedicated with Tract 9167 (see Exhibits No. 4 and 5).

As proposed, no residential development will occur within the Coastal Zone. Residential
lots will be set back from the bluff edge 30-90 feet. Only the rear portions of 3 lots
extend into the Coastal Zone. The planned residential structures, which are all located
outside of the coastal zone, will be setback an additional 15 to 25 feet from the rear
property lines.

The property within the Commission’s jurisdiction consists of 11.95 acres. The 11.95
acres within the coastal zone is mainly comprised of steep natural slopes descending on
the northerly and westerly property boundaries. The natural slopes vary in gradient from
2:1 (horizontal to vertical) to almost vertical in steeply incised draws. The incised draws
are generally less than 20 feet in width with vertical wall heights on the order of 5 to 10
feet. However, a major ravine that subparallels Berger Avenue in the western portion of
the site has a width that varies from 50 to 250 feet with vertical wall heights on the
order of 30 feet. The ravine extends approximately 700 feet into the project site from
Cabora Drive. However, only approximately 170 feet, or 24%, of the ravine is within the
Coastal zone and within the Commission’s jurisdiction {see Exhibits 4 and 5). The
proposed project will not fill or grade that portion of the ravine that is within the coastal
zone. The only development proposed within this portion of the ravine is the removal of
two concrete check dams, that have been undermined, and revegetation.

The applicant is proposing to grade approximately 2.31 acres, or 19% of the 11.95
acres within the coastal zone. Grading within the coastal zone will consist of
approximately 60,640 cubic yards of cut. Approximately 89%, or 54,000 cubic yards,
of the cut will be for widening Lincoln Boulevard and construction of the entrance road
(Street “A”) and the public view park. The public view park will require approximately
4,000 cubic yards of grading. The remaining 11%, or 6,640 cubic yards, would be
along the top edge of the bluff face to create the proposed drainage setback area at the
top of the bluff face and repair the smaller erosional features.

The project is located in the Westchester/Playa del Rey community at the western edge
of the City of Los Angeles approximately 1.25 miles from the Pacific Ocean. The site is
adjacent to Lincoln Boulevard on the east, and faces an existing single-family residential
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community on the south and west. The northern boundary of the site generally follows .
the alignment of Cabora Drive, a service road along the face of the Westchester/Playa del

Rey Bluffs, extending approximately 25-30 feet further north from the Cabora Drive along

the northern and northeastern portion of the site, except for a small portion that extends
approximately 100 feet north of the Cabora Drive. In the western portion of the site the

boundary line follows approximately the southern edge of Cabora Drive (Exhibits No. 2-
4).

The bluff face is traversed by the partially paved Cabora Drive which is located near the
toe of the natural slope and overlies and provides access to the City of Los Angeles
North Outfall Sewer. A minor paved access road traverses up from Cabora Drive in the
eastern portion of the site to the top of the bluff and leads to a graded flat pad that was
formerly the location of a radar installation. Ground elevation on the site ranges from
approximately 50 feet above mean sea level along Cabora Drive at the base of the natural
slope to 135 to 170 feet on the bluff top (see Exhibits No. 2A and B}.

The site overlooks the Ballona Wetlands to the north and northwest. The bluff face is

visible from Lincoln Boulevard, which runs in a north-south direction to the east of the

project, and Jefferson and Culver Boulevard that run east-west and located north of the

project site. [ Al — Culver Boulevard is not mentioned later — in the visual impacts

discussion can you add that Street “A” is either not visible from Culver Boulevard or only
minimally visible, if that's true. .

B. Area Planning History

Because the bluff faces along the Westchester Bluffs were visually and biologically part
of the Ballona Wetlands system, Los Angeles County included the lower portions of these
bluff face lots as part of the Marina del Rey/Ballona Land Use Plan which was certified by
the Commission on October 10, 1984. Subsequently, the City of Los Angeles annexed a
458 acre portion of the County's Marina del Rey/Ballona LCP area which included the
Westchester bluff top and bluff face lots. The City of Los Angeles then submitted the
Playa Vista Land Use Plan for the newly annexed coastal lands. The Commission
certified the City's Playa Vista Land Use Plan in 1986. A subsequent court suit
challenged the adequacy of habitat protection in the land use plan with respect to the
Ballona Wetlands. A settlement was reached that relates to the Ballona Wetlands, but
does not relate directly to the site at issue here.

Prior to the Coastal Act the bluff face was subdivided into multiple "tiers" of lots, with
the first row generally located below (north of) Cabora Drive (currently a gated, paved
access road) and the second and third tiers located above {south of) Cabora Drive and
below {(north of) Veragua Drive (at the top of bluff). The proposed property lies
approximately between Cabora Drive to the north, and 80™ Street and Rayford Drive on .
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the south. The property is partially within the certified Playa Vista Land Use Plan area
and designated as a single-family residential area. The Playa Vista Land Use Plan
identifies the area above (south of} Cabora Drive as Residential | and the area below
(north of) Cabora Drive as a Ecological Support area or buffer area for the wetlands. The
Ballona Creek wetlands occupy approximately 163 acres north of the bluff and Cabora
Drive. The subject lot zoning is identified as Residential I.

Recently, subdivided lots on the bluff face and crest of the bluff to the west of the
project site have been sold to separate owners who have constructed several single-
family homes. The lots have little buildable area atop the bluff, so the homes are built
mainly down the bluff face. Because these houses are highly visible and may have
adverse effects on the biologic and visual quality of the Ballona Wetlands that lie below
the bluff, the City of Los Angeles applied for a boundary line adjustment so that the
Coastal Zone Boundary did not cut though the middle of properties. Several homes were
built on this bluff prior to the Coastal Zone Boundary Adjustment. Since the boundary
adjustment there have been approximately seven single-family residential developments
approved by the Commission for construction along this portion of the bluff.

The lower portion of the proposed site was within the Coastal Zone prior to the Coastal
Zone Boundary Adjustment. The upper portion of the property was annexed into the
Coastal Zone in 1990 as a result of the Minor Boundary Adjustment BA #6-89. The
recently adjusted Coastal Zone Boundary runs along Veragua Drive to the west of the
project site and then follows the top of the bluff through the undeveloped project site to
Lincoln Boulevard.

C. Standard of Review

Even though there is a certified Land Use Plan for a portion of this bluff, the standard of
review for development is the Coastal Act. The reason for this is that there is no
certified implementation program. Until the Commission has certified a total LCP the
standard of review remains the Coastal Act. However, it has been the Commission’s
practice to consider its action in certifying a LUP in reviewing proposed projects within
partially certified areas.

D. Public Comments

The South Coast District office has received a number of letters from residents,
neighborhood groups, and environmental groups in opposition to the project. Concerns
raised include excessive grading and landform alternation, visual impacts, impacts to
biological resources, including wetlands, landscaping, and traffic generation. Some of
the concerns raised are issues outside of the Coastal Zone and not within the
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Commission’s jurisdiction. Concerns that raise Coastal Act issues have been addressed .

below in the staff report.
Since the proposed project was originally submitted to the Commission, a number of

letters have been submitted, both in support and in opposition to the project. The letters
are attached as Exhibit No. 19.

E. Visual Resources/ Landform Alteration

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that permitted development shall be sited and
designed to minimize the alteration of natural landforms and protect the scenic and visual
quality of coastal areas:

Section 30251

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.

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

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

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

The certified Land Use Plan states:

Grading shall be permitted on the bluffs only to the extent necessary for habitat
protection, mitigation of potential geologic hazard, slope stabilization, erosion
control, residential development or road construction. However, any grading
permitted for such purpose shall minimize landform alteration to the maximum
feasible extent, consistent with the above permitted development. Any
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development on the bluffs shall incorporate adequate standards for grading,
drainage control, setbacks and geologic engineering.

The Westchester bluffs extend approximately 3.25 miles from Centinela and Sepulveda
Boulevards in the east, outside of the Coastal Zone, to Vista Del Mar Boulevard in the
west. The bluffs rise approximately 120 to 170 feet above mean sea level {see Exhibit
No. 2A). The bluff is capped by Quaternary Terrace Deposits that range in thickness
from approximately 20-35 feet. Pleistocene marine sediments (poorly consolidated sand
with occasional gravel and cobble layers) underlie the Terrace Deposits. The biuff
material is subject to slippage and erosion and needs support if graded or disturbed.
According to the Geotechnical Report prepared for the project (Pacific Soils Engineering,
Inc, 2/1/99), surficial failures have occurred along oversteepened portions of the slopes
of the Ballona escarpment.

The project site is the last large undeveloped parcel along the Westchester bluffs. The
bluffs on the project site are relatively undeveloped but over the years have been
modified by the construction of Lincoln Boulevard, installation of drainage channels, the
North Outfall Sewer, and grading and paving of Cabora Drive. In addition, utility poles
exist on the site and remnants of a deteriorated paved access road leading up the bluff
face to a former radar/radio antenna site is visible. The former antenna site has
deteriorated paving and a chain-link fence partially surrounding the site.

The bluffs to the east and west of the project site are developed. To the east, across
from Lincoln, and outside of the Coastal Zone, the bluff tops are developed with single-
family residences and Loyola Marymount University. Immediately across Lincoln at
Hughes Terrace Road, a four-story building is built into the bluff. West of the project
site, there are a number of large multi-story residential structures located atop the bluff
and a number of residential structures that cascade down the bluff face.

The proposed project will require 60,640 cubic yards of total grading (cut) along the
upper bluff face and bluff top for the construction of the access road {Street “A”) leading
to the interior lots, the public view park adjacent to Street “A”, the trail vista point in the
northwestern portion of the property, widening of Lincoln Boulevard, and for erosion
control and drainage improvements along the bluff edge (see Exhibits No. 9 and 10A-G).
This amount of grading is 26% of the approximately 229,000 cubic yards of grading
which would have been required to create a 2:1 engineered slope on the entire bluff face
as the City initially required. Approximately 54,000 cubic yards of grading, or 89% of
the total grading, will be necessary for the construction of Street “A”, the view park and
the widening of Lincoln Boulevard. Approximately 6,850 cubic yards will be for bluff
edge erosion control and drainage improvements.

Consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, the project minimizes landform
alteration, thereby preserving and protecting most of the existing bluff face. The zoning
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and General Plan (including the certified LUP) land use designations for the project site
and the existing legal on-site parcels allow home to be built over the entire site, including
the bluff face. The proposed project has not sought to develop in this manner. Instead,
the proposed project minimizes grading by leaving most of the project within the Coastal
Zone (81% or 9.64 acres) ungraded.

While minimizing landform alteration in the Coastal Zone, the project will also provide
geologic stability and erosion control in its design consistent with the policies of Section
30253(1) and (2) of the Coastal Act. The project is designed to stabilize the bluff face
while preserving as much of the natural bluff face in the Coastal Zone as possible. The
City initially asserted that grading the entire bluff to create a 2:1 slope was necessary for
geologic stability. Instead, the project incorporates a design solution to avoid the
extensive grading that would be required to create a 2:1 slope. The proposal is to set
back the residential development from the bluff face behind a line based on where a
theoretical 2:1 projection up from the base of the bluff face at Cabora Drive would
daylight at the top of the bluff, with an additional fifteen (15) feet added to this as a
safety precaution. With this design solution, the majority of the bluff face within the
Coastal Zone will be left in an ungraded condition and the proposed residential
development will be set back further away from the bluff face so as to achieve an
acceptable margin of geotechnical stability. This solution, consistent with Section
30253(2) of the Coastal Act, also allows for the diversion of drainage away from the
bluff face through the creation of a drainage setback area at the top of the bluff face. .

Also consistent with Section 30251 is the Project’s objective to restore and enhance the
visual quality of the existing degraded bluff face both in and outside of the Coastal Zone,
through the implementation of a comprehensive bluff face revegetation plan. This plan is
fully described in the Project's Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat Restoration And Creation Plan,
for which a special condition requires that restoration be carried out and completed
consistent with such Plan and that the restoration be monitored to ensure adequate
coverage and success. The proposed restoration and enhancement of the portion {81 %)
of the existing bluff face to be preserved, and the revegetation of graded slopes with
native plant material, will enhance existing views of the bluff face consistent with
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

1. Street “"A”

Street “A” will be approximately 50-60 feet wide and extend approximately 480 feet

from Lincoln Boulevard up the northeastern portion of the property to the top of the

- mesa, which is outside of the Coastal Zone. The road cut for Street “A”, as it traverses

up the bluff face, will lower the elevation of the bluff face and top of the bluff from
approximately 10 to 56 feet. Grading for the road will require aporoximately 54,000

cubic yards of grading with a 90 foot high by 260 foot wide, engineered 2:1 cut slope on

the down slope side of the proposed street. .
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According to the EIR, with proposed revegetation of the cut slope for Street “A”, views
will not be significantly impacted. Furthermore, the EIR also states that, due to existing
surrounding development atop and down the bluff face to the east and west of the
proposed development site, the visual impact of the proposed project would be
substantially less than the surrounding development.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states in part that the scenic and visual qualities of
coastal areas shall be protected and development shall minimize the alteration of natural
landforms, enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas, protect the scenic and visual
qualities of coastal areas, and site and design development to protect views to and along
scenic coastal areas.

As stated, the 11.95 acre bluff face within the coastal zone, is part of the last large
undeveloped parcels atop the Westchester bluff and immediately adjacent to the Ballona
wetlands. It is a prominent, geologic feature and constitutes a scenic coastal feature.
The applicant asserts that after revegation of the bluff with native shrubs, Street “A” will
only be minimally visible along the coastal routes of Lincoln Boulevard, which is a main
north-south coastal access corridor, and Jefferson Boulevard, a main east-west coastal
access corridor, providing access from the inland areas to the beaches of Playa del Rey
and Dockweiler. The views of Street “A” from Lincoln, Jefferson and Culver Boulevard
from within the coastal zone, will be limited due to distance, location of the access road
in the northeast corner of the property, and bluff orientation.

The applicant asserts that, due to historical grading for Lincoin Boulevard, the slope is
not a natural landform and Section 30251 of the Coastal Act should not apply to this
portion of the proposed development. To support the applicant’s argument, the applicant
has submitted historical aerial photographs and topographic maps that show that the
bluff, prior to the construction of Lincoln Boulevard in the 1930’s, was a continuous bluff
formation that extended to the east, across the present location of Lincoin Boulevard (see
Exhibits No. 11 and 12). The construction of Lincoln Boulevard required extensive
grading to lower the gradient, and laying back the slopes along the sides of the new
road. This grading activity affected the northeast corner of the proposed development
site, in the location of the proposed Street “A”. Therefore, the applicant concludes, the
bluff slope in this section of the property is not natural. Furthermore, the applicant
states that Lincoln Boulevard will be widened, with or without the proposed project, as
part of the Playa Vista development traffic mitigation measures and the applicant is
required to dedicate a variable width widening of 10 to 17 feet along Lincoln Boulevard
frontage for a planned half-street pavement width of 57 feet. While the Playa Vista
traffic mitigation measures along Lincoln Boulevard may further alter the project property,
at this time, the Commission has not reviewed those traffic mitigation measures or the
Playa Vista project, which would need to be approved by the Commission. Therefore, at
this time, staff can not speculate as to the scope of work or amount of grading that
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would be required along the project property’s Lincoln Boulevard frontage without the .
proposed Street “A”.

Although the bluff was altered by the construction of Lincoln Boulevard, the northeast
portion of the proposed project site still retains the geomorphologic features of a bluff.
Furthermore, the bluff was altered more than 60 years ago and is viewed by many, in its
present form, as a natural landform and considered a scenic feature. Therefore, the area
should still be considered a natural landform and a visually significant geologic feature
that should be subject to the requirements of Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

The applicant has considered access alternatives to the subdivision that would eliminate
Street “A” and its grading along the bluff. Alternative access to the site could be
provided from the existing residential streets along the southern portion of the property,
outside of the Coastal Zone. As explained below, the City has indicated that access
from the residential area will adversely impact the intersections within the residential
area. With this access alternative, traffic from the 85 internal residential lots, which
would have entered the project site from Street “A”, via Lincoln Boulevard and Hughes
Terrace, would enter the project site via Lincoln Boulevard and 83" Street and various
neighborhood streets off of Manchester Avenue, that are located south of the project site
and lead to the site. These access routes would be outside of the coastal zone. The EIR
indicates that Lincoln Boulevard and 83" Street operates at LOS (Level of Service) F
during morning peak and LOS D during the peak evening. LOS F occurs when a facility is .
overloaded and is characterized by stop-and-go traffic with stoppages of long duration.

The impact from these alternative access routes would be to the adjacent residential
neighborhood outside of the coastal zone from increased traffic and circulation.
According to the EIR, this alternative would result in adverse impacts to the Level of
Service at Lincoln and 83™ Street, with lesser increases at Manchester Boulevard and
Rayford Drive, Park Hill Avenue or Hastings Street also possible. In addition, the EIR
indicates that impacts on existing neighborhood streets would be greater and increases in
traffic on the most heavily traveled residential streets could be as much as 3.5 times
greater with this alternative.

Because of these impacts to the adjacent neighborhood and greater impacts to key
intersections, Street “A” is the best alternative and the one that was required by the

City. The City has submitted a letter, dated May 18, 2000, stating the City’'s

Department of Transportation (LADOT) position regarding site access {see Exhibit No.

19). The letter states that LADOT determined that the proposed Street “A” location is

the preferred access route for the site because the existing roadways and surrounding
intersections cannot accommodate the addition of traffic from the entire 114-unit
development. Based on their analysis of the traffic, the City states that the elimination

of site access from Lincoln Boulevard would result in significant, unmitigatable impacts at

the intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and 83" Street, and would add increased traffic to .
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the cross streets along Manchester Avenue, affecting traffic flow along this coastal
access corridor. The City has further indicated that because of existing development,

mitigation of the potential traffic impacts is not possible. The existing residential streets
- are narrow and developed with residential development. Widening the streets would
require loss of sidewalks and landscaping, and therefore the City eliminated road
widening as a possible mitigation measure.

For the reasons explained above, the Commission finds that the proposed alternative
access to the subdivision using existing residential streets would have significant adverse
impacts and would be unacceptable to the City. Accordingly, the Commission finds that
access using existing residential streets is not a feasible alternative.

A second access alternative would be to locate Street “A” further to the south,
maintaining access from Lincoln Boulevard, but having the entire Street “A” outside of
the Coastal Zone. This alternative would eliminate all, or a majority of the grading for
Street “A” from the Coastal Zone. However, LADOT and Caltrans does not consider this
a viable alternative because it would create another intersection that is too close to the
existing signalized intersection, and will adversely impact traffic flow. In addition, driver
visibility of a new signalized intersection will be limited due to the curve which will create
safety problems for vehicles turning into and out of Street “A”. The Commission concurs
and finds that relocating Street “A” to the south, outside of the Coastal Zone, will
adversely impact traffic along Lincoln Boulevard, which will have an adverse impact on
coastal access, and is not feasible for safety reasons.

The Commission also finds that, as proposed, Street “A” will minimize [andform
alteration along the bluff. The portion of the applicant’s property within the coastal zone
totals 11.95 acres. Of this total 9.64 acres or 81% of the total will be left ungraded and
restored with native plantings. As stated above, of the total grading of 60,640 cubic
yards within the coastal zone, 54,000 cubic yards is necessary for Street “A”
construction and Lincoln Boulevard improvements. The grading for the road represents
89% of the total grading. The remaining 11% will be for the public trail, view park,
drainage control, and remedial bluff work. By concentrating and limiting grading to
specific areas and leaving the majority of the property ungraded, the applicant has
minimized-the amount of landform alteration. Furthermore, as explained above there is
no feasible alternative access route that would eliminate the need for Street “A”".
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent
with the requirement to minimize landform alteration in Section 30251 of the Coastal
Act.

The applicant asserts that any impacts on the visual quality of the coast from the
construction of Street “A” will be mitigated through landscaping and restoration. The
applicant has provided restoration plans that include revegetating the entire bluff face
with native plant material, including coastal sage scrub. Currently, native vegetation on
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the bluff is highly disturbed and sparsely distributed. Revegatation of the biuff with
native plants, including coastal sage scrub, will improve the visual quality of the bluff.
Revegetation with coastal sage scrub will also provide screening to reduce the visual
impact of Street “A” from nearby coastal access routes. After revegation of the bluff
with native shrubs, Street “A” will only be minimally visible along the coastal routes of
Lincoln Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard. The views of Street “A” from Lincoln and
Jefferson Boulevard from within the coastal zone, are limited due to distance, location of
the access road in the northeast corner of the property, and bluff orientation.
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, will not result in
significant adverse impacts to views of the bluff.

To further mitigate potential visual impacts of the road, the applicant is proposing, as
part of the development proposal, to retire the development potential of 15 off-site
residential lots, through a recorded open space deed restriction. The 15 lots are located
west of the development site, immediately south (upslope) of Cabora Drive. The 87-100
foot deep !ots extend from Cabora Drive, upslope to approximately the middle of the
140-foot bluff face. The upper half of the bluff face consists of 16 single-family lots.
Eleven of these upper biuff face lots are developed with multiple-story single-family
residences that cascade down the bluff face. The remaining five lots are vacant.

The 15 lots offered by the applicant, are part of Tract No. 9167, which was created in
the 1930's. Access to the lots are via Cabora Drive, which is a dedicated public road
that extends from Lincoln Boulevard, located east of the lots, and to Falmouth Avenue,
located west of the lots. Cabora Drive is currently used as a City utility access road and
is not opened to the public. In addition to the 15 lots, there are approximately 21
additional lots, under separate ownership, located on the north side {downslope) of
Cabora Drive.

By offering to retire these 15 lots from future development, the area (1.9 acres) will be
preserved as open space. This will eliminate the adverse visual impacts that would result
from development of residences cascading down the bluff on these lots. It will also
eliminate the adverse impacts on habitat in the adjacent Ballona wetlands that would
result from development on these iots and the improvements to Cabora Drive that would
be necessary to provide access to these lots.

These 15 lots are iocated below a tier of lots that are developed with residences that
cascade halfway down the bluff face. Because of the adjacent development, the scenic
value of this bluff area has been diminished. Preservation of the 15 lots will prevent
further adverse visual impacts to the bluff. The lots to be dedicated as open space are
adjacent to the wetlands and provide a visual buffer between the wetlands and the
upland development. The applicants’ offer to keep these lots undeveloped and
landscaped with native vegetation will also prevent native invasive type plants from

encroaching closer to the wetlands by providing a landscape buffer between the wetland .
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and upland areas that are landscaped with non-native plants. The conditions imposed by
the Commission require that prior to issuance of the permit, a deed restriction will be
recorded preserving the 15 lots as open space.

Thus, the additional open space and landscape restoration of the 15 lots, as proposed by
the applicant, will enhance and protect the scenic and visual qualities of the area and will
also enhance the area biologically. Without construction of Street “A”, an alternative
access route to the subdivision would be used that would not be located in the coastal
zone and therefore would not require a permit from the Coastal Commission. Therefore,
if Street A is not constructed, the visual enhancement of the bluff resulting from
revegetation of the bluff on the project site and preservation as open space and
revegetation of the 15 lots on the bluff located to the west of the project site would not
occur.

To ensure that the 15 lots to the west of the project site that will be preserved as open
space are landscaped with native vegetation, the applicant shall provide a landscape and
restoration plan for the offered 15 open space lots. The landscape and restoration plan
shall be consistent, to the maximum extent possible, with the landscaping and
restoration plan submitted for the proposed 11.95 acre subdivision. The Commission
finds, that only as conditioned will the proposed project be consistent with Section
30251 of the Coastal Act.

2. Bluff Top Grading

The proposed grading within and along the bluff edge will impact approximately 2.31
acres or 19% of the total 11.95 acres within the Coastal Zone. Grading along the top of
the bluff will lower the bluff edge, which varies from approximately the 143 to 150 foot
elevations, which is the coastal zone boundary, from a minimum of approximately 5 feet
to a maximum of approximately 19 feet. In the eastern portion of the site (Lots 1-6) the
existing elevation along the bluff edge is approximately 143 to 150 feet. Proposed
grading will lower the bluff edge to approximately 13 to 19 feet, with a daylight line at
approximately 130”. Along the middle section, Lots 7-16, the existing elevations along
the bluff edge are approximately 140-145 feet. Grading will lower the bluff edge by
approximately 5 feet, except in front of Lots 7 and 8 where the edge will be lowered by
approximately 15 feet to an elevation of 130 feet. Lots 17 to 26, located in the
northwestern portion of the property have an existing bluff edge elevation at 150 feet.
Grading will lower the existing elevation by approximately 5 to 12 feet.

The grading along the bluff edge is required by the City as a condition of development.
To ensure stability of the site and prevent soil erosion due to surface runoff, the City
would have generally required the applicant to regrade the entire slope at 2:1 and require
the use of culverts along the bluff face to control runoff. In order to develop the bluff
mesa consistent with the City’s building standards but also preserve the majority of the
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bluff face in its natural condition, as opposed to regrading the entire slope at a 2:1 ‘
engineered slope, the City’s Building and Safety Department required, as an alternative,

that the bluff edge be graded so that runoff drains away from bluff edge to reduce runoff

onto the bluff face to prevent further erosion of the bluff and to ensure geologic stability

of the bluff. The City has also required that all residential development be setback 15

feet behind a theoretical 2:1 projection line drawn from the base of the bluff to the top of

the bluff.

Removal of 5 to 19 feet of bluff top is the minimum amount of landform alteration
necessary for construction of Street “A” and the view park. Section 30251 of the
Coastal Act states in part that the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be
protected and development shall minimize the alteration of natural landforms and
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. The applicant is limiting the grading to
only 19% of the site and is limiting the amount being removed from the edge to the
minimum necessary to comply with the City’s Building and Safety requirements.
Furthermore, as discussed above, the applicant is proposing to mitigate any adverse

visual impacts through planting and restoration of the ungraded and graded portions of
the bluff face.

" The purpose of the grading of the bluff top is to direct drainage away from the bluff face
and direct it to a drainage swale that will collect drainage and carry it laterally across the
top of the bluff to a catch basin connecting to the project’s proposed on-site storm drain
system. The drainage swale is designed as part of the bluff top trail, which meanders in
and out of the coastal zone. Moreover, the proposed grading will provide geologic
stability and erosion control along the bluff face and reduce the amount of sloughing and
erosion that is occurring along this area that has potential impacts to the wetlands
through deposition of sediments.

To further reduce erosion along the bluff face within the erosion gullies, four soldier
pile/retaining walls (pile erosion control systems) are proposed partially within the Coastal
Zone. These systems will be buried atop the bluff and immediately above and outside of
the erosional gullies. The systems will be located entirely within the area proposed for
bluff edge erosion control and drainage improvements. The buried system north of
proposed lots 1,2 and 3 extends approximately 120 liner feet into the Coastal Zone. The
system north of proposed lots 11 and 12 extends approximately 75 feet of its overall
195 feet into the Coastal Zone. The system west of proposed lot 25 extends
approximately 5 feet of its 55 feet into the Coastal Zone and the system located to the
west of lots 26 and 27 extends approximately 50 feet of its overall 105 feet into the
Coastal Zone. The erosional gullies below the walls will not be altered other than with
landscaping to minimize further erosion. Due to the short length of these retaining
systems in the coastal zone, they will cause only minimal landform alteration in the
coastal zone. The walls will not be visible from nearby coastal access routes.
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To mitigate the visual impacts from grading along the bluff edge, the applicant proposes
to landscape all graded areas and restore approximately 9.64 acres of natural bluff face,
that will remain ungraded within the Coastal Zone. The restoration plan includes the
removal of all non-native vegetation and replanting with native vegetation, including
Diegan sage scrub. The impact from the proposed development will be greatly reduced
by revegetation of the bluff.

In addition to the landscaping and restoration, the applicant is proposing to incorporate a
public view trail along the top of the graded bluff within the drainage setback area, to
provide an added public benefit. The trail will extend from Berger Avenue, in the
northwest portion of the property, to the eastern portion of the site. The trail will be
approximately 6 foot wide and located within a 10-foot wide public access easement.
Approximately 530 lineal feet of the total 2,100 feet of the proposed bluff trail is within
the Coastal Zone. The construction of the trail will not require any additional grading
since the trail will be located within the graded area that is needed for the drainage
setback improvements.

The grading plan was developed by the applicant and the City as an alternative to a
reconstructed slope, and although the biuff edge will be altered, 81% percent of the bluff
face will remain ungraded and restored with native landscaping. The proposed
restoration and enhancement of the degraded bluff face, and access and open space
improvements can adequately mitigate the impacts due to grading and landform
alteration. Therefore, the proposed grading along the top of the bluff is consistent with
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. ‘

Moreover, to ensure that the trail and open space areas remain as open space, and open
to the public, a special condition requiring the dedication of the open space and the use
of the trail for public use is necessary, as described in the Public Access section below.
Furthermore, to ensure that the open space and trail are maintained, a special condition
requiring the applicant or future property owners to maintain the areas, including the
public trail and all landscaped areas is necessary.

To ensure that the visual impacts due to the grading along the bluff edge will be
minimized, the applicant has submitted a landscaping plan using coastal sage scrub and
other native plants. All graded areas, including the ungraded areas of the bluff face will
be landscaped. To ensure that the landscaping is completed consistent with the
submitted plan, a special condition is necessary to require that landscaping is carried out
consistent with the plan and that the landscaping be monitored to ensure adequate
coverage and success.

With regards to methane gas, the applicant has had testing done on the site by a
consultant. Based on the testing, there were no significant quantities of detectable
methane gas, and the site is considered suitable for development with regards to
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methane gas. However, in previous actions on hillside development in geologically
hazardous areas, the Commission has found that there are certain risks that can
never be entirely eliminated. in addition, the Commission notes that the applicant
has no control over off-site or on-site conditions that may change and adversely
affect the coastal slope on the property. Therefore, the Commission finds that the
proposed project is subject to risk from erosion and/or slope failure (topple or
slump) and that the applicant should assume the liability of such risk. The
assumption of risk, when recorded against the property as a deed restriction, will
show that the applicant is aware of and appreciates the nature of the hazards
which may exist on the site and which may adversely affect the stability or safety
of the proposed development. To ensure that all future development will be
consistent with the Commission’s action and with the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act, a future Improvements deed restriction is necessary. Furthermore, the
Commission’s approval of this project is based on a review of a professional design
prepared by the project engineers and geologists and reviewed by the City of Los
Angeles. Therefore, the Commission has imposed a condition requiring the
applicant to carry out the work as fully described in its submittal. Similarly,
interpretations of the meaning of a proposal or even of a condition can vary
especially when the applicant is faced with field conditions. Therefore, the
Commission is requiring that the applicant, as it has freely in the past, accept site
visits in order to determine compliance with the Commission’s conditions.

The Commission, therefore, finds that only as conditioned will the proposed
development be consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

F. P}Jblic Access and Traffic

All projects requiring a Coastal Development Permit must be reviewed for compliance
with the public access provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Section 30210
states that maximum access and recreational opportunities shall be provided to protect
public rights:

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

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:
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Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states:

The focation and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public
access to the coast by providing adequate parking facilities.

The applicant is proposing to provide a pubic access trail along the bluff edge and a
public view park adjacent to the proposed access road (Street “A”). See Exhibit No. 13.
The public access trail will be a 6-foot wide concrete trail, within a 10-foot wide public
access easement, along the top of the bluff. The trail will be constructed within the
proposed bluff top drainage setback area. The trail will run from Street “A” in the
northeast portion of the site to Berger Avenue in the southwest corner of the site
(outside of the Coastal Zone). Approximately 530 lineal feet of the proposed bluff top
trail will be within the Coastal Zone (a total of 2,100 lineal feet of trail will be within and
outside of the Coastal Zone in this project site. The trail will be located in front of the
proposed residential development. The City’s Tract conditions require dedication of this
trail for public use.

The proposed 2,100 foot long public trail will provide public access along the bluff over
property that is currently private. The trail will offer unobstructed views to the general
public of the Ballona Wetlands, Santa Monica Bay, and the Santa Monica Mountains.
The public trail, as located, will enhance public access.

In addition to the proposed bluff trail the applicant is proposing a .32 acre view park.

The view park will be located on the north side of the proposed Street “A”. The park will
be entirely within the Coastal Zone. The park area would have approximately 300 feet of
frontage on Street “A” and a depth off the street of between 30-60 feet. Landscaping of
the view park is proposed to include turf, shrubs, ground cover, and trees.

The park as proposed will be open to the general public and an easement over the park
for this purpose will be dedicated to the City of Los Angeles. In support of the view park
and bluff top trail the applicant is also proposing public parking on the proposed access
road (Street “A”). The access road, which is partially (the northern half of the road) in
the Coastal Zone, will provide approximately 23 parking spaces on the north side within
the Coastal Zone and 25 spaces on the south side outside of the Coastal Zone.
Furthermore, approximately 11.5 acres or 96% of the property {Lots No. 115, 116, and
121) within the coastal zone, including the trail, is being offered by the applicant, as
open space, through the recordation of a deed restriction.
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By providing access via Lincoln Boulevard, via Street “A”, the applicant is providing direct .
public access to the bluff top trail and view park through a public street. Street “A”, as
proposed, will provide approximately 48 public parking spaces along the street to support

the use of the trail and view park. Approximately 23 of the 48 public parking spaces will

be located within the Coastal Zone, due to the location of the Coastal Zone boundary line

and alignment of Street “A” (see Exhibit No. 5¢.). The applicant has indicated that they

will submit a Coastal Zone boundary line adjustment that will adjust the line to include

the entire Street “A” within the Coastal Zone. This adjustment will place all 48 parking

spaces within the jurisdiction of the Commission.

Therefore, with Street “A”, there is a greater public access benefit than the alternative
routes for access to the subdivision, discussed above. Moreover, the proposed alignment
with the existing intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Hughes Terrace will minimize
traffic conflicts and provide the public safe ingress and egress to and from the site.

If Street A is not constructed, an alternative access route to the subdivision will be used

that is located outside of the coastal zone and therefore a permit from the Commission

would not be required. Without Street “A” the proposed public parking along Street “A”

in the coastal zone will not be available. While it appears that the applicant may still

propose to construct a bluff top trail on the site even if Street “A is not constructed,

visitors who wanted to use the trail would need to park on the surrounding residential

streets located outside of the Coastal Zone. In the future if public parking becomes a .
nuisance to the residences, there is a possibility that the City could implement parking
restrictions which would prevent or reduce public use. Since these streets are outside of
the coastal zone, such restrictions would be outside of the Commission’s jurisdiction.
This will reduce the public’s ability to access this coastal area. In addition, if Street “A”
is not constructed, construction of the bluff top view park will not occur. Thus, if Street
“A" is not constructed in the proposed location in the coastal zone, the significant
enhancement of public access on the site resulting from the bluff top view park and
visitor parking to access the park and the bluff top trail will not occur.

Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project will enhance public access to and along
the bluff top for scenic viewing and passive recreational use. Therefore, the proposed
project, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30210, 30211 and 30252 of the
Coastal Act. Any future change to the number of parking spaces or availability of the
parking along Street “A”, within the Commission’s jurisdiction, will require a permit or an
amendment to this permit.

G. Biological Resources

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states:
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Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-
term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30233 states in part:

fa) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and
lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this
division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following:

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating
facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and
Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 304/, for boating facilities if, in
conjunction with such boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded
wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland. The
size of the wetland area used for boating facilities, including berthing space,
turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support
service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland.

{6) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying
cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and

outfall lines.

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in
environmentally sensitive areas.

{7} Restoration purposes.
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(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities.

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging
in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional
capacity of the wetland or estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified
by the Department of Fish and Game, including, but not limited to, the /9 coastal
wetlands identified in its report entitled, "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal
Wetlands of California”, shall be limited to very minor incidental public facilities,
restorative measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay,
and development in already developed parts of south San Diego Bay, if
otherwise in accordance with this division.

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 those resources shall be
allowed within those areas.

(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 these areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those .
habitat and recreation areas.

This property is located on a highly visible bluff overlooking Ballona wetlands: the
Westchester bluffs. These bluffs are prominent landforms rising 140-170 feet above the
Ballona Wetlands. The existing Ballona Wetlands are remnants of a much larger wetland
system that formerly covered approximately 1,750 acres. However, a change in course
of the Los Angeles River, construction of the Ballona Flood Control Channel in 1932, and
dredging of the Marina del Rey Small Craft Harbor in the 1960's drastically reduced the
size of the marsh to its present state. Urban development in this region also contributed
to the significant reduction in the quantity and quality of the Ballona Wetlands. Most of
the remaining Ballona Wetlands are no longer in their natural condition having been
altered by oil drilling, pipelines, construction of roads, conversion to farm lands, and
dredged material disposal.

According to the EIR urban development has exacerbated the erosion of Hastings
Canyon and the on-going erosion has resulted in the depositing and accumulation of
sand and soil sediments in the Ballona Wetlands, which has created an alluvial fan
below the mouth of Hastings Canyon and north of Cabora Drive. This alluvial fan
has provided an opportunity for invasive exotics, which further degrade the
wetlands. Because of the deposition of silt over the years, the area immediately
north of Cabora Drive, extending 300-400 feet from the road, has not been .
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designated as wetlands [{CDP #5-91-463 (Maguire Thomas Partners)]. In a revised
wetland delineation prepared this year for the Corps, Playa Vista identified 138.71
acres of wetland acreage in Area B (see Exhibit No. 8). This represents a reduction
from the 1987 delineation (143.3 acres). This reduction is located on the
expanding alluvial fan at the end of Hastings Canyon. The Corps has not
determined whether this continued deposition will change its jurisdiction, but the
fan has altered hydrology and function of the wetlands.

In other past permit action for the area, the Commission has recognized that
concentrated drainage via the storm drain along Veragua Walk into Hastings
Canyon contributes to bluff instability, and wetland impacts from sedimentation
and pollution, that eventually get washed into the Ballona wetlands {5-98-282; 5-
97-205; 5-97-349). The bluff face has also experienced erosion due to surface
runoff and contributes to sedimentation.

The project site represents a portion of the upland habitat associated with the Ballona
Wetlands. The bluffs generally support mixed coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland
and disturbed vegetation. The project site contains less than five acres of intact coastal
sage scrub on the bluff face, with the remainder of the bluff faces disturbed and
supporting non-native grassland. According to the EIR the bluff face is characterized by
native coastal (Diegan) sage scrub, non-native grassland and ruderal vegetation where
native vegetation has been displaced (see Exhibit No. 7). Coastal sage scrub covers less
than five acres in isolated patches along the bluff face. The vegetative cover of this
community is generally sparse, ranging between 20 and 30 percent. The Commission’s
staff biologist has inspected the area, including the vegetation on the bluff face and has
determined that due to degraded nature of the vegetation, limited isolated patches of
Coastal Sage Scrub, and presence of invasive plant species, the value of the habitat on
the bluff is low and does not constitute an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area
(ESHA). Therefore, the project site within the Commission’s jurisdiction is not subject to
Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act.

The LUP originally submitted by the County of Los Angeles proposed restoration of
upland sensitive habitat that included the bluffs extending eastward of Falmouth Avenue
to Lincoln Boulevard, which inciludes the proposed site. The California Department of
Fish and Game (CDGF) objected to the inclusion of the 12 -acre portion of the bluff,
between Falmouth Avenue and Lincoln Boulevard as environmentally sensitive habitat.
The CDFG found that the impacts of adjacent residential uses proposed south of Cabora
Drive along the top of the bluffs as well as use of Cabora Drive, would preclude the long-
term management of that portion of the bluffs as environmentally sensitive habitat.
Therefore, the CDFG recommended deletion of the 12 acres of bluff from the restoration
program. The CDFG further recommended that the deleted bluff acreage be replaced
with 12 acres of environmentally sensitive habitat area located in the lowland portion of
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Area B. The Commission concurred with the CDFG’s recommendation and excluded the .
bluff area as sensitive habitat. :

The project will impact approximately 0.141 acres of jurisdictional streambeds. Only a
small percentage of the streambeds’ length are located in the Coastal Zone. The
streambeds are regulated by CDFG and the jurisdictional waters regulated by the Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The portion of this jurisdictional area that is located within
the Coastal Zone will not be significantly impacted. Most of the jurisdictional area is in
the portion of Hastings Canyon that is located outside of the Coastal Zone. The habitat
values of the jurisdictional streambeds have been determined by CDFG and ACOE, to be
of minimal value. Due to the impacts to coastal sage scrub, located in and outside of the
Coastal Zone, and to the wetlands located outside of the coastal zone, CDFG is requiring
restoration along the bluff face consisting of habitat enhancement of existing Diegan
sage scrub vegetation and removal of exotic vegetation. The California Department of
Fish and Game is requiring the applicant to restore .80 acres of habitat, representing a
mitigation ratio of greater than 5:1 for the CDFG jurisdictional area impacted. The
applicant is proposing to plant a total of 10.46 acres of Coastal Sage Scrub along the
bluff face, including planting with other native vegetation along the natural and graded
areas.

According to the EIR this will increase habitat values on the bluff face for obligate ‘

species associated with the Ballona Wetlands which utilize the upland habitat. .
Furthermore, as proposed by the applicant, 9.64 acres or 81% of the bluff face,

within the Coastal Zone, will be left ungraded and continue to serve as a buffer

between the Ballona Wetlands and the residential areas to the south.

a) Habitat

This property in its entirety provides several types of habitat: the mesa or bluff top, the
bluff face, and gullies or ravines.

1) The bluff top. The bluff top, consisting of approximately 32.74 acres, is not in the
Commission’s jurisdiction. Whether or not the bluff top plays an important role in the
ecosystem, is not an issue that the Commission can address, since it is not in the
Commission's power to regulate development on the bluff top.

2) The bluff face, consisting of approximately 11.95 acres, supports degraded Diegan
sage scrub (coastal bluff scrub). The vegetation on the property, though degraded is
denser and healthier appearing than on adjacent parcels that have been subject to fire
clearance. The applicant proposes to restore the bluff face vegetation with native
species compatible with Diegan coastal sage scrub species that will not have to be
extensively cleared to protect the homes from fire.
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3) There are four drainages on the property that are under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). These drainages include Hastings
Canyon and three other gullies that are incised down the bluff face. The opponents
assert that there are wetlands within Hastings Canyon.

To be considered a wetland by the Coastal Commission there must be evidence that the
area is a wetland as defined in Section 30121. Section 30121 states that:

“Wetland” means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes on
or close brackish water marshes swamps, mudflats and fens.

To be judged a wetland a site must have one of three elements: (1) inundation, {2)
hydric soils, or {3) hydrophytic vegetation. While these ravines are subject to seasonal
floods, as a rule they are dry, so they are not inundated. Secondly, within the coastal
zone, the four drainages support no hydrophytic plants, and in fact there is very little
vegetation in the ravines. Third, the soils report prepared at the request of the staff
showed that there are no hydric soils.

While Hastings Canyon does contain approximately .04 acres of wetlands, recognized by
CDFG, in one isolated location, the wetland area is located outside the Coastal Zone.

The applicant’s biologist, representatives of the Department of Fish and Game, and the
United States Army Corps of Engineers {Corps) and the Commission’s staff biologist have
inspected the Canyon and have determined that the biological value of the ravine is low.
The approximately 0.8 acres of Hastings Canyon that are within the Coastal Zone, along
with the other smaller drainages, have been determined by CDFG not to contain any
wetlands. In support of this, the applicant has provided a 1703 permit from the CDFG
and a biological and soil analysis by its consultant (see Exhibits No. 8 and 9) that
indicated that the areas do not contain wetlands. Furthermore, the Commission’s staff
biologist has inspected the site and agrees with the applicant’s report and CDFG that the
drainages within the Coastal Zone do not support any wetlands. Based on the
information provided by the applicant and site inspections, there are no areas that contain
wetlands on the project site within the Commission’s jurisdiction and, therefore, the
project site is not subject to Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.

The Coastal Act habitat policies require that projects adjacent to Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas be developed consistent with the maintenance of the habitat
areas. Although this area is not immediately contiguous to the wetland and the value of
small patches of habitat may be small, there is grounds within the general policies found
in the Playa Vista Land Use Plan for preserving and restoring as much native vegetation
as possible. The applicant is proposing to preserve and enhance the existing native plant
material on the bluff face (see Exhibit No. 15). The applicant has submitted a
revegetation plan that requires the removal, to the greatest extent possible, of all exotic
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non-native vegetation. The removal program will employ hand and hand tools, as well as .
limited chemical means. The type of weed removal employed will depend on type of
weeds, location, and slope stability.

It is most important, however, that development adjacent to the wetlands not include
species that may escape and supplant native plants within the ecosystem. As
conditioned to include Diegan sage scrub and other native plants compatible with an
upland bluff face community, the development will be consistent with Section 302400f
the Coastal Act. To ensure that the impacts to the native vegetation is mitigated, the
applicant has submitted a landscaping plan indicating the type and location of native
vegetation and includes the removal of non-native plants. The plan also includes success
and monitoring criteria. The restoration plan includes performance standards that require
total native plant coverage of 80% and the site resists invasion by exotic plant species as
demonstrated by less than 25% cover of weed species (percentages are based on
absolute values).

To ensure that the landscaping and monitoring is carried out consistent with the
submitted plan a special condition indicating the requirements for success and monitoring
is necessary. A report shall be required to be submitted to the Executive Director after
five years to evaluate the success the landscaping and include remediation measures if
the landscaping does not meet the success criteria. As conditioned to control grading,
and to revegetate, the project conforms with Sections 30230, 30231, 30233 and
30240 of the Coastal Act.

b) Water Quality

The proposed project will redirect storm runoff from Hastings Canyon and existing
surface runoff away from the bluff into an on-site stormdrain system (the West Bluffs
Storm Drain). The on-site storm drain system will extend into Lincoln Boulevard and
continue north along Lincoln Boulevard approximately 400 feet and connect with the
approved box culvert that the Playa Vista project proposes to build under Lincoln
Boulevard (see Exhibits No. 18A and B). The Playa Vista storm drain culvert was
previously approved by the Coastal Commission as part of the Playa Vista Freshwater
marsh Plan. The Playa Vista storm drain improvements were designed and approved to
accept the drainage from the proposed West Bluffs Project.

The EIR indicates that by redirecting runoff from the bluff face into the new drainage
system, runoff over the bluff face will be reduced by approximately 41.3 cubic feet per
second of total flows. Moreover, sediment loads would decrease due to decreased
erosion along the bluff face and Hastings Canyon. The proposed drainage improvements
will help to reduce siltation and pollution in Hastings Canyon and Ballona wetlands
caused by uncontrolled storm water runoff down the bluff. Therefore, the Commission
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finds that the proposed drainage improvements will enhance water quality and improve
wetland habitat in these areas located near the project site. '

As conditions in the City’s permit, a set of water quality control Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) will be required to mitigate the potential development impact and
improve the quality of storm water flowing into the stormdrain. The BMP measures will
consist of catch basin filters, catch basin cleaning, storm drain system signage, and
household hazardous waste collection and education. A catch basin maintenance
program will be developed and approved by the City of Los Angeles Storm Water
Management Division. The program will include provisions for periodic inspections,
debris removal, local area cleanup, and replacement of filter materials, and will include a
funding mechanism. A special condition is made part of this permit to ensure that the
project incorporates Best Management Practices to improve water quality runoff.

As conditioned, the quality of coastal waters, streams, and wetlands will be
protected and enhanced. Therefore, the Commission finds, only as conditioned
will the proposed project be consistent with Section 30230, 30231, and 30240 of
the Coastal Act.

H. Cultural Resources

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states:

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological
resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable
mitigation measures shall be required.

According to the EIR many prehistoric sites have been found in the Ballona region and
much of the area has been professionally surveyed. Three sites (LAN -63, -64 and —-206)
have been recorded either entirely or partially on the West Bluff property atop the mesa.
All three sites were also subject to professional excavations. Based on this previous
work the EIR concluded that adverse effects of the proposed development on the
archaeological sites have been adequately mitigated.

In June 1997, the West Bluff property was examined by Dr. Jeffrey Altschul and Dr.
Michael Hogan of Statistical Research. Based on examination of the project site and
review of a previous survey done by Archaeological Associates, Statistical Research
concurred with conclusion that LAN-63 and —-64 meet the criteria as unique or important
cultural resources as defined by CEQA Guidelines Appendix K and that LAN-206A which
has been seriously degraded, if not destroyed, by previous development does not meet
this criteria.



A-5-PDR-00-077 and 5-99-329 (Catellus)
Page 36

z

The proposed project would develop an area where two significant archaeological sites (LAN- .
63 and —64) are located. However, the EIR indicates that previous data recovery has
mitigated the loss of information associated with these two sites. The proposed project,
therefore, would not have a significant impact on archaeological resources within these two
known sites. Although the site may have been surveyed additional artifacts may be
uncovered during construction. As a condition of the City's approval the applicant is required
to monitor all grading and construction activities and requires appropriate recovery and
mitigation measures, regarding excavation, reporting and curation. In past permit action, the
Commission has required similar requirements. Therefore, to ensure that the project is
consistent with Past Commission action special conditions are necessary to ensure
consistency with the Coastal Act.

To assure that the proposed project remains sensitive to the concerns of the affected
Native American groups, a Native American monitor should be present at the site during
all excavation activities to monitor the work. The monitor should meet the qualifications
set forth in the NAHC's guidelines. As a condition of approval, an on-site Native
American monitor that meets the qualifications of the NAHC's guidelines, shall be
required during excavation activities. Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project is
consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act which requires reasonable mitigation
measures be provided to offset impacts to archaeological resources.

Once a site is determined to contain significant cultural resources a Treatment Plan
{Mitigation Plan) will be prepared and reviewed by the appropriate Federal and State .
reviewing agencies. The Treatment Plan will outline actions to be implemented to
mitigate impacts to the cultural resources found at the site(s). To determine whether the
Treatment Plan is consistent with the proposed permit or if an amendment to this permit
is required, the applicant shall submit a copy of the Treatment Plan to the Commission.
The Executive Director, after review of the Treatment Plan, will determine if an
amendment will be required. The Executive Director will require an amendment if there is
significant additional excavation required or there is a significant change in area of
disturbance or change in the type of excavation procedures.

In the event that grave goods are discovered, the Research Design provides that upon the
discovery of human remains, the Los Angeles County Coroner’s Office will be notified in
compliance with state law, and they in turn will request the Native American Heritage
Commission to determine the cultural affiliation.

The Commission's Archaeological Guidelines also recommend that the research design
include arrangements for curation of collections when appropriate, and dissemination of
the research findings. Regarding curation, the proposed Research Design states that all
project related notes, records, photographs, and sorted materials (except those
repatriated under California State Burial Law) will be curated at a repository meeting
federal standards and in accordance with 36 CFR 79. There must be some assurance
that the collection and related field records, catalogs and reports will be properly curated.




A-5-PDR-00-077 and 5-99-329 (Catellus)
Page 37

Without proper curation there is no assurance that the value of information obtained will
be retained in perpetuity. A qualified curation facility is one that meets the State Historic
Preservation Office {SHPO)} guidelines, such as the San Bernardino County Museum.
However, there is no guarantee that the facility will be able to accept the collections
once the artifacts are ready for curation. Consequently, if another facility is available
that meets SHPO's guidelines, it would also be appropriate to allow curation to occur
there. In any case, curation of any significant artifacts must be assured in order to find
that the proposed project meets Section 30244 of the Coastal Act's requirement for
reasonable mitigation. Therefore, as a condition of approval, artifacts of significant
cultural value collected as a result of this project at the archaeological sites shall be
curated at a qualified curation facility. If no qualified curation facility is available at the
time the project is complete, an amendment to this permit shall be required to determine
the appropriate curation process. The Commission finds, therefore, that as conditioned,
the proposed project is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act.

J. Local Coastal Program

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

Prior to certification of the Local Coastal Program, a Coastal Development Permit
shall be issued if the issuing agency, or the Commission on appeal, finds that the
proposed development is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200} of this division and that the permitted
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a Local
Coastal Program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3.

In November 1986, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, the land use
plan portion of the Playa Vista segment of the City of Los Angeles' Local Coastal
Program. The certified LUP contains polices to guide the types, locations and intensity of
future development in the Playa Vista coastal zone. Among these polices are those
specified in the preceding section regarding public access, visual resources, landform
alteration and cultural resources. In the certified LUP the proposed project site is
designated for residential development. The proposed development is consistent with
the policies of the certified LUP. As proposed the project will not adversely impact
coastal resources or access. The Commission, therefore, finds that the proposed project
will be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice
the ability of the City to prepare a Local Coastal Program implementation program
consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by Section
30604(a).
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K. California Environmental Quality Act

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of Coastal Development Permit applications 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.

As explained above in Sections V. E. through V. H. and incorporated herein, as conditioned,
there are no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen any significant adverse impact which the proposed project may have on the
environment. In that regard, the Commission, concurs with the finding of the City of Los
Angeles that the proposed project complies with CEQA. Therefore, the proposed project is
found consistent with all applicable requirements of CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act.
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Ungraded Area Within Coastal Zone (9.64 Ac.)

Graded Area Within Coastal Zone (2.31 Ac.}

. —— " — . —— W W— O — - —— - — " S— | To——— . W —— " ———

st a LY gutstiadll

Project Boundary

EXHIBIT NO. 9

A-5-PDR-00-0B7
5:90:329

Coastal Zone
Grading Concept Plan

Q Not to Scale m Caliornia Convtal Cdauninsion

WEST BLUFFS
C@ Rouert Bev, Winiam Frost s AssoCIaies Coastal Zone Grading concept P'an

8199 JN10 033522.6539 Exhibit 4
xhibit

Project OQutside Coastal Zone {32.74 A¢.)




£ .-é

SUOHEI0T UONISS 88 YNiG

$44N718 LSIN

ltnlloil.ll.og

SuoIe20
uonoas adey ymg

Ulo-00-40d-5-¥

%

|___"ON NOIi¥OI1ddy
oL "ON l1lIGIHX3

Lo S\t\ BP RS W RN e e N .
WGST L ST RN Nay e e ey L

el T i 4 v el o

Lrwgs Wy voxers
CLYUMATY W SRR VLI NG SN
L <y

>

EEYPIOUIE T S G NS SURN ) /% SR N N

’ bl A
LR
AL Ny L

1
[a", - ..

- -t * - - - -

ke

Asepunog euoz jeiseo)

s

'



CABORA DRIVE
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LOT 47
FLEVATION 139
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NOTE: The axisting ground shown in this cross section
represents the bottom of the ravine that has eroded into the
project property.
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EXISTING GROUND / i
e I PROPOSE (3 FINIGHFD GRADF
PROJECT N i — &
PROPERTY d -
BOUNDARY // ! BEAR OF BESIDENTIAL LOT
1
!/ // ‘
I = PUBLIC VIEW TEAIL LOCATION
- ’
-~ | NOTE: The existing ground at the top of the bluff face in the arsa
/ : : of this cross section has been over steepened by the past grading
: CABORA DRIVE for the former radar site and access road. The proposed grading
as shown in this cross section is intended to stabilize this area,
provide drainage imporvements, and prevent further significant
erosion and sloughing on the bluff face.
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5:92:329
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COASTAL ZONE PUULIC VEW TRAL LOCATION
BOUNDARY -
REAR OF SE5ENTAL TOT
140.0'

/ o1
: ELEVATION T4 5

S i i \_ggu;mr;g;» FINISHLD GHADE
- 1
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[ — I
| prosect i
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. —— CEE TOP VILW THRAIL
i //' ' @_5 DAVEENEOIS 1 K 14
; P THAI FLEVATION 13x
i - Section C-C
s /
ST —— d EXISTING
/ ’ GROUND
)
1 EXHIBIT NO. 10C
. CABORA DRIVE
COASTAL ZONE
BOUNDARY PUBLIC VILW THAL LOCATION A-5-PDR-00-087
T - 5:-99-32%
I R N
I/ stAROF SESOENTALLOT. Bluff Face Section
i c-C
. AR
i ELEVATONIGS ‘m
: CaMorvia Conntel Commission
— 1 \s-»:({m:, D CANISHE & SRADE
e 7 H
S ! \ BLUHE TOP DAAINAGL NOTE: The existing ground shown on the main cross section C-C
XISTING GROUN . \‘ T f*m‘« :‘ﬁf"\ ] reprasents the bottom of a significant erosional ravine on the
LELEVATION 132 6 northéast facing bluff face that has eroded into the bluff face and
Section C3-C3 the project site above it. Cross section C2-C2 and C3-C3 are

LAES-:4

located immediately either side of this arosionat feature and are
shown here in the sppropriate alignment, Thase other sections
are provided 10 show the more typical biuff top condition which is
not subject to the sevare erosion.
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Bluff Face SectionC-C
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PROPOSED

LINCOLN BLVD. COASTAL ZONE . et e
T EXISTING
PROJECT 180.0° 1
PROPERTY | EXISTING GROUND 1 LOT 115 )
BOUNDARY | i ELEVATION 141
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NOTE: Street “A” is designed at a maximum allowed 15% grade
in order to minimize grading. A significant part of the proposed
grading is required for the planned and approvad Lincoln
Boulevard widening sven if Straat “A* is not built. The "existing
ground” in this section rep the previously disturbed
graded slope left from the initial grading of Lincoln Blvd. (Late
1920's) and subsequent widening.
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NOTE: This cross section is located in the area of an existing high
paoint on the project sita. The proposed grading in this cross
section is designed to work in conjunction with Street “A”, which
is fimited by the City 10 maximum atlowed grade of 1§%, The
proposed grading is also designed 10 achiave positive drainage
fiow of the project area located above the biuff face towards
Street “A”, in order 1o satisfy project objectives of drainage
control and bluff stabilization.
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grading in this area is intended 1o stay approximately at the same
elavation as existing ground. The bluff top drainage setback is
designed to keep drainage from flowing over the top of the bluff
face and direct it instead towards Street "A*,
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EXISTING GROUND /
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: aligned with existing lot lines [Tract 9167). The proposed gradin
i as shown in this section is locatad above the biuff ftace and is
. intended to stabilize the bluff by creating the Bluff Top Drainage
BOTTOM OF EROSIONAL RAVINE Setback Area which pravents axisting uncontrolled drainage
(KNOWN LOCALLY AS HASTINGS CANYON) ) runoff from further eroding the bluff face.
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Puanning CoNns
December 8, 1997 FEB 25 1998 Exvinpaviara, Prasw - $:99-329
Fish and Game Letter
FISH & GAME
LONG BEACH, CA
QMMW

Ms. Leslie MacNair
13
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
330 Golden Shore Drive, Suite 50
Long Beach, California 90802

RE:  OCTOBER 15, 1997 FIELD MEETING RESULTS AND CONFIRMATION OF SITE CONDITIONS,
IMPACTS AND ACCEPTABLE MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Ms. MacNair:

Thank you for having met with me and representatives of Planning Consultants Research and Catellus
Residential Group, on Wednesday, October 15, 1997 at the project area referenced above. This letter is to
confirm our field determinations from that meeting, and to review our preliminary verbal agreement regarding
the extent of projectimpacts and acceptable mitigation measures. As presented in Figure 1 - Project Location,
the proposed West Bluffs project site is located along the Playa del Rey Biuffs and is generally bounded by
the Cabora Drive alignment {o the north, 80" Street to the south, Berger Avenue 1o the southwest and Lincoln
Boulevard to the east.

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

- The project site forms a portion of the larger Playa del Rey Bluffs, an uplifted nearshore marine
depositional feature. On-site soils and underlying sand deposits are very porous and highly erodible. The
project site is comprised of 44.4 net acres of vacant land. It is bounded by single family residences to the
south, west and southwest. The base of the bluffs largely forms the project’s northem boundary. The site is
characterized by undulaling topography, which may be associated with the dune complex of the
Westchester/Los Angeles international Airport area. A remnant of this complex is located immediately west
of the Los Angeles International Airport facility. U.S.G.S. lopographic mapping indicates this dune complex
once extended northward fo the bluff face and eastward across what is now Pershing Drive. Site topography
is somewhat suggestive of area backdune structure and morphology.

Vegetatioh
Vegetation on-site consists of Diegan sage scrub on the bluff face intermixed with non-nalive

grassland and exotic invasives in intervening ravines and drainages. Over the years the upper portion of the
site has been mechanically disked for fire control. it currentiy contains little vegelalive cover.
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PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

Ms. Leskie MacNaic Envingumentay Pranmmens, POouveCr 8 Reseancy

Califomia Department of Fish and Game
December 8, 1997

Drainage

As shown in Figure 2 - Stream Segment Location Map, the primary drainage feature on the property
is known locally as Hastings Canyon, though geomorphically Haslings Canyon is the size of a ravine. Two
stream segments (Segments 1 and 1A) were delineated in Hastings Canyon. The ravine receives some
surface runoff from the top of the bluff, which is only a small portion of the entire undeveloped site.
Additionally, some street drainage is conveyed overland via corrugated pipe directly into the bottom of Hastings
Canyon. Daily nuisance runoff has resulted in the development of a small under-developed wetland area
within the canyon bottom which is approximately eighty (80) by twenty-two (22) feet in extent (0.04 acre).

The biluff face receives a minor amount of surface runoff from adjoining upland areas. Most of the bluff
top drains away from the bluff face, toward Hastings Avenue and 80" Street.

The bluff face is comprised of highly erodible sands and sandy loams. Though surface runoff is
considered minimal, the erodibility of the surface materials has resulted in the development of a series of small
ravines along the face of the bluffs. Only three of these erosional features show evidence of water-bome
sediment transport. The channel width of all three drainages (Stream Segments 2, 3, and 4) is extremely
namow, varying between one and two feet. These features do not appear to be jurisdictional “waters" as

regulated by the U.S. Ay Corps of Engineers, but are considered “streambeds” by the Califomia Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG).

METHODOLOGIES

U.S.G.S. topographic mapping (Venice Quadrangle, 1964) was initially reviewed to determine the
general area's topographic features and broad hydrologic patterns. Additionally, site speaﬁc topographic data
provided by the property owner’s engineer was also analyzed.

The site was originally investigated by Samuel Reed and Tony Baumkamp to determine whether
ACOE or CDFG jurisdiction would be asserted on-site. It was determined at that time that a preliminary
determination of “waters of the U.S.” should be conducted, as well as an investigation regarding the presence
 of "streambeds” as regulated by COFG. These more detailed investigations were performed September 18"
and 19", 1997 by Samuel Reed. All areas of the 44.4 acre property were evaluated. Al ravines, swales and
upland areas were thoroughly explored on foot. Width and length measurements were taken in those areas
exhibiting evidence of concentrated runoff and have been summarized herein. Field data forms were
completed and are available upon request. The data forms have been supplemenled with a summary of the
October 15, 1997 field meeting results referenced previously.

i
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PeaANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

Ms. Leslie MacNair Envisonmintat Poannwing, Porecr 8 RESEancw

Califomia Depactment of Fish and Game
Decernber 8, 1997

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Five stream segments across the property were found to contain evidence of concentraled drainage.
Segments 1 and 1A are contained within the ravine known as Hastings Canyon. These two stream segments
fall under the regulatory authority of both ACOE and CDFG. Other erosional areas within Hastings Canyon
appeared non-jurisdictional and lacked definitive hydrological indicators.

Segment 2 is located immediately east of Segment 1 on the biuff face near a chain-ink fence
enclosure. Due loits very narrow width, upland vegetative profile, and lack of surface runoff contribution, this
area was deemed fo fall under regulatory authority of COFG and not ACOE.

Segment 3 and Segment 4 are the next drainages eastward. They each show evidence of
concentrated runoff. Conditions very similar to those described for Segment 2 are present. These areas are
believed to fall under CDFG jurisdiction but not ACOE jurisdiction.

The results of the field investigation are summarized below in Table 1 - Preliminary Summary of
Delineated Areas. '

TABLE 1
PRELIMINARY SUMMARY OF DELINEATED AREAS
Stream Segment Length/Width (feet) “waters" Streambed Wetiand
{acres) {acres) (acres)

Segment 1 940ivaries between 3 and & 0.068 0.106 0.040
Segment 1A 215x1 0.006 0.006 n/a
Segment 2 275x2 Not “waters* 0.013° n/a
Segment 3 270x 1 Not “waters” 0.006 nla
Segment 4 220x2 Nol “walers” 0.010 : na
TOTAL ACREAGE 0.074 0.141 0.040
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PLanniNG CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

:'g“;‘esﬁe‘ m& of Fish and Game Enviaonmentar PoannenG, PoviCy & Rn[“(.‘|

December 8, 1997

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES .

Implementation of the project 15 expected to impact 0141 yicre of jurisdictional streambeds and
approximately 0.04 acre of arf under-developed wetland area comprised of about six small trees (Salix spp.),
for a total impact of acres. Resource values on-sile are considered low, padicularly with regard lo
riparian values. The relatively low resource value of jurisdictional areas on-site, in conjunction with the
configuration of the proposed project, has resulted in the determination that replacement of the 0.04 acre
willow scrub area is not feasible ornecessary. Outside of the willow scrub area, stream seaments are
contained entirely within upland vegelative communities (OQOi acre])

Therefore, the project developer shall be responsible for habitat enhancement to existing Diegan sage

scrub habitat and removal of exotic vegetation on the bluff face. The mitigation area shall be comprised of no -

less than 0.90 acre, which is a mitigation ratio of 5:1. The location of the mitigation area and precise
restoration requirements shall be coordinated between responsible and trustee agencies following certification
of the environmental document.

If you agree with the information presented herein, a signature block has been provided for your
signature. Please call me at (909) 699-7289 shoutd you have any questions. Thank you.

Respectfully,
PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

LN (i W Heil

Samuel Reed S Leslie S. MacNair, Environmental Speciafist i
Project Manager/Ecologist Environmental Services, Region 5
California Department of Fish and Game

Date: ‘3/ L//q 8

c Mr. Steve Nelson, Planning Consultants Research
Ms. Laura Kaufman, Planning Consultants Research
Mr. Peler Lauener, Catellus Residential Group

—_
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COASTAL COMMISS
Mr. Al Padilla
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Mr. Padilla:

This letter is to clarify LADOT s pogition regarding the proposed Street “A™ access for the West
Bluffs residential project. Afier review of the analyses performed for the subject project, LADOT
has determined that the proposed Street “*A”™ location opposite Hughes Terrace at Lincoln Boulevard
is the preferred access for the site. Other access alicmatives were examined, including relocation
of Street “A™ northerly or southerly of its proposed location and the elimination of direct-to-Lincoln

Boulevard access altogether. Each of the altematives was determined to be cither physically

infeasible, or would result in impacts 10 both local and coastal access routes.

One important conclusion by the Department is that the relocation of Street “A™ to any point along
the project’s Lincoln Boulevard frontage other than the proposed intersection at Hughes Terrace
would produce unacceptable traffic signal spacing, and impact traffic flow along this import Coastal
access route. Thus, alternative Street “A” location access scenarios cannot be designed to function
adequately.

The climination of Street “A” or other Lincoln Boulevard access would result in all project-related
traffic accessing the site via the existing roadway system south of the project. Analysis of this
condition determined that a significant, unmitigatable impact would resuit at the intersection of
Lincoln Boulevard and 83" Street. Additionally, such anaccess scenario would add increased traffic
to the ¢ross streets along Manchester Avenue, affecting traffic flow along this Coastal access
corridor. These impacts were not acceptable to the Department.

LADOT has determined that the proposed West Bluffs plan of providing access to the “interior” 85
homes of the project via Street “A.” intersecting Lincoln Boulevard opposite Hughes Terrace, is the
preferred access scenario. The existing roadway system south of the site exhibits sufficient capacity
to accommodate the trips resulting from the 29 proposed homes fronting 80 Street without
producing a significant impact. However, these existing roadways and surrounding intersections -

cannot accommodate the addition of traffic from the entire {14-unit development, and significant
unmitigatable impacts would result.

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPFORTUMNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER TetytRlis S0 Tw oM it e @



Mr. Al Padilla
May 18, 2000
Page 2

If you have questions regarding our conclusion, please call me (213) 580-1195 or Tim Conger (213)
485-2260 of our staff to discuss these findings.

Sincerely, o
ALLYN mréz/
Principal Transportation Engineer

St-A-Access



PROHIBITED INVASIVE ORNAMENTAL PLANTS

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Acacia sp. (all species)

Acacia cyclopis

Acacia dealbata

Acacia decurrens

Acacia longifolia

Acacia melanoxylon

Acacia redolens

Achillea millefolium var. millefolium
Agave americana

Ailanthus altissima

Aptenia cordifolia

Arctotheca calendula

Arctotis sp. (all species & hybrids)
Arundo donax

Asphodelus fisulosus

Atnplex glauca

Atriplex semibaccata
Carpobrotus chilensis
Carpobrotus edulis

Centranthus ruber

Chenopodium album
Chrysanthemum coronarium
Cistus sp. (all species)
Cortaderia jubata [C. Atacamensis]
Cortaderia dioica [C. sellowana]
Cotoneaster sp. (all species)
Cynodon dactylon

Cytisus sp. (all species)
Delosperma 'Alba’
Dimorphotheca sp. (all species)

Drosanthemum flonibundum
Drosartiemurn hispidum
Eucalyptus {all species)

" Eupatonium coelestinum [Ageratina sp.]

Foeniculum vulgare

Gazania sp. (all species & hybrids)
Genista sp. (all species)

Hedera cananensis '

Hedera helix

COMMON NAME

Acacia

Acacia

Acacia

Green Wattle
Sidney Golden Wattle
Blackwood Acacia
ak.a. A. Ongerup
Common Yarrow
Century plant

Tree of Heaven
Red Apple

Cape Weed
African daisy

Giant Reed or Arundo Grass
Asphodie

White Saltbush

Australian Saltbush

ice Plant

Hottentot Fig

Red Valerian

Pigweed, Lamb's Quarters
Annual chrysanthemum
Rockrose

Atacama Pampas Grass
Selloa Pampas Grass
Cotoneaster

Bermuda Grass

Broom

White Trailing Ice Plant
African daisy, Cape marigoid,
Freeway daisy

Roses lce Plant

«

Purple Ice Plant

Eucalyptus
Mist Flower
Sweet Fennel
Gazania
Broom
Algerian fvy
English Ivy
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ipomoea acuminata

Lampranthus spectabilis

Lantana camara

Limonium perezii

Linana bipartita

Lobularia mantima

Lonicera japonica ‘Halliana’
Lotus comiculatus

Lupinus sp. (all non-native species)
Lupinus arboreus

Lupinus texanus

Malephora crocea

Malephora luteola
Mesembryanthemum crystallinum
Mesembryanthemum nodifiorum
Myoporum lasetum

Nicotiana glauca

Oenothera berlandien

Olea europea

Opuntia ficus-indica
Osteospermum sp. (all species)

Oxalis pes-caprae
Pennisetum clandestinum
Pennisetum setaceum
Phoenix cananensis
Phoenix dactylifera

+ Plumbago auriculata
Ricinus communis
Rubus procerus
Schinus molie

Schinus terebinthifolius
Senecio mikanioides
Spartium junceum
Tamarix chinensis
Trifolium tragiferum
Tropaelolum majus
Ulex europaeus

Vinca major

Blue dawn flower,

Mexican moming glory
Trailing Ice Plant

Common garden lantana
Sea Lavender

Toadflax

Sweet Alyssum

Hall's Honeysuckle
Birdsfoot trefoil

Lupine

Yellow bush lupine

Texas biue bonnets

Ice Plant

ice Plant

Crystal Ice Plant

Little ice Plant

Myoporum

Tree Tobacco

Mexican Evening Primrose
Olive tree

Indian fig

Trailing African daisy, African daisy,
Cape marigold, Freeway daisy
Bermuda Buttercup
Kikuyu Grass -
Fountain Grass

Canary Island date palm
Date paim

Cape leadwort
Castorbean

Himalayan blackberry
California Pepper Tree
Florida Pepper Tree
German lvy

Spanish Broom

Tamarisk

Strawberry clover
Nasturtium

Prickley Broom

Periwinkle
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: Spirit of the Sage Council

Defending and Conserving Native Plants, Wildife, Ecosystems and Sacred Lands

April 18, 2000

Sara Wan, Chair & Commissioners Permit No. A-5-PDR-00-077
Califomnia Coastal Commission

200 Ccean Gate Ave. #1000

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Wgn & Commissioners:

Spirit of the Sage Council was an appeliant in the hearing you held last Thursday on Aprii 13,
2000. We are giad you found substantial issue on our appeal. We are writing this letter to you to
request that the hearing for the Coastal Development Parmit for the West Biuff of the Baliong
Wetlands be held locally in Los Angeles  The reason is that thare are almost no major coastal
resources left to save in Los Angelag, and as you could see from the iast hearing, there Is a lot of
citizen interest in saving these very last ragources.

In addition, this tast natural biuff top of Ballona contains what is probably the very last vemal pool
left in Los Angeles, as well ag 3 8 000 year old Shoshons Gabrialine village site. These are :
eaxtremely precious resources, and deserve a full hearing where local citizens can attend.

We ask that the hearing be held locally in Los Angeles as it was last time so that local citizens

can attend. The next hearing in LA is in November. If that is absolutely impossible, then we ask
as a compromise that the haaring ba held in August in Huntington Beach. Thatis abouta 35

mile frip aach way, but it at least Is better than the 100 mile trip each way to Santa Barbara where
the Commission mests In June

Wa hope you will grant our request.
Sincarely,

SFbeona. Kijppstesm

Lesona Klippstein, Director

Ce: AL Aavicep

30 North Raymond Avenue & Pasadena @ California ¢ 21103 & U.SA.
Tele: (626) 744-0832 & Fax: (628) 744.9931 & www sagecouncil.com

ey
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April 6,2000 .

DEREINE
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION W< Ly L5y h D
South Coast Area Office | APR 13 2000

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, Ca 90802-4302 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Commuissioner and Alternates,

! have been notified that the Catellus Residential Group has filled for yet another
permit to demolish and desecrate the small amount of Natural Wetlands and its
small surrounding area to build tract housing. I find this action absolutely
outrageous and against all our rules and laws that we have in place.

Please remember for all the people in this vast metropolitan area, we depend on
you and your decision making powers. Please protect us. You are in your seat to
protect the people. We don’t need more wall-to-wall spec houses. We need to
preserve some of our open space for a good and healthy life’s balance. Please
remember this when you hear their well orchestrated presentation.

Not everything is about money and concrete,

Thank you. And I wish you power and strength to do the right thing.

Joan and Robert McClellan

-5 Phe -po - 7911 Berger Avenue
A @77 ‘ Playa Del Rey, Ca 90293

Q,é’ﬁ«-\.//% ( / / ~/ / /

Joan McClellan Robert McClellan
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April 4, 2000 APR 0= 2000

California Coastal Commission CA! ;iona;!,:?: SION

P.0.Box 1450 COASTAL Clomiis Item # TH4 b

200 Oceangate, 10™ floor Permit # A-5-PDR-00-077
LongBeach, CA 90802 - Cindy Curphey

Dear California Coastal Commission:

I am writing as a concerned neighbor of the proposed development located at 7501 80"
St. I have lived in this community for 15 years and have watched first hand the
destruction of the wetlands and natural habitat.

After reading in the newspaper a few weeks ago about the new federal law protecting the
wetlands and not disrupting the areas surrounding them, I came to realize how important
it is that this development be stopped.

I walk the neighborhood several times a day with my dogs and drive in and out of the
neighborhood even more times. In the last few months I have seen more herons on the
property next to our home and on the property that Catellus Group wants to develop, then
ever before. The property, which is in question, is right above the wetlands. When they
begin the landfill and building of roads into the wetlands these 4-foot birds will have no
place to go. These birds being so close to our homes already shows us the negative
impact PlayaVista has on the wetlands by forcing these birds up to the bluff and onto
rooftops looking for food. If you give Catellus Group approval for massive destruction
of the West Bluffs their roads will force the wetlands into extinction.

Our only hope has been the California Coastal Commission because they seem to be the
only planning commission in Los Angeles that can not be bought off and can see through
the smoke screen Catellus has been blowing in our face.

It is really sad to see a 4-foot heron on an empty lot between 2 homes looking for food.

Please take all this into consideration when you look at the destruction Catellus Group
has planned for the West Bluffs.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
A o
Cindy Curphey
7851 W. 80" St
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293



April 4, 2000 c
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California Coastal Commission
P.O. Box 1450 Eﬁt\E%‘}\/‘:‘&\P\\SS\ON Item# TH4b
200 Oceangate, 10" floor ~ COAS! Permit # A-5-PDR-00-077
LongBeach, CA 90802 ’ Cindy Curphey

Dear California Coastal Commission: ,

I am writing as a concerned neighbor of the proposed development located at 7501 80™
St. I have lived in this community for 15 years and have watched first hand the
destruction of the wetlands and natural habitat.

After reading in the newspaper a few weeks ago about the new federal law protecting the
wetlands and not disrupting the areas surrounding them, I came to realize how important
it is that this development be stopped.

I walk the neighborhood several times a day with my dogs and drive in and out of the
neighborhood even more times. In the last few months I have seen more herons on the
property next to our home and on the property that Catellus Group wants to develop, then
ever before. The property, which is in question, is right above the wetlands. When they
begin the landfill and building of roads into the wetlands these 4-foot birds will have no
place to go. These birds being so close to our homes already shows us the negative
impact PlayaVista has on the wetlands by forcing these birds up to the bluff and onto
rooftops looking for food. If you give Catellus Group approval for massive destruction
of the West Bluffs their roads will force the wetlands into extinction.

Our only hope has been the California Coastal Commission because they seem to be the
only planning commission in Los Angeles that can not be bought off and can see through
the smoke screen Catellus has been blowing in our face.

It is really sad to see a 4-foot heron on an empty lot between 2 homes looking for food.

Please take all this into consideration when you look at the destruction Catellus Group
has planned for the West Bluffs.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Cindy Curphey ‘

7851 W. 80" St
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293




santa monica mountains
task force/sierra club
angeles chapter

Box 344 - Woodland Hills, Cailforria 81365-0344

May 23, 2000

Sara Wan, Chair, California Coastal Commission
C/O Long Beach Office

200 Oceangate, 10 Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Ballona West Bluff

Dear Ms. Wan:

The Santa Monica Mountains Task Force of the Sierra Club strongly opposes the plan by
Catellus Development Corporation to build a road up the bluff off of Lincoln near
Howard Hughes Terrace.

This ill-conceived road and the plan to allow parking along the road up the bluff will
seriously impact and damage very rare coastal sage habitat. The present wildlife
corridors will be broken up. Linking wildlife corridors are vital for the health and
preservation of wildlife.

Theplannedmadmlldestwy!hcsccmcvalwofthxsmthelastbeammllvncwofthc
wetlands west of Lincoln.

This site is also an important buffer zone for many of the wetland birds. Building the
road wili endanger the wetland birds.

Please vote against this plan to build a road.
Thank you.
Mary Ann Webster, Chair, SMMTF

(310) 559-3126
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Joanne M. Maguire
7005 Kentwood Court

Los Angeles, California 90045 CALIFORNIA N
(310) 338-1483 COASTAL COMMISSION
A-5-PDR-00-77
CDP 599329

May 15, 2000

~ California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

Attn: Debra Lee

200 Oceangate, Swite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

The Playa del Rey bluff slope eco-system will not survive without an intervention plan to

stop runoff and soil erosion. Catellus Residential Group has agreed to mitigation

measures that will allow this eco-system to rejuvenate. The choice to me is support a .
plan that addresses the needs that exist today or do nothing until it is too late. 1 prefer to

be proactive in saving this area.

Please join with me in supporting the West Bluffs development and the mitigation
measures it will provide to protect the Coastal Zone.

Yours truly,

Joanne M. Maguire

cC: R. Galanter
P. Lauener




Dr. Mary Jane Rotheram-Borus
255 E. Redlands Street
Playa Del Rey, California 90293
(310) 823-8541

A-5-PDR-00-77
CDP 599329

May 15, 2000

E M~ oo n —
bl e,
California Coastal Commission

South Coast Area JUL 202000 -
Attn: Debra Lee CALFOPNIA

200 Oceangate, Sutte 1000 ASTAL CC, R
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 COASTAL C6viuSICH

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

The Playa del Rey bluff slope eco-system will not survive without an intervention plan to
stop runoff and soil erosion. Catellus Residential Group has agreed to mmganon
measures that will allow this eco-system to rejuvenate. The choice to me is support a
plan that addresses the needs that exist today or do nothing until it is too late. | prefer to
be proactive in saving this area.

Please join with me in supporting the West Bluffs development and the mitigation
measures it will provide to protect the Coastal Zone.

Dr. Mary Jane Rot erfm-Borus

Yours truly,

ce: R. Galanter
I’ Lauener



Joyce D. Rotheram
7005 Kentwood Court
Los Angeles, California 90045
(310) 338-1483

A-5-PDR-00-77
CDP 599329

May 15, 2000

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

Attn: Debra Lee

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

The Playa del Rey bluft slope eco-system will not survive without an intervention plan to
stop runoff and soil erosion. Catellus Residential Group has agreed to mitigation
measures that will allow this eco-system to rejuvenate. The choice to me is support a

plan that addresses the needs that exist today or do nothing until it is too late. [ prefer to
be proactive in saving this area.

Please join with me in supporting the West Bluffs development and the mitigation
measures it will provide to protect the Coastal Zone.

Yours truly,

[ Jokce D. Rotheram

i

ce: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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7340 W 82nd Street
Los Angeles, CA 90045 JUL 2 0 2000
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COASTAL COMMISSION

May 23, 2000

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
Attn: Debra Lee

Re: CDP 599 329
A-5-PDR 00 77

Dear Commissioners:

I support the changes Catellus Residential is recommending for the 11.95 acres of
. the West Bluffs development that is within the Coastal Zone.

Please include my comments in the Coastal Commission files for West Bluffs.

Yours truly,

Ed Herrera
0 Lk,

CC: Councilwoman R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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California Coastal Commission CALIFORNI 1A

South Coast Area COASTAL COMMISSION
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Attn: Debra Lee

Re: CDP 5 99 329
A-5- PDR OO0 77

Dear Commissioners:

| recently iearned the Coastal Commission would be reviewing the proposed West Bluffs
development in Playa del Rey at its June meeting in Santa Barbara. Regretfully, | am
unable to attend the meeting. The distance is not as much of an issue as the time
commitment required to participate at the Coastal Commission’'s Public Hearing.

| do believe, however, that the Coastal Commission will consider all of the issues and
concerns with respect to West Bluffs supporters and opponents, and make a decision
that is fair and equitable to all.

| support the proposed West Bluffs development because | support the public’s right to .
have access to coastal areas. | would like, someday in the near future, to be able to see

the realization of Catellus Residential Group’s efforts toward providing access to view

parks, dedicated open space, a meandering bluff top trail, access to the coastal zone,

and views of the oceans and mountains.

This parcel of land, left undeveloped, affords access to only a few. It is very difficult to
access the coastal zone, today. Those risk-takers who are willing to traverse the
hazardous and severely deteriorated bluff trail today are very few. The Catellus plan
opens the area for the public's enjoyment and pleasure.

Please include my letter of support in the record of this meeting.

ctfuny subm m/
Sbe [

Dav:d Hoxsch

Cc: Sixth District Councilwoman R. Galanter
P. Lauener




d Richard A. Schoenfeld
7778 W. 79th Street
Playa del Rey, CA 90293-7902
. {310) 827-4408 Home (323) 268-4830 Work

May 17, 2000 .
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California Coastal Commission, South Coast Area E C L \& VC \\ ”
Attn: Debra Lee u o |
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 ﬂ Lhe
Long Beach, CA 90802-3402 4 JuL 202000

CALIFORMNIA

Re:  CDP 599 329 e QMMISSION
© A5 PDR 00 77 COASTAL CO!

Esteemed Coastal Commissioners:

1 am a resident of Playa del Rey approximately 7 houses from the west end of the proposed
development referenced above.

if you walk into Hastings Canyon within the Coastal Zone, you will observe that it is basically sand
and silt, accumulating from bluff top erosion before it is further washed into the Ballona Wetlands.
The canyon has been eroding towards both 80th and 79th Streets at an alarming pace over the
past twenty years. Unmitigated development has been allowed to occur in the Coastal Zone on a
: piecemeal basis as individual parcels were developed. This development activity has
‘ exacerbated the erosion problems within Hastings Canyon. Over the next few years, several
homes will be threatened by continued erosion in this area, and the resulting silt and debris will

continue to contaminate the Ballona Wetlands,

We now have the opportunity to correct an abuse before it is too late. Who else can be coerced
into mitigating pre-existing conditions but a developer looking to mitigate the impacts of new
development?

Catellus Residential Group has worked with the community for over two years to create a plan
with which | can live. | invested my time because | believe the property will be developed for
residential use. Who better to develop it than Catellus Residential Group? Catellus has reached
out to members of this community, listening to our newds and addressing our reasonabie
requests. | feel Catellus has demonstrated a commitment tc our neighborhood and | would like to
see them develop the property with the quality product for which they are known.

| urge you to support the Coastal Zone mitigation measures Catellus has proposed and approve
the Coastal Permit for the West Bluffs development.

Sincerely
Lg(»// / Kez’%
Richard A. Schoenfeld ~

cc. R Galanter
P. Lauener




THE HUNTER GROUP 7117 Manchester Ave.

GeneralElectricallA.V. Contractors Los Angeles, CA 90045
License # 484489 Tel. (310)645-7226 Fax. (310)645-7004
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JUL 202000 =~

ALIFORNIA
California Coastal Commission : ¢ MMISSION:
South Coast Area COASTAL COMM
200 Oceangate, Ste. 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
Attn: Debra Lee

May 16, 2000

Dear California Coastal Commission Members,

For several years, houses have been built along the bluff side areas of Playa Del Rey along
Berger and Veragua. This land was developed with no concern for the impact to the
environment, and no provisions to protect it. The developers were not concerned with coastal
access, runoff, increased traffic fiow, or refurbishment of the natural habitat disrupted by the
necessities of construction.

In contrast, Catellus Residential Group has proposed extensive plans to protect and enhance the
Coastal Zone involved in their project. They have agreed to protect the wetlands from storm and

irrigation runoff, not only from their development, but also the existing development mentioned .
above. They have agreed to protect and restore the coastal sage that has been damaged as a

result of prior unchecked and unplanned development. How many people in today’s society offer

to not only prevent a mess from their own work, but also to dean up the existing mess left by

others? Why is there resistance to this project?

The benefits of this development to the Coastal Zone area in question and surrounding areas are
obvious. I urge you to join me in support of this development.

Sinoereiy,c -~ | , / y
’_Wﬁuw’b’\\
Steve Munter

Local resident & business owner




MM Meczka Marketing / Research /Consulting, Inc.
R / ‘ Lobby Level / 5757 West Century Blvd. / Los Angeles, California 90045

(310) 670-4824 / Fax (310) 410-0780
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California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 CALIFORNIA

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 COASTAL COMMISSION
Attn: Debra Lee

Re: CDP 5.99.329
A.5.PDR.00.77

Honorable Commissioners,

As a more than 20 year resident of the Westchester area, | personally encourage you
to support and approve the West Bluffs as proposed by the Catellus Residential
Group.

This project will replace the current eyesore abandoned appearance of the property
immediately west of Lincoln, north and above the wetland restoration.

This project will dramatically improve the overall Westchester-Playa Del Rey
experience both for residents and visitors. Further, the development of West Biuffs
will well compliment the concurrent developmental activity at both Loyola Marymount
University and Playa Vista

Hastings Canyon remains untouched. Most, if not all, of the changes are outside of
the Coastal Zone. More view lots will be available. Setbacks from Hastings Canyon
have increased. There is more open space overall. The parks will serve the needs of
the community and will be paid for by the homeowner’'s association.

This is a win-win-win project for residents, the city and the community.

Please reflect the majority feeling of the community and support this project in the
entire administrative process.

With appreciation,
/c i / 7/(: )[/;,./

Michael A. Meczka
President
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California Coastal Commission COASTAL COMMISS
South Coast Area

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 908024302

Attn: Debra Lee

23 May 2000

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

We are grateful for the opportunity to address you by letter as we are unable to attend the
Coastal Commission in Santa Barbara. Over the last few years, we have made it a point to
keep abreast of the many revisions made to the West Bluffs project both within the Coastal
Zone and outside of its boundaries. We commend Catellus Residential Group for their efforts
to work with the many different (and sometimes opposing) entities in the adjacent
neighborhood, the community-at-large, the City of Los Angeles and, once again, the California
Coastal Commission.

We trust you will judge this project for the protection and restoration benefits it provides for
what is now a degraded coastal habitat area. Therefore, | will leave it to you, Honorable
Commissioners, to do what you do best. .

Please enter into the record that we are supporters of the proposed development. We believe it
will revitalize a seriously degraded Coastal Bluff ecosystem as well as that of the wetiand below
of the bluff.

Very Truly yours,

. 9 ? /,, /. A
//(/']/w sl 2(//(_ /jéﬂg /61/’
~~  James and Nga Belisle
o 7415 McConnell Ave.
CC: R. Galanter Los Angeles, California 90045

P. Lauener
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Erin Rotheram-Fuller JUL 202000 -’
8500 Falmouth Avenue #3112
e CAUFORN;A
Playa Del Rey, California 90293 cO .
(310) 306-4346 ASTAL COMMISSIO®
- A-5-PDR-00-77
CDP599329

May 15, 2000

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

Attn: Debra Lee

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

The Playa del Rey blufT slope eco-system will not survive without an intervention plan to
stop runoff and soil erosion. Catellus Residential Group has agreed to mitigation
measures that will allow this eco-system to rejuvenate. The choice to me is support a
plan that addresses the needs that exist today or do nothing until it is too late. [ prefer to
be proactive in saving this area.

Please join with me in supporting the West Bluffs development and the mitigation
measures it will provide to protect the Coastal Zone.

Yours truly,

Frin Rotheram-Fuller

cC: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area
Attention: Debra Lee
200 Oceangate Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4302 RE: Support of Catellus Revised Plan of West Bluffs

Dear Commissioners:

Since very early in 1960 my wife and | have lived and raised our children just 100’ from the
Catellus project just off Park Hill at 7417 W. 815t Street and heartily support their new revised
development. This has to be the best planned residential development in all of Westchester and
Playa Del Rey, a development that all of Los Angeles can be proud.

We have been to nearly all the neighborhood meetings in the last 25 months and to my .
observation all the opposition seems to come from outsiders nof my neighbors. These so-called
ecologists supported by Sierra Club monies all seem to belong to each other’s organizations and
have political aspirations. Some have already worked their way into Mayor Rirordan’s newly

formed Community Committees. They want publicity and will be after Councilwomen’s .
Galanters position at the end of her term. Their pretence is for the ecology but they have their

own selfish reasons.

We care for our community and being a native-born Angelino and former Eagle Scout | practice
ecology and an avid outdoorsmen. My wife and | worked. gave freely of our time and financial
support to numerous Westchester Civic and Youth Sports organizations since 1959,

With this new revision it not only helps stabilize the ecology it enhances the whole community
providing badiy needed housing in a safe environment, at the same time broadening the tax base
giving a huge tax increase for Los Angeles County, City, and a boost to local businesses.

We urge vour support for our neighborhood and all of Los Angeles.

Sincerely,

R S -7 - //
L e s 3 z ) /// =3
rust, 7 o 4 766/’ 4 &

Salvatore C. Cecere and Roberta A. Cecere

CC: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter:  Peter Lauener. Catellus




John Alfano
7818 west 79™ St.

Playa del Rey Ca. 90293 E @ r g RAT {""jxl
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May 17, 2000 i
JuL 20200 —

California Costal Commission

South Coast Area CALIFORNIA |
Attn. Debra Lee COASTAL COMMISSION
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 908024302

Dear Commissioner:

The revised West Bluffs development plan leaves that portion of Hastings
Canyon that lies within the Costal zone untouched. It will not be filled. It will not
be graded. It will not be developed for housing. In addition, bluff top set backs
have been increased. The self imposed mitigation measures the developer has
agreed to make West Bluffs a win-win project for its neighbors.

Please support this project.

Sjnperely,-ﬁ}ours,
G e

John Aﬁ\é“ho
/

£



Re: CDP 599 329 )

A-5- PDR 00 77
Craig & Kateri Wiseman 1=
7714 West 81" Street E @ E ‘HW[ L o
Playa del Rey, CA 90293 AU |
JuL 202000 '
May 23, 2000
CAUFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 80802-4302
Attn: Debra Lee

Dear Commissioners;

We hope that you will be able to make a fair and equitable decision on the future of
Catellus Residential Group’s proposed West Bluffs development. We support the
project and feel that protracted public hearings have exacerbated the divisiveness that is
always inherent to change. We believe the project is a good one.

The changes Catellus Residential Group is proposing to the project provide additional
coastal zone mitigation, and successfully resolves longstanding environmental impacts
with the project’'s Coastal Zone boundaries.

Please add our names to the list of supporters.
Sincerely, .

C,z{,éluj v '7?,,/1]‘ u../L M1 IR e

CC:

Councilwoman Galanter
P. Lauener




Tom and Carrie McClune
5471 West 76t Street
. Westchester, CA 90045-3207

May 22, 2000 D E @ E p ﬂ}f; E’ {i }
U

JUL 202000 -
California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area CALIFORN!A
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 COASTAL COMMISSION:
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
Attn: Debra Lee

Dear Commissioners:

It is time to cut-to-the-chase and act to protect the Playa del Rey Bluffs and the wetlands below.
Scientists, biologists, and other specialists that represent a project's supporters or its opponents
will always find issues on which to disagree. While they debate these issues, the Bluffs and its
adjacent ecosystem become more and more threatened.

. Make a commitment now to protect our fragile ecosystem from the pollutants and contaminants
that flow from the bluffs every time a sprinkler-head is activated to irrigate someone's yard.
Another hurdle in the path of a developer motivated to mitigate pre-existing run-off is counter-
productive to protecting the Coastal Zone.

Please join with us in supporting a development that provides mitigation, now, not when it is
too late.

Very truly yours,
s
‘/a,u«réwfu_—,% ‘e &\
Tom and Carrie Mcclune

cc: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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May 23, 2000
California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
Attn: Debra Lee

Dear Strs:

Everything about the proposed West Bluffs development suggests the need for compromise. The developer
has made compromases again and again. But opponents are still staunch in their belief the only good project
is “no project.” They are unwilling to work toward concessions. Therefore it will be up to the Coastal
Commission to render a decision as to the fate of this area.

Major changes have been made to the proposed project within the Coastal Zone boundaries It appears,
however, there will never be mitigation that will be acceptable to the small, but vocal group, who oppose
West Bluffs. They live in homes on the bluff top or down the face of the bluff slope. Homes that could not
be built today were it not for "grandfather clauses" within State and City codes. They live in two story
homes, which previously wiped out the view of neighboring residents. Now those who oppose this project
are waving the environmental flag and want to prohibit the coastal use and access to the remainder of this
area.

Please consider the impetus behind their objections as you decide the fate of a project that, in our opinion,
deserves your support.

We support the revisions to that portion of the proposed West Bluffs development that lies within the
Coastal Zone.
Sincerely yours,

[ ek

. R. Galanter

P. Lauener
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200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 - CALIFORNIA

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 COASTAL COMMISSIC
Attn: Debra Lee

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

Dear Commissioners:

Please add this letter to those of my neighbors who believe that the revisions
Catellus Residential Group has made to the West Bluffs development within the Coastal
Zone demonstrates sensitivity to the uniqueness of the Playa del Rey Biuffs.

Thank you.

Iy )2



ALFRED T. BAUM, D.D.S., M.S.D., FAC.D.
BRADLEY J. BAUM, BS., D.D.S.
GARY M. BAUM, D.D.S., M.S. ORTHODONTISTS

_DIPLOMATES, AMERICAN BOARD OF ORTHODONTICS

R .
ECEIVE
California Coastal Commission 5418-00 -
South Coast Area ‘ JUL 202000 .
Attn: Debra Lee
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 ‘ CALIFORNiA
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 COASTAL COMmMISS:2 >+

Dear Commissioners:

I am unable to attend the Coastal Commission Hearing. Please enter my letter of into the
record for the West Bluffs development. This project will benefit the local community in
many ways. The sensitive environmental area located below this development will be
protected by the measures the developer is taking not only during the construction, but long
term protective measures are being implemented as well. There will be public access, through
a system of green belts and parks, to an area that is currently inaccessible to the general public.

I have been involved in most of the 30 + community meetings that have helped shape
West Bluffs into a project that has wide community support. The Catellus Corporation
has gone through extraordinary lengths to meet numerous times with the local community
members in several forums to devise a plan for this development. The local residents
have shared in its planning .

In particular, I support the proposed improvements to that portion of the West Bluffs
development within the Coastal Zone including:

- Increased coastal access.

- The removal of retaining walls within the Coastal Zone.

- The elimination of grading and filling of Hastings Canyon within the Coastal Zone.
- Increased open space within the Coastal Zone.

- No development in that portion of Hastings Canyon that is within the Coastal Zone.
- A meandering pedestrian trail allowing the public coastal view access.

The West Bluffs project has my endorsement. Please join me in the support of this
development.

Very truly yours,

Gary M. Baum

WESTWOOD MEDICAL PLAZA, 10921 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 804, LOS ANGELES, CA 90024 (310) 208-5678
WESTCHESTER MEDICAL PLAZA, 8540 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD, SUITE 1012, LOS ANGELES, CA 90045 (310) 670-1411
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Ms. Deborah Lee

South Coast DIStrict DILECION. | - coim o mait cimm i coiis s oo o oo e i mmidiin e bt o e T s
California Coastal Commission '

" 200 Oceangate; Suite 1000 -~~~

s e

Long Beach, CA 90802
TT YT Rel TTAS5-PDR-99-130, Commission Appeal from the” - o
. City of Los Angeles grant of Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-93-013
N T N T R T T N A T T I T T I L R TR L T I
-Dear Ms. Lee:

These comments are provided on behalf of my client Spirit of the Sage Council (“Sage
Council”) and other interested community groups and persons residing and intimately
concerned with environmental and conservation issues of the Playa Vista, Westchester and
Ballona areas.

‘ The below comments are provided in support of the appeals by the Sage Council, the Coastal
Commission, A Coalition of Concerned Communities, and Rao Boppana in opposition to the
grant of a coastal development permit and request for a Coastal Zone boundary adjustment by
the City of Los Angeles (Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-93-013) on behalf of
developer and applicant, Catellus Residential Group for the project known as the West Bluffs
residential subdivision development (Tentative Tract Map 51122) located at 7501 West 80*
Street (collectively hereinafter referred to as “Project”).

These comments seek to clarify and reconfirm the obvious significant environmental impacts to
the Coastal Zone at the Project site which are unmitigated and do not adequately protect the
coastal resources as required by Chapter 3 of the Californian Coastal Act and applicable
general and specific plans of the City.

Incorporated into these comments are the Sage Council’s previous opposition submitted to the
Los Angeles City Council (City) on February 23, 1999 which is affixed hereto as Attachment
A. The bottom line is that the Sage Council objects to this Project because the coastal zone
impacts for this Project are just too great and the Cityv’s findings that other alternatives and
mitigations are unavailable or infeasible are just not true. What is tm° 1s that the apphicant, as
eathonized by the City, is just refusing to scale back its Project awav Tom the bluff faces and is
:nsisting that it be a‘lowed to destroy and fully grade and fll a historiz coasial canvon as part of
its large scale pnvate development
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Page Two - July 20, 1999
Ms. Deborah Lee, California Coastal Commission
. Commission Appeal A-5-PDR-99-130
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The Project Site is an Integral Biolog{cai Adjunct to the Coastal Wetlands Located
Below and an Integral Part of the Scenic, Biological and Sensitive Resources of the
Coastal Zone

e anm g e e mlw el R e BT e e R R R e T, £ T T T R B R EER AR TR N S P W S i tS S T

Mthough the Pro;ect s envxronmental impact report does everythmg possible to minimize and
-~ eliminate arny possible biological value of the coastal bluffs, it is clearly indicated that the-
coastal bluffs support many coastal zone and coastal wetlands related species. Local scientists
and environmental groups have documented the value of Project site. (See Attachments B &
C indicating biological resources and defects with the developer’s environmental findings
‘relativé'to thisappeal) ™ "~ T 7T 0 T TTTTmTI T T e e e

- —— - - b > P W+ oy

- riEns e in factt ire1988: the City of Eos Angeles recognized the relationr and value of the coastat bhaff-=< 7~
faces and bluff tops of the Project are (referred to as the “Marina Bluffs”) were an -
environmentally sensitive adjunct to the below existing Ballona Wetlands ecosystem.
(Attachment D) The purpose of the 1988 request was to ensure that the permit and planning
processes considered the impacts to the immediate and below coastal resources by including
the entirety of the Marina Bluffs in the Coastal Zone. This is exactly the protection required to
... .beafforded to this Project as indicated in a similar rejection of the project by the City itself o
. recognizing the sensitive coastal zone qualities of the Ballona biuffs. (Attachment E).— - —ov - oom - o oo .

While the exact boundary of the existing Coastal Zone appears to be in dispute, the protection
afforded by the Coastal Act are not! (See Attachment F, copy of Stephen J. Kane’s August
28, 1998 letter to Allysin Hitt of Coastal Commission)

Significant Grading Within the Coastal Zone and the Proposal to Amend the Coastal
Zone Boundarv will result in a Significant Loss of Coastal Bluff Features

The proposal to amend the Coastal Zone Boundary (made under the premise of increasing the
area within the Coastal Zone) will come at the expense of grading ar least 3.26 acres within the
existing Coastal Zone and by filling a natural coastal canyon with 265,000 cubic vards of earth
requiring 300 trips per day for a period of four months (120 days).

Yy

7 Thetustory of and exa~t locauon of the Coasiai Zone boundary 1s currently a subject of dispute. The Sage
Counail 1s currendy invesugatng the kustory and will provide a submittal on 1L, findings at a later time.
Nomithsanding, appreximately 25% of this Project indisputably lies within the exisung Coastal Zone.

Although, the impacis 1o the coasial zone by the loss of a bluff top and canvon far exceed the 25% which
. considers crdy 1mpacts vp to and including the tluff edge
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Page Three - July 20, 1999
Ms. Deborah Lee, California Coastal Commission
Commission A ppeal A-3-PDR-99-130
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. ..mzo AssOciation which will haye full control and responsibility (without restriction) of all open.. . ..

PR ]

Further in derogation of the purposes of the Coastal Act, the additional Coastal Zone acreage
created will be predominantly located immediately behind the backyard fences of the Project
homeowners, subject to brush clearing, fire management and the whims of the Homeowners

spaces on the Project site. See, TTM 51122 Engineering Condition No. 13.

Most importantly, the applicant does little t avoid significant grading of 27% of the entire
Project site which lies within the current Coastal Zone (direc: impact to 3.26 acres not
accounting for edge effects).

A Ny A L A I S S 3 e ARSIR T L W W L W o W S ot e TR W cw T s

The Project’s applicant provides a self-fulfilling prophecy that its actions are benefiting the rare

-~~ coastal bluff features of the Coastal Zone.- The applicant claims that constructionof four - - -+ -~ -

retaining walls in the Coastal Zone:

“are proposed only to stabilize existing erosional features in lieu of filling
these features down the bluff face.” (emphasis added)

Applicant letter to Planning Commission. p. 5 (D. Neal - 1/12/99)

However the truth and reahty is that such gradmg and ﬁllmg is only necessary in respcnse to .
developing the site in its current configuration with a maximum number of homes and to

provide direct access to the Project from Lincoln Boulevard and proposed Street “A”. As

discussed further below, a finding by the City that the Project, in its current form results in

some benefit by grading Coastal Zone bluff faces (“eliminating erosional features™) is a

determination which is not only a farce in contravention of the purposes of the Coastal Act, but

is also not supported by the evidence.

The Coastal Commission should not assent, and legally cannot approve the developers plan to
fill a historic coastal bluff canyon (Hastings Canyon) under the ridiculous and nonsensical
proposition that it is providing a benefit by “eliminating an erosional feature.”

The Findings for Coastal Development Permit 93-013 are Conclusorv, Incorrect,
Misapply the Law. and are Not Supported by the Evidence

The December 9, 1998 findings for the grant of Coastal Development Permit No. 93-013
adopted bv the Advisory Agency, as confirmed and ratified through the administrative
orocesszs of the City of Los Angeles ("CDP Findings™), fail to meet their essential purpose
with respect to the limitations imposed by the Supreme Court relative 10 the adequacy and
sufficiency of findings. Specificaliv, CDP Finding Nos. 1, 3, and 6, as found on pages 2-4 of
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. Ms. Deborah Lee, California Coastal Commission
Commission Appeal A-5-PDR-99-130
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the December 9, 1998 Advisory Agency decision, as detailed below, are not supported by the
substantial evidence, are conclusory, misapply the Coastal Act and other applicable guidelines
and local ordinances related thereto, and fail to bridge the analytical gap between the findings

and factual bases supporting such findings.

- © —— . bt 20

_ CDP Finding No. 1 is an improper application and interpretation of law which circumvents,
1gnores and rmsapplxcs ‘essential purposes of the California Coastal "Act of 1976 which resuits
in a finding which cannot be supported by the evidence due to its flawed application of law.

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is not merely a chapter concerned with “access,” which is
narrowly interpreted and analyzed in CDP Finding No. 1 only in the context of “parking.”?
TTTT T Whille “accéss” may beoné “objective™ of Chapter 3 of the Coastal'Act; it is'not the primary ="~~~
objective of the Coastal Actasit apphes to thxs Pro;ect
AU ./t;r'; LIRSt TR S TR TR N T e 4t SeatemXTE lw AT et s».,& e ','-‘\‘&’»::«‘y-.*v By T R el T aeek
In rmsapp}ymg and narrowly construmg the Coastal Act, the CDP Findings are devoid in
analysis on important “primary” Coastal Act purposes including the filling of wetlands (§
30233), protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas (§ 30240(b)), maintaining coastal
features and preserving views and aesthetics. (§ 30251) As succinctly stated in the Coastal
Act, additionally relevant “primary” purposes of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act which were
wantonly ignored in CDP Finding No. 1 are;
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The dkag, ﬁlmg, or dredging of open coastal waters wetlands, estuanes
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions

of this division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging
alternative. Coastal Act, Chapter 3, § 30233. (emphasis added)

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 those areas, and shall be
compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.
Coastal Act, Chapter 3, § 30240(b). (emphasis added)

The scenic_and visual gqualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public imporiance. Permitted development shall
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas, to mirumize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually
compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. Coastal
Act, Chapter 3, § 30251, (emphasis added)

7 Only six numbered sections of Chapter 3 wiuch deal with “azcess™ are found 1n Artcle Two of Chapter 3 of
he Coastai Act Cal Public Res. Code §§ 30210-30214 Yet other Arucies in Chapter 3 which are arguably

. more rzigy ant 10 thus Project than” ac:cs& " deal specifically wath Land Resources (Aruzle §) and Dev elopment
tArucle 6). Public Res, Code §§30240 et 523 and §§ 20250 et seq.
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As established throughout this and prcwously submztted comments, the grading of 3.26 acres
of coastal bluffs (approximately 25% of the entire area within the Coastal Zone) for this
Project is not an action which is in conformance with the more relevant and “primary” sections

=~ —-~--. 0f Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act cited above. The determination of CDP Finding No.1is
" legally deficient in its apphcat:on of the law and fails to make legally sufficient findings with
respect to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

O RPL T TS

The CDP Finding No. 3, which asserts that “all guidelines [January 1, 1982 Interpretive
s Guidelines of the Coastal Commission] have been met,™ isTiot siipported by the substantial -~ ==~ —-
evidence. The CDP Finding No. 3 not only fails to bridge arny analytical gap in connecting the
aus-reaniact-tothis conclusery finding, but also is so vague as to make the entire finding meaningless s~ « s
- Specifically, CDP Finding No. 3 amounts to vague “double-speak” such that no reasonable '
person can ascertain its meaning. CDP Finding No. 3, in relevant part provides:

“All guidelines have been met by the project prima facie, or where appropriate,
conditioned to conform to them.”

... First, the statement that “all guidelines have been met by the project prima facie” provides the . - .....
reader no other understanding other than every single guideline has been met. This finding is

hereby challenged. The term “appropriate™ suggests discretion which the City decision-making

agency may have or may not have required as conditions of certain aspects of the Project to

conform to the guidelines.

If the Project does not conform to every single guideline, this finding fails as being false and
cannot be substantiated. Furthermore, this finding fails completely in “bridging the gap”
between the conclusory remark of CDP Finding No. 3 and the facts of the Project as applied to
the guidelines.

CDP Finding No. 6 misinterprets and misapplies the law which provides police powers of the
decision-making agency which reasonably and feasibly could be employed to reduce the
impacts of the Project in the Coastal Zone. The powers of the City to protect the “health,
safety and welfare” is a fundamental authority for the planning and regulation of development
and includes broad powers to protect “public welfare” which encompass concepts of the
spinitual as well as physical and aesthetic as well as monetary. Additionally, it is within the
authority of the Citv’s police power to determine that the community should be “beautiful as
well as healthy, " “spacious as well as clean.” and “well-balanced as well as carefullv planned.”
Berman v Parker (1954) 348U S 26
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The Coastal Act requires “avoidance of wetlands and that the least damaging environmentally
superior alternative be selected in order to avoid wetlands. Public Res. Code § 30233. Itis not
proper to impact wetlands under the guise of 2 CEQA Statement of Overniding Considerations
_,as found in pages 5 through 8 of the December 9, 1998 findings for the grant of Coastal
Devclopment Permit No. 93-013 adopted by the Advisory Agency. T

e e el e

CDP Finding No. 6 provides:

There are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures. . . available

- e === for imposition by this authority under the power granted to it~ that would-- e
substantxally lessen any significant adverse impact that the development . . .may

LTSRS have on theenwronment. SN T T e LTI R T I T S e T A e e

With rcfercnce to previously provided comments and other comments made herein which are
herein incorporated by reference, the City’s finding of “infeasibility” of mitigation measures
and other Project alternatives is not supported by the evidence in the record. Furthermore, the
finding of “infeasibility” in CDP Finding No. 6, made in the context of the Coastal Act
findings, serves to wolate and frustrate - many of the prowsxons of the Coa.stal Act
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Findings of “Infeasibility” of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures is Not Supported by
the Evidence

No environmentally superior alternative is being selected to avoid impacts to the most sensitive
environmental resources of the entire Project site - the coastal bluffs. For this reason, the
Coastal Commission should overturn the City’s approval of LCP 93-013 and should not accept
the findings as reviewed and analyzed in the certified EIR. Supplemental review and mitigation
IS necessary.

The decision of the City violates the essential purpose of CEQA and the Coastal Act by not
meeting the requirement to select a less impacting alternative, and failing to impose all possible
mitigation measures which will mitigate all significant impacts to the greatest extent possible.
Furthermore, the concept-and requirement of “avoidance” with respect to wetlands and
significant coastal land forms cannot be understated and ignored to the extent being done for
this Project.

Based upon the physical constraints of the Project site and the expected environmental impacts
known beiore the prepn-2tion of the SFEIR. cerain environmental protections could have
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" reasonably been incorporated into the finally approved Project.

e avoidance of wetlands and riparian habitat as required by the trustee resource
agencies and their mandates. (USFWS, CDFG and ACOE) See, for example, =
SEEIR pTTi7 L R ST T s

» grading cuts and fills of Hastings Canyon and natural bluffs could have been
avoided. Scenic Highways Plan, Bluffs Specific Plan and California Coastal Act.
See, for example, SDEIR, pp. 189-190.
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o selecting an alternative Project subdivision footprint/layout would preserve and
221 =+ protect unique scenic and environmental values of the coastal bluffs, could +:— <~ v sermoie-
‘ - eliminate the extensive grading of the bluffs and the bluff top edges in the Coastal
Zone being done for the contrived purpose of protecting the public and below
wetlands from “slope instability.”

_ . Ostensible Project “Purpose” and “Infeasibility” of Avoidance are Not Supported by the

Record Evidence .- . . oL ' .

It is neither accurate, reasonable, or factually supported by the record evidence to state or
make a finding that a primary goal of this Project is the “slope stabilization” and the elimination
of dangerous or undesirable “erosion features.” Rather, the purpose of this project is the
private - for profit - subdivision of land and development of luxury residential homes by
Catellus Corporation.

The City of Los Angeles has not, previous to the conjured concept in this development Project,
characterized or recognized Hastings Canyon as a nuisance. This natural coastal bluff canyon
feature has been identified on topography maps, years before man’s intrusion into the region.
The Project proposes to fill this natural coastal canyon with 250,000’s cubic yards of dint fill to
build ocean view homes - in contravention of the requirement to preserve of natural coastal
features.

The ostensible purpose to divert a stormwater drain and “stabilize existing erosional features”
does not amount to substantial evidence to support the filling of a coastal canyon for the
purpose of building luxury homes. The California Coastal Act, CEQA and other Jocal laws
prohibit such adverse impacts without proper avoidance or adequate mitigation.

ThHe selection of a reasonable altemative which munimizes and aveids <igrificant bluff and
wetland impacts is a substantive and mandatory requirement of CEQA_ rot merely a
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procedural one. Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 692,
711, 730-731; Public Resources Code §§ 21002, 21081; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3),
15021(a)(2), and 15091(a).

Project Impacts of Wetlands and Coastal Zone Resources

The Sage Council agrees with the state trustee agency for plants and wildlife, the Department
of Fish and Game (DFG), which provided prior comment opposing the elimination of water

T eourses and/or their chanrnelization or conversion to substirface drainsT The Sage Council and -~ -~

DFG maintain that all wetlands and water courses are to be retained and provided with

«_substamtat-setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values and maintain their

value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations.

The Project applicant admits that Hastings Canyon, its largest tributary channel and three

additional on-site drainages, are considered “streambeds” by the Cal. Department of Fish and
Game in accordance with Section 1601 of Fish and Game Code. Applicant Letter to U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, p. 3 (PCR - 4/23/98).

e e e e—— e, S — s

W'mle much of the coastal bluff features of Hastings Canyon have been plece -meal labeled as -
partially being restricted by local plans and districts, partially being in the Coastal Zone
boundary, partially being designated a “water of the U.S.” for purposes of the federal Clean
Water Act, and partially being “streambed” under the California Fish and Game Code - the
fact of the matter is that it is a highly regulated and unique feature of the coastal bluffs within
the City of Los Angeles.

As a result, collectively, even when figured in the light most favorable to the developer that it
deserves a Constitutional “fair use” of its land, Hastings Canyon remains a natural feature of
the Ballona wetlands and Coastal Zone which the Project plans to fill with approximately
250,000’s cubic yards of dirt fill.

SFEIR Fails To Provide Adequate Mitigation For Significant Impacts to Rare,
Threatened and Endangered Species. On and Off-site Mitigation Possibilities Exist

CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures must be required as a condition of
approval of this Project, notwithstanding the adoption of the Statement of Overriding
Consicerations. Public Res. Code § 21102 1(a), CEQA Guideline § 15093. However,
notwithstancing the mancaicry finding of significance that the preposad project will “reduce
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the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal,” the Project provides
no mitigatien for the loss of foraging habitat for birds of prey which are known to utilize the
site.

e e e — e

'I'he fmdmg of “mfeasxbzhty” “without oﬁ‘enng mmganon for lost habitat - cspecxally in light of
Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act as a Pro;ect site directly adjacent to an important
~ environmentally sensitive wetland habitat - is not supported by the evidence. The grassland
and ruderal vegetation throughout the bluff top provides foraging habitat for many federal and
state Species of Special Concern including the listed bird species (California Horned Lark,
"~ Loggerhead Shrike, Black-Shouldered Kite, Cooper's Hawk, and Northern Harrier) which all -~ -
use ruderal grasslands as foraging areas. (See Attachments B & C) Several of these species
-~ will be displaced from the project site by the proposed construction. No mitigation grasslands
are offered for this loss of this regionally diminished habitat. The only mitigation of biological
resources being offered for this Project is “habitat enhancement to existing Diegan Scrub
habitat and removal of exotic vegetation on the bluff face.” TTM 51122, Plant and Animal Life
Condition No. 1.

Feasible mitigation measures reasonably should and could include adoption of a reduced
density alternative, requirement of clustering homes away from the bluff faces, and a__
requirement of off-site mitigation. The City’s police powers allows for the imposition of these
conditions for Project approval, but the City has failed to require them in contravention of the

purposes and requirements of CEQA and the Coastal Act.

Final Remarks

In light of the above, the Coastal Commission should uphold the appeals made by the Sage
Council, the Coastal Commission and others, by and reject the approval of the Project, thereby

rejecting the City's grant of CDP 93-013, and rejecting the Coastal Zone boundary adjustment
because there are reasonable and feasible alternatives which can substantially lessen the effects
on the environment and the Coastal Zone.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. Should vou have any questions

concerning any of the points raised herein, please do not hesitate to contact this office. Please
notify this office of any administrative hearings or approvals related to this Project.

Craig A Sherman
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cc:  Mr. Rusty Areias, Chair, California Coastal Commission

___Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director, Californian Coastal Commission _ _.

Mr. Al Padilla, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal Commission

e g e o e s

A

Sage Council’s previous opposition to CDP 93-13 and CEQA deficiencies,
authored by Craig A. Sherman on February 23, 1999

Friends of Ballona Wetlands opposition to CDP 93-13 and CEQA deficiencies,
authored by Howard Towner, Ph.D on October 16, 1998.

Howard Towner, Ph.D."s previous opposition to CDP 93-13 and CEQA
deficiencies, dated July 5, 1998 .. _ ’

August 4, 1988, Los Angels City Council Decision request and decision
to protect of subject Coastal Zone area v

March 3, 1988 decision of the Los Angels City Council rejecting a similar
project in a similar location for the same reasons as expressed herein, as
required by the Coastal Act, and as set forth in the general and specific plans
of the City.

Stephen J. Kane’s previous submission to Cal. Coastal Commission (Allyson
Hitt) dated August 28, 1998.
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City of Los Angeles
200 Norih Main Street, 6* Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

o Re:  City Council Meeting, February 24, 1999

Comments on Discretionary Decisions Relating to Appeal of the

West Bluffs Project - State Clearinghouse No. 97111005
' Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-93-013

. Dear Mayor Riordin and Members of the City Council:

. « These comments are provided on behalf of the public interest group Spirit of the Sage Council
(“Sage-Council”) and other interested community groups and persons in the Playa Vista,
Westchester and Ballona areas.

The below comments are provided in response to the certification of the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (“SFEIR”), the approval of Coastal Development Permit No.
93-013, approval of Tentative Tract Map No. 51122 (“TTM 51122"), and other discretionary
decisions related to development approvals for the West Bluffs Project located at 7501 West
80" Street (collectively hereinafter referred to as “Project”).

These comments seek to clarify and reconfirm objections to this Project based upon previous
issues and concerns raised before the Advisory Agency, Planning Commission and the Planning
and Land Use Management Committee regarding this Project, including the corresponding
appeals made by the Sage Council and the other appellants challenging this Project approval,
which are hereby incorporated by reference.

Significant Grading Within the Coastal Zone and the Proposal to Amend the Coastal
Zone Boundary will result in a Sionificant Loss of Coastal Bluff Features

The propesal 1o amend the Coastal Zone Bouncary (made under the p'-m*se of increzcing the
. zre: wiifin the Coasizi Zone) will come 2t the expense of ::ra\.ire ! lewst 3 26 acres within the
exising Cozstal Zone and by Sliing a natural coestel canvon with 100 2007 of cutic feet

EXHIBIT A
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of dirt fill.' Further in derogation of the purposes of the Coastal Act, the additional Coastal

__Zone acreage created will be predominantly located immediately behind the backyard fencesof: . ---.. .-
“the Pro;ect homeowners, subject to brush cleanng, fire management and the whims of the

Homeowners Association will have full control and responsibility (without restriction) of all

- open spaces on the Project site. See, TTM 51122 Engineering Condition No. 13.

While the Project applicant seeks to gain favor from the City by claiming its extraordinary L
- - effort to protect coastal bluffs by not grading the entire coastal feature;
“a majority of the bluff face [is] to be left ungraded” and that “a dramatic
shift from the ‘conventional’ grading normally required to a project of this
kind; namely, to grade out the entire bluff face and put it back at a 2:1 slope,
all as one engineered slope.”
Applicant letter to Planning Commission. p. 3 (D. Neal - 1/12/99)

(. ~ the applicant does little to avoid significant grading of 27% of the entire Project site which lies
. within the current Coastal Zone (direct impact to 3.26 acres not accounting for edge effects).

Continuing the Project applicant’s self-fulfilling prophecy that its actions are benefiting the rare
coastal bluff features of the Coastal Zone, the applicant further claims that construction of four
retaining walls in the Coastal Zone;

p— - —,  ———— - — v f———
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“are proposed only to stabzhze existing erosional features in lieu of filling
these features down the bluff face.” (emphasis added)

Applicant letter to Planning Commission. p. 5 (D. Neal - 1/12/99) -

However, the truth and reality is that such grading is only necessary in response to developing ..

* “the site’in its current configuration with'a maximum number of homes and direct access by
Lincoln Boulevard and proposed Street “A”.  As discussed further below, a finding by the Ciry
that the Project, in its current form results in some benefir by grading Coastal Zone bluff faces
(“eliminating erosional features™) is a determination which is not only a farce in contravention
of the purposes of the Coastal Act, but is also not supported by the evidence.
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@ '/ Oze coadition of approval for the Project, Grading Ceadition No. 19 as foun d in the D=c. 9, 1998 decision
of the Advisory Agency for Tentative Trazt Map S1122, provides for an open—nced grading authorization to
“further stabilize” the natwral ccasial blufs Condition Mo 19 reads * Existing ercsional fzatures along the
‘ bluff would be removed and replaced with a manufactursd slope. This manufactured slope would be
construcied ai the naturzl gradiznt and would be reinforced with the aid of geofabrics.™
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Adopted Findings for Coastal Development Permit 93-013 are Not Supborted bv the
Substantial Evidence. are Cond SOrV, M:sagg!v the Law, and Fail to Bndge the

Analvtical Gap Se T s

A requirement in the adoption of findings is to bridge the analytical gap between the raw data
and the ultimate decision. Topanga Ass’n for a Scenic Communitv v. Countv of Los Angeles,
(1074) 11 Cal.3d 506, 514-517. Such findings serve specific purposes to (1) provide a
framework for principled decisions, enhancing the integrity of the administrative process, (2)-. .......

" facilitate orderly analysis and reduce the likelihood that an agency will randomly leap from
evidence to conclusion, (3) serve a public relations function by helping to persuade the parties

- that administrative decision-making is careful, reasoned, and equitable (4) enable the parties to

determine whether and on what basis they should seek }udic:lal review and remedies, and (5)
apprise the reviewing court of the basis for the agency’s decision.

The December 9, 1998 findings for the grant of Coastal Development Permit No. 93-013
adopted by the Advisory Agency, as confirmed and ratified through the administrative
processes of the City of Los Angeles (“CDP Findings”), fail to meet their essential purpose
with respect to the limitations imposed by the Supreme Court relative to the adequacy and .
sufficiency of findings. Specifically, CDP Finding Nos. 1, 3, and 6, as found on pages 2-4 of

~ the December 9, 1998 Advisory Agency decision, as detailed below, are not supported by the
substantial evidence, are conclusory, misapply the Coastal Act and other applicable guidelines
and local ordinances related thereto, and fail to bridge the analytical gap between the findings

-- ===-=---and factual bases supporting such findings== TTeemTT T eTETaen e e

CDP Finding No. 1 is an improper application and interpretation of law which circumvents,
ignores, and misapplies essential purposes of the California Coastal Act of 1976 which results
in a finding which is cannot be supported by the evidence due to its flawed application of law.
s - em--o.Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is not merely a chapter concerned awith “access,*-which is :wmrrmsaziresre oo
narrowly interpreted and analyzed in CDP Finding No. 1 onlv in the context of “parking.”
While “access” may be one “objective” of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, it is not the primary
objective of the Coastal Act as it applies to this Project. In misapplying and narrowly
construing the Coastal Act, the CDP Findings are devoid in analysis on important “primary”
Coastal Act purposes including the filling of wetlands (§ 30233), protecting environmentally
..-Sensitive habitat areas (§ 30240(b)), maintaining coastal features and preserving views 20d e eove - -

h

‘ */ Only six nurobered sections of Chapter 3 which deal with “access™ are found in Arucle Two of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act Cal. Public Res. Code §§30210-30213. Yey other Arucles in Chapter 3 which are arguably
more relevant to this Project than “access,” deal specifizaily with Land Resourtes (Arucle 5) and Development .
{Arucie 6). Public Res. Code §§30240 et seq and §§ 30250 et seq
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aesthetics. (§ 30251) As succinctly stated in the Coastal Act, a few relevant additional
“primary” purposes of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act which were wantonly ignored in CDP
Finding No. 1 are:

The diking, filing, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries
and lakes shall be permnitted in accordance with other applicable provisions
of this division, where there is no feasible less environmentallv_damaging
alternative. Coastal Act, Chapter 3, § 30233. (emphasis added)

“Dévelopment in areas adjacent fo_environmentallv sensitive habitat areas
and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent
impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be

compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.
Coastal Act, Chapter 3, § 30240(b). (emphasis added)

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 the surrounding area, and where feasible,

-to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.” Coastal
Act, Chapter 3, § 30251. (emphasis added)

, .\\

- -m—a—-As established throughout this.and previously submitted comments,-the grading of 3:26 acreg—-——"""—=~"""
of coastal bluffs (approximately 25% of the entire area within the Coastal Zone) for this
Project is not an action which is in conformance with the more relevant and “primary” sections
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act cited above. The determination of CDP Finding No.1 is
legally deficient in its application of the law and fails to make legally sufficient findings with :
Tespect to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal ACL. _ .. wm commzr s mrams mocrmms smmmes

The CDP Finding No. 3, which asserts that “all guidelines [January 1, 1982 Interpretive
Guidelines of the Coastal Commission] have been met,” is not supported by the substantial
evidence. The CDP Finding No. 3 not only fails to bridge any analytical gap in connecting the
fact to this conclusory finding, but also is so vague as to make the entire finding meaningless.
Specifically, CDP I’mamg No. 3 amounts to vague double speak such that no reasonable

e D B i PN LIS 5 NI DI Y PN AT e
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= perSOn Cal ASceriain 1(s Theaning. CDP Finding No. 3, in relevant part provides:

“All guidelines have been met by the project prima facie, or - ‘here appropriate,
concitioned to conform to them.™
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o evironmentally supetior alternative be selected in order to avoid wetlands_Public Res_Code §
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First, the statement that “all guidelines have been met by the project prima facie” provides the

reader no other understanding other than every single guideline has been met. This finding is

hereby challenged. The term “appropriate” suggests discretion which the City decision-making

agency may have or may not have required as conditions of certain aspects of the Projectto.. .. .. ... .-
conform to the guidelines,

If the Project does not conform to every single guideline, this finding fails as being false and

cannot be substantiated. Furthermore, this finding fails completely in “bridging the gap”

between the conclusory remark of CDP Finding No. 3 and the facts of the Project as applied to

the guidelines.
Lastlv, CDP Finding No. 6 misinterprets and misapplies the law which provides police powers

of the decision-making agency which reasonably and feasibly could be employed to reduce the

impacts of the Project in the Coastal Zone. The powers of the City to protect the “health,

safety and welfare” is a fundamental authority for the planning and regulation of development

and includes broad powers to protect “public welfare” which encompass concepts of the

spiritual as well as physical and aesthetic as well as monetary. Additionally, it is within the

authority of the City’s police power to determine that the community should be “beautiful as

well as healthy,” “spacious as well as clean,” and “well-balanced as well as carefully planned.”

Berman v. Parker, (1954) 348 U.S.26. .

.. - Notwithstanding the obvious power and authority under CEQA and many other.lawsto .. ...
require conditions for approval which better protect and preserve the Coastal Zone and
“general welfare,” the Coastal Act requires avoidance of wetlands and that the least damaging

30233. It is not proper to impact wetlands under the guise of a CEQA Statement of
Overriding Considerations as found in pages 5 through 8 of the December 9, 1998 findings for
the grant of Coastal Development Permit No. 93-013 adopted by the Advisory Agency.

CDP Finding No. 6 provides:

R A et e rrd o P - ———y o Wl W o i o i
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There are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures. . . available
for imposition by this authority under the power granted to it . . . that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the development . . .may
have on the environment.

herein incorporated by reference, the City’s &nding of “infeasibility” of mitigation measures
and other Project alternatives is not supported by the evidence in the record. Furthermore, the
find ng of “infeasibility” in CDP Finding No. €, made in the context ¢ ths Coastal Act

Bndings, serves to violate and frustrate provisions many of the provisions of the Coastal Act.
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Findines of “Infeasxbnhtv” of Alternatives and Mmgatlon Measures is Not Supported bv
the Evsdence

No envxronmentaﬂy supenor alternatwe 15 bemz selected to avoxd 1mpacts 1o the most sensitive
environmental resources of the entire Project site - the coastal bluffs. For this reason, the City
Council may not legally not approve the certification of the SFEIR and approve the grant of

LCP 93-013.

© <= ™ The decision of the City violates the essential purposé of CEQA réquiring the selection of an =~
alternative, and imposition of all possible mitigation measures which will mitigate all significant
impacts to the greatest extent possible. Furthermore, the concept and requirement of
“avoidance” with respect to wetlands and significant coastal land forms cannot be understated
and ignored to the extent being done for this Project.

Based upon the physical constraints of the Project site and the expected environmental impacts
known before the preparation of the SFEIR, certain environmental protections could have
reasonably been incorporated into any finally approved Project:

o°

» avoidance of wetlands and ripanan habitat as required by the trustee resource
- --.-- -.agencies and their mandates.-(USEWS, CDFG and ACOE) See, for example, -- - - - --
SFEIR, p. III-17.

» —gradingcuts and-fills of Hastings-Canyon and. natural bluffs could have-beenwmame o cmmee rmmmsinr. o
avoided. Scenic Highways Plan, Bluffs Specific Plan and California Coastal Act.
See, for example, SDEIR, pp. 189-190.

» selecting an alternative Project subdivision footprint/layout would preserve and
—_protect unique scenic and environmental values of the coastal bluffs, could ___ . _ _ .
eliminate the extensive gradmg of the bluffs and the bluff top edges in the Coastal ‘
Zone being done for the contrived purpose of protecting the public and below
wetlands from “slope instability.”

Ostensible Project “Purpose” and “Infeanbxlm” of Avoidance are Not Supported by the

- I TSI = z
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“Record Evidence

‘ It is neither accurate, reasonable, or factually supporied by the record =vidence to state or
make a 3nding that a2 primary goal of this Project is the "slope stzb.ization” and the elimination
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of dangerous or undesirable “erosion features.” Rather, the purpose of this project is the
- private - for profit - subdivision of land and development of luxury residential homes by
Catellus Corporation. :

The City of Los Angeles has not, previous to the conjured concept in this development Project,
characterized or recognized Hastings Canyon as a nuisance. This natural coastal bluff canyon

_ feature has been identified on topography maps, years before man’s intrusion into the region.
The Project proposes to fill this natural coastal canyon with 100,000’s of cubic feet of dirt fill
to build ocean view homes - in contravention of the requirement to preserve of natural coastal
features.

The ostensible purpose to divert a stormwater drain and “stabilize existing erosional features”
does not amount to substantial evidence to support the filling of a coastal canyon for the
purpose of building luxury homes. The California Coastal Act, CEQA and other local laws
. prohibit such adverse impacts without proper avoidance or adequate mitigation. .

The selection of a reasonable alternative which minimizes and avoids significant bluff and
wetland impacts is a substantive requirement of CEQA which is a mandatory requirement, not .
" "7 “merélyd procedural oné. Kings Countv Farm Bureau v. Citv of Hanford, (1990) 222

Cal.App.3d 692, 711, 730-731; Public Resources Code §§ 21002, 21081; CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), and 15091(a). In light of the above, the City must uphold the

~ == age Countil’s dppéal and Tej&ct the dpproval of the . Project, certification of the SFEIRa nd
grant of CDP 93-013, because there are reasonable and feasible alternatives which which can
substantially lessen the environmental effects. Sierra Club v, Gilrov Citv Council, (1990) 222
Cal.App.3d 30, 41.

e m e U
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Project Impacts of Wetlands and Coastal Zone Resources

The Sage Council agrees with the state trustee agency for plants and wildlife, the Department

of Fish and Game (DFG), which provided prior comment opposing the elimination of water

courses and/or their channelization or conversion to subsurface drains. The Sage Council and

DFG maintain that all wetlands and water courses are 10 be retained-and provided-awithsusmsescr eosuactwan-
substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aguatic habitat values and maintain their

va'ue to on-site and of-site wildlife populations.

et Tl B P I AT
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The Project applicant admits that Hastings Canyon, its largest tributary channel and three
additional on-site drainages, are considered “streambeds” by the Cal. Department of Fish and
Game in accordance with Section 1601 of Fish and Game Code Apphcam Letter to U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, p. 3 (PCR - 4/23/98).

While much of the coastal biuff features of Hastings Canyon have been piece-meal labeled as -
partially being restricted by local plans and districts, partially being in the Coastal Zone
boundary, partially being designated a “water of the U.S.” for purposes of the federal Clean

_ Water Act, and partially being “streambed” under the California Fish and Game Code - the.

fact of the matter is that it is a highly regulated and unique feature of the coastal bluffs within
the City of Los Angeles.

As aresult, collectively, even when figured in the light most favorable to the developer
deserves a Constitutional “fair use” of its land, Hastings Canyon remains a natural feature of
the Ballona wetlands and Coastal Zone which the Project plans to fill with 100,000’s of cubic
feet of dirt fill.

SFEIR Fails To Provide Adequate Mitigation For Significant Impacts to Rare,
Threatened and Endang cred _Sggcxes __Or_x and Off-srte Mitig atnon Posmb:htxes Exist

CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures must be required as a condition of
approval of this Project, notwithstanding the adoption of the Statement of Overriding

ST

—Considerations. PUbLic Res. Code § 211027 1(a), CEQA Guideline § 15093. However

notwithstanding the mandatory finding of significance that the proposed project will “reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal,” the Project provides
no mitigation for the loss of foraging habitat for birds of prey which are known to utilize the
site.

T & S e s i o e Wl U e AR L B W e T f e W ot % VTGS WS AT N0 S smt TN C e -

“The ﬁndmg of “mfeas:bthty’ without offering mitigation for lost habitat - especially in light of
Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act as a Project site directly adjacent to an important
environmentally sensitive wetland habitat - is not supported by the evidence. The grassland
and ruderal vegetation throughout the bluff top provides foraging habitat for many federal and
state Species of Special Concern including the listed bird species (California Horned Lark,

«==d:088¢rhead Shrike, Black-Shouldered Kite,.Cooperis Hawk, and Northem Harrier) swhich all mecum oo

use ruderal grasslands as foraging areas. Several of these species will be displaced from the
project site by the propoced construction. No mjxigadon grasslands are offered for this loss of
this regionally diminashed habitat. The only mitigation of biological resources being offered for
this Project is “habitat enhancemert 1o existing Diegan Scrub habitat and removal of exotic
vegetation on the bluff face " TTM 31122 Plant and Animal Life Condition No 1.
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FRIENDS OF BALLONA WETLANDS
Nz Peter Lauerer, Vice Prasidant
Catallus Rasidential Group
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Los Angeies, CA 997012

Oc-obzr 16, 1958

POSITION STATEMENT: WEST BLUFFS PROJECT

Friends of Ballona Wetands has bezn working since 1978 to protact and restere
iz Ballons Wetands in Playa de! Rey. The proposad 119-home preject in and arcund
Hestings Canyon sdjoins ths Ballona Wedands, and poses 2 savere threat to the
Czsawater marsh thut lizs below this proposed development The Frisnds have a strong
interest in how this project wili impect thoss watlends. Furthermore, w2 2lso have a
sTong interest in andy r2zoaining opan space 11 te Weastchesier-Playa dal Rev r2pon, end
i th2 inTinsic habitat values of tus space.

The sit2 of the propossc 112-home evilopmen: in Hastings Canven has inttnsic
environymentzl valve in the coastal sage serub community living along the top of the
oIesT 1t could hava even higher value if the top of tha dluff was restored to &ts erizinal
condition. Furher, beczase of the site’s praximin to the Bellong Wettands and 34-acr2
Eashwater marsh, development there has an infimats seladonship to the 2oclozy ofthat
Eaghrsater marsh and the exising sa’t marsh.

We cppose the project in its proposed form. The Frends’ mast dasreble
altamaove is 10 restore both the bluF and the top of tie bluF face 10 a2 shuce

- 4 AL
zpoioNIMiting their original conditizn and l2aving them 2s nziwral open spacs

f

This positen sictement outhngs the falicaing 10 the emvizonsnenial imnacis tha

¥ & L :
project will undoubtediv cause, 7) the relateonship of the projact (o sechons of the
- . -t . | - - . -
Coastal Blofls Spacific Plan, the Coastal Act of 1675, and the Baz Frouse Ordiancz of
1265, 3tz impacts and vicladons tmpesag by the oropesed Coz
bd

L3

N2 oiep oaswz! Beundary Line
At £) vanoeus srcommeniaucns © Ceilus to minimize these impects, and )
commients pussuant to the completed Invironmenal Impast Report (EIR). Tris posidon
13 s }

)3
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aTameT s o cubninatcn of policy reserreh and soveral mestings {2 Frisnds have hegd
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Ths following summery of project impasss is based on discussions with Catelius,
h2 Wes: Blufls Steenng Committe, and the f:ld obsarvadens of Dr Howard Townsr =
and other qualifizg biolegists.

The propesed projact, if implemeantad by the davaloper, will have a varisty of
scological unpeacis on the site itself 2 w=l es the sirounding 2rea. These impasts have
savers nzgatve implicatons for the wop of the tinff, chiT face and surounding areas.

1 Thers *i b 2 permenzn! maior negadve impact on 2 bluff top itsald
: primary sitz {0 ke vtlized for the construcdon of homazs and suppering
infas 2. Thezarge s currendy ansg
and a2 fauna of n2tive enimals

]
tp et
e
.8«
?

a One matter of szricus coNserm is that the sitz has served as a foraging
zround for 2 wida vadety of raptors, some of which are “Disted™ and soms of “specnl
concem” Thase raptors include the spasizs Jstad below, all of which Ur. Towner has
otservad parsonally on the projest site. Tne foraging erca for these spzeizs will, in
ess2nce, disappzer if the projactis implernentad 2s proposaed.

. Prairie Felcon

Feragrine Faleom
American Kestrel
Black-shoulderad Kite
Racd-taiad Hawk
Nerthem Hamer
Tuday Vidoure
Taz following praderery tirds oosur rzzularly to inFeousndy i the Westchester
rzzon, butare van likaly to use the sit2:

1
Crzat-homed Owl
Bzm Cwi
Burowing Oxl

Cooper's Huv'e

“ T pem Jmrette

Shamp-shinned Mawk

™ e Y s - esrte

Red-shouldzrad How)

e : 1o il Mr tam s taee T i am o Cae At sy ay me Slo b mg e o gl
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syzoiz s 2ho naditatcansat D mutzaied Eovionsmentalv the hest

cancdored feld supporhng rudzrzl vagetator, —— -
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Page 2
altemarive for this space would e to allow it to renym to 2 sommunity of native
L A2gatadion, of aalans: i with the plaating of natvesises o
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b} A number oflocal birds utitze fat, open spaces and will b exctirpated if
the project is implemented as proposed. These species will not sunvive (0 tha restored
blull fzce habitat, baceus: once houses ar2 built on tha top of the bluff. the Bluf face will

be stzep and brushy. These spesies require grassy ersas. Such speciss include:

Waeasiam Meadowlark -
Sav's Phoebe
Homead Lack

Lark SpaTow

e v o+ ————

¢) A verety of 12 -restmt vamebra speues wﬂl bs zﬂvefsely ‘iec;ed by the
dev:lopment. Ths potentiel local rangs of these spacies s will nefmar.‘.ntl teshke
Thase species are m dangesr of local extirpation. These vertabrates ace no: aly of
intrinsic value and interest, they also consttute foad for the raptors previously
meationed. Listsd below are terrestnial vartzbrates whick Dr. Townsr observed onthe
blufss, or which ace likaly te occur on the site:

Armphibians otserved

Pacific Tres Frog (Pseudecris regillz)
Wastemr Toad Bufo boreas)
Black-bellied Salamznder (Batrachoseps nigriventris)

Keptlss observed

Califorrua Laglass Lizard (4nviiclln sulchira;

W’:st:rn Fenee Lizard Sceloporus oczidentalis)
da-blowcned Lierd (La siensburianc;

5-- themn Alligator Lizard fElzeria multicerinzic)

Westzm SKink (Zumecer skiltoniznus

Caiifzmua King Srake ﬁamnpr“pvl i gatuliz

Gogpher Snake fPirczhis frelznzizions)

e

fammals observed

/

feginie Cpossum MDideiphus virginunus)
o Kt Gapi'.m (Thomamys bettzei
Cerfomiz Grotnd Qqu:*el (Sgermzoniius beechzyi)

Sz raied Jackabba ’7 S US ¢ f",j-)'? .c“Jw
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Maromals bkely o QUCI at the sita.
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Sap2d Skunk (Mephins mepriitis)
-+ Red Fox (Fulpes vilpes) (ntzdduged) - — —mmmmr o e
Des=r Mouse (Peromyssuz meniculitis)

2. Tae blui¥ top reprasents the tast local op2n space of its e in this rzgon

EHEN

e s 38 D2s exzellent poicntial forus: asa public space fie park cr ol recraation arsa) A o oo e

audy,
seriss of developtr ants 2ast of Lincoln Boulsvard has consumed all other remnants of
_this typs ofandscapz. Ths smell amownt of open spzee (iess than 2 acres) proposed by
the develape” is not adequats. If he Jevalopmeniis pm'ut:?d ifﬂ‘[ddl:’. beadsolutely,” T T T T
raandatary that more dedicated open space be addad to h praject 11“. Fnends swongly
suppaort the West Bluffs Stzerine Commuttze as well os the res o*

2 comumiuty-at-Jasge - —
concamung ths 1ssme s - - -
3, Whils the proposad restorazion of the blufl face (Lo restoradon sf the
- coaste! sege brush community), will enhance the exdsting habitat. the squshire of the .

bluff will b2 changed so much i the procsss of bJJlimC’ the proj ct, that it r-v_h have liqla
DT N0 positve impect on the native spasizs of plants, vertzbrates and invertebrates
curTenty 'csidinz, ¢ thers. The proposed clan inchidas the fihnz It of Hasiangs Canyen,
detrimenta’ to the natural siope of the exising bluff V/e cxpact that these species will b2
extirpeted, at l2ust temporaniy, dus to the high disturbance of the binff while
restructuring it t2 accommmodaie the new homas, Whils the bluff will heve minimel
tecracing, 18-2C f22t of the top of the bluff will be cut dewn and filizd, andin cema
areas, the bluf will be pushed our 40-G0 feet further over Linsoln Boulsvard,  Therefore,
iTis Iea;omb‘. 10 essurns: that the enor: bluff will be disturbed, reshaped znd fllad to
tudd the 112 homes peoposad in the project,
=3 The inclusion of 3 direct access roed (Sieer A) 1o Lineckn Bowlevard will

Gesioy the nataral 25peet of that parz efthe blu f" fece, vl alsoisoiztz 2 smati arzato
the south of the sTeet Tom the nanrad ar2es on the rest of the DI face. The Friands
stronzly oppose the construsion of this sireet. because it ot enly euts fzht thrcugh the

uE fece and presemts 4 cor sidzrabls proolam for wildinfz thng to traverss the szeat to

orez2 on tha DlefY, bur it alse effsets the crucial frem*& atar rnarsh bolow, (See

information and recomumendanons for the prepos=

addidonal
: and
Runod" szchon of this docinent.

=3 st JAY In the Y Dreinage

When comparing the prooass\_ Pien cf 1591 1o that 0f 1998, 1t 1s evident the

Sm2st A has bean relocetzd Erher north within :k'e sitz. Crtellus bz moved Sges .-\

ause pet ofthe street Les with the Coestal Zone. The Coestal Zore Boundary, as
by the developer, was 2 x:r‘u*y desiznated 25 opa spacs end now is occupicd
ety 6 more homes to be bl cutside of the coastal

SErde consTucoon ol STeen A ,bureeaalso ('”‘“51"’“‘
20 14

T
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i emeti i et atin e J02ISSUE Of Water nunoff se2ms o have been dealt with fairly sadsfactonlvinthe . .

B
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Pag: 5

samaunaErpesslie sdusmnantof the m%@%WMM

arca (se2 1998 EIR Comemants™ section ol this docwment),

5. A major concern with any davelopment proposed for the pluffs is its

potendal impeet on the Ballons Watlends, which cecupy the land belowr: the thufT.
Spesific concems inelude street runofT pollutants in that ruac, noiss, lighting znd
eordined peis (dogs and cats} vnhich mmr drstirh or Proy BT TR S P 0] S e e e R

e -

developer's proposal to dirsct it awzy frem the bluff fsce and treat it at ths entanee o
the freshwarer marsh area of the wedands. While the inclusion of a peralls] pipsiine will

- ercsiom, because there witl b2 minimal absorpHon of wrater running dywn the bluff face

rzduce the petential for bluff erosion comparad to present conditions and representsa

POsTEVE impact of iz Tioject, it RS ol Yot Feem eddréfs éd Ko th3 prapased project "=~
731 pravent water from eroding the bluif trough parcolation. The increasad uss of

rion-por-us madznials such as concrets t fill in Hastings Cenyon will increass bluff

{(3e2 additonz] information and recommendations for runeffin the “Drainag: and
Runeff section of this docurmznt).

Concerning the pollutants in runo T emienating from people’s homes, vards and
straets (pesticidss, fertilizers, automoebie o, ete), it sheuld be mandatery that the most
advanced technology available be used (12 BMP Catch Basins to filter thase pollutanis),

Parpatual monitoring of th quality of this runoff should be & requirement for the
daveloprnent parmits.

To minimize disturbance of wetlands and wildlife, ighting and noiss mitizadon
should e entdreed in perpeiuity. :

The regative effects of domastic animals ¢n the watlands are probably
unynigezbie. Festrictions on pet ownershic ars ojierous and unenforegeble Dogs canbe
contolzd within fances but sets ars more bkelv to roam £22 Thus, there villbe 2
defingts negatv: impast Fom this source  Inadditiore it has Pezn indiczted that Catelus
plans to provida vermin contrel fn end around s site, threughout the sonstuction
rrocess. \'emnin control reguires the use of pestcides, datdmental 1o the biological
communizes of the arza. Ths vse of pasticides should be stety avaidad whensver

[

possible, to nunimize the draste Jnzects on the serrounding wetlands,

To surmmasize thess dngects, 0z precos2d projact will have a dastcal'y nagadve
impatton the zedlogienl health of the sit2 proper end the sumounding regions. Of

parncuiar eoncam o the Friends s constnuchion of Strest A, the cutting and filing of ths
o
5

g
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sz oanyon end T iogisnos of Ur propactsiseil ntiuding satback, size of thz lo%s,
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<~.w-m~ ceniruics m: @O SPAE BLUFFS SPECHIE-PHAN: COASFALACEOF4936-BlGersmse oo
HOUSE ORDINANCE OF 1995

i . = o i . e S i

The Co=~t 3 Bluffs Sp»’«:h_c Plan (Sub-area 2) znacted in 1994, siciss in par that
s goal sty L :mp:’ezrm! the policies and objuri ves of the Scenic Highwavs Piar cnd
the Cpen Spoce Plan. ™ The Speeific Plan works . to prozect, mainizin_ enhance and
et o o rEStara the overell quelizy of the coastal ervironment ond to regulcte cll develnpmant

ety £ e T e T R T

ir order te provide for the protecrion and enhoncement of views cgf scenic faa’ surcs
visibie from scertic corridors end scenic highways and to assure that development iz
“compctidle in choractér with the existing Sommunity” To préserviand prgiéssslie = © T
distinctive land forms within the speciic plan grea...”

P

- by . -y

e 2t e e en ..._,,..,..”f*wcoa_s..al Act 0f 1976 statss in. pact. that .. the scenic erdyisucl guaiities of
cossiel eress shall be considered end protacted o5 a resource of public importarce.
Permitied development shell bz cited enid Cesignad 10 protect views to and clong the
__ozean =nd scenic coastcl areas, to minimize the alteration of nevuwral lend forms, to be
visuzlly competible with the character of surrounding ereas, ana where fc:'s..,le. 10
-estare and enkarcs visucl quality in visualy degredsd areas. New development in
'v}z.‘, seenic araas such us those designated by the Dept. of Parks end Rec. ard by
local govzrnment shell e subordinare to the cherastor of its setting...”

N

Thtese sections of envirommenial regulaticn should be adhered to in this
. ernvivonmertally sensitive area. The Frisnds, along with much of the surrounding
community strongly support the zoals of these rezulztions. We feel the proposed
croject, among rnany oth:r issuas, takes into consideration neither the rasponsibility “to
protect n':zfn!::v'r enhance and restore the overcll guality of the cocstal environmens”,
not ¢o2s it “miririze the alteration ofras.n ! land forms, to be visually commatitle
vith the c}:arccrer of surrounding creas.”

The cuting and rasing of the exasting grade of the bluF and ths fling i of
Hasangs Canyon ere not M ¢ onformm:: 'a:th either the Coastal Bl Soec ﬁc Plee or

P

tne Coastal At inthatmuch of the Dluff will be alte e-,d. disturted and destaced
troughout the construction of th\ projsct. The stnail eosement sreated dyvr

sstonng tha
Bluff fecs does not progezly nubzate the avtent of the a'tsration of excstng a?.z.fal land
ferms at the site,

In eddizen, the Big Hous2 Ordinance, 2ne 'te” 11995, was craatad to regulate the
v
’\ -y

-
heighis and side yesds '\f'r wly constract2d homss. This ordinznze mendstss 2 7-foot
mimimem gde vard, v

with 2 33 fasrimit on h:,lw, Sepending on the size of the lot,

Catzlus erpues thatdhey should e exempt Fom the Big House Ordinancs, 2nd fal!
undsr e Toestel Blufls Sgpeeife Plan orly, This is wrasespiadly, ot tworzesons. Fist,

sz Ly may be exempt Catellus s ondy roguire2 to have S faet sid

e

.
:
Sng many ether ebvieusiv ne2ilive fmpasts, these motson's 5i4
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end the strrounding watznds, 2nd ulamately ruin the aesthetics of the entirz project.
o —— —__While Catellus hes agrsed to build the Eomes at hzighe limits of 30 feet, this doeslitdete
mitizate th density created by these smell side yards. Incidentally, other
environmenrally-demaging dsvelopments 2ast of Lincoln Bowlevard, such as the
Renterood and Dunbarton Housing Projects have much bigger side yards (up to 25 fee2yj
o .. -rense - than proposed M the West Bluffs Proizscy, : and or.e can wimass the h'_zn :ien:n and

int T . B 1 -

“limitad viewinz comiders in these arsas, , T
Comt = Yrraddifion, in a resens staff report submitted by theaity regarding pemmits and— - - - o o
vananees for this orojecs, “... under Yard Varlancs {88-05-77 yv) aa applicanon was filed
t2 raduze front vard *-'wa:}.s from requiring 2C feet, to yards ranging fom 16-20 faer™
Ll irenin a e e This applicetion is unacceptable, because this vacance cdviously adds even morz..
unnecassary density to th2 project, hich not onhy nazatively afzcts its aesthetics, but
also dacresses cp2n spase and vizwing comaders.

The Frisnds support the surrounding community in demanding con -rn.ry with
zhe Bizg Houss Ordinance on this project, and updating the Coastal Bluffs Specific Plan
so that itis consistent with th2 surounding community.

COASTAL BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

According to the 1998 “Sthse qusrt EIR,” Catellus has requested permission
from the Coastal Commission to adjust the existing Coastal Boundary line that
naturally runs across the top of the bluff, in order to accommodate the building of
more homes cn the bluff top. further, bocause of past cenfusion surrounding the exact
lecetion of this line, the Coestal Commission gas af‘opt Catzlins’s aporoximation as
th2 “offcial mep” oudining the ar22 25 & whole, What documentaton is ther for
Catzlius’s boundary Line?

Catellus is hopinz to gein zpprova! Jom th: Ceestal Commissior. to adyust the
Coasmal Zone Boundary 1o excluds bt of therr blufi-facs and blutop preperties This
request means that additional homas cean b add=d 1o the o-oyct because the arca wili b=
exzmpt from Coastal Zonz2 r:g‘c_.z 0ns. This violatss the Coestel 2012 1978 as well as
- the Coastal Binfh Specific Flan of 1984 (p 178, “Subseguent EIRM.

RECOMMENDATIONS

As has been mentioned throughout this document, the Friends' most

desirable alternative for the West Biuffs is to see the bluff top and face restored and
left as valuabie open space However the olasing Dustotes evme racommanZeZons

LIPS IR SN




August 28, 1998

Ms. Allyson Hitt

A e Cabforaia-€0astab € Ommisslo et e e e s gttt

45 Fremont Street, Suite 1940
e SanFrancisco,Ca. 94105 . . . oo

Phone # 415-904-5467

Dear Ms. Hitt:

" - o e ew . - e e . e e
o AR T AT TS T . S I i T M S

e A R Larsiwasiak Swe wwrs

As a community Ieader member of thc West Bluﬁls Ste*nng Committes and a

public servant (over 23 years) like yourself, I am writing to you in reference to

a very sensitive dcvc!opment in our c-ommumty -This letter will hope to clearup —- - e oee

- 3 - S g,

At U T s AT =

i

a few marters that seem to be unclear regarding the Coastal zone boundary and

I have yet to hear from him.
. I am a Deputy County Assessor with over 23 years of expertise in real estate.
I am a licensed real estate Broker and Appraiser in the State of California. I have
many other professional and personal distinctions over the course of my career.
I am sworn to uphold the laws of the State and local governments. My professional
licenses fall under the control of the State’s Department of Real Estate and the
the S:ate’s Board of Equalization.
In an effort to clear up the matter of the Coastal Commission’s boundary, jurisdiction
and extent of control of the development in our community (West Blutfs) I submit
to you the following.
Page 175 of the developer’s EIR states that: “only that portion of the project site that

encompasses the bluff face is located within the California Coastal Zone,”

‘related matters.” Attached is a letter to Al Padilla regarding this manter: * ~ - ==~~~
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Currently there is no Local Coastal Program that applies to this portion of the

project site.

- - e i % P e e el
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On January 7, 1993 the Los Angeles City Planning Commission approved the Coastal

"7 "Biufs Specific Plan (sée aftached). Additionially, thé Planding Commission' recommended” == ==+ -7

R

T In

that the specific plan proceed as the Local Coastal Program (LCP) for that area.

R SO ST G A OiE COMmiTiidn deBRe TS BT Tom Td DT S = ~eeemnmmmmen =i

and included a map in that ordinance referring to that boundary line. This line

- < v vienal i i i —— e

A copy of that line is included for your reference.

This line includes 23 subdivided lots (tract 9167) a public street (Hastings Ave)

and a public walk (Veragua Walk) that provides coastal access.

Since much of the West Bluffs development falls within your jurisdiction, the West
Bluffs Steering Committes has studied the Coastal Act in that it is very relevant in
reference to this development.

Given that, applicable and important Coastal Act regulations that seem appropriate

to this'development include some of the following:

Section 30006 The Legislature further finds and declares that the public has a ight
to fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, development
............ should include the widest opportunity for public participation.

Section 30007.3 The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur
betwesn one or more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in

caring out the provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which
on balance is the most protective ol significant coastal resources




notification of anything relating to hearings, mestings etc. can be sent to us.

LT ety e e = =

would appreciate Nearing oM you in person. L bave mcioded my addreéss
and phone for your reference: -—- - —----—— - - - - - e e
Thank you for your time and concern.

s Tl T T R S Héokﬁ:m'ardtc hemo 24 ﬁ—om yw‘m rcsdm e el o e P e T et T al e TR B L T e e L T U I T B e r S P e 0B BT

Sincerely,
T A A —

Stephen J. Kane
7452 W. 80th. Street
Westchester, Ca. 90045

(310) 645-4633



~ANGELES CHAPTER ¢ SIERRA CLUB
3435 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD - SUITE 320 - LOS ANGELES - CALIFORNIA 90010-1904 - (213) 387-4287 - FAX (213) 387-5383

January 11, 2000 ™S A
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| | S FEB 29 2000
Los Angeles City Board of Zoning Appeals
Room 1540, 221 No. Figueroa St. CALIFORNIA
Los Angeles, CA 90012 COASTAL COMMISSION

RE: CP 1999-2915 and CP 1999-2963 (West Bluff of Ballona)
ZA Case No. CDP-99-016

Dear Board Members:

[ am writing this letter on behalf of the Airport Marina Group of the Angeles Chapter
Sierra Club. We wish to inform you that the Sierra Club opposes the proposed
development of the very last natural bluff of the Ballona Wetland ecosystem. We
support the preservation of this last bluff due to its very sensitive ecological value and
connection to the rest of this wetland habitat area, and because of its important cultural
heritage value to the Shoshone Gabrielino Nation.

We urge you to deny this Coastal Development Permit, and instead to support the
preservation and restoration of this wetland resource in keeping with the purpose of the
California Coastal Act to protect coastal resources.

This CDP violates Section 30240 which states that development next to environmentally
sensitive areas (the wetlands and the bluffs) should be designed to not degrade those
areas and be compatible with their continuance as habitat. By destroying a vernal pool
area. an important contiguous coastal sage habitat. and foraging for wetland species. this
CDP does not meet requirements of Sec. 30240.

This CDP violates Section 30250 that states residential development should be located
where 1t will not destroyv coastal resources. The very last natural bluff of Ballona is a
critical upland resource for the wetlands. [t is dry land tor wetland species to nest out of
danger of tlooding. it has one of the very last vernal pools in all of Los Angeles. it has a
unique coastal sage community, it has the last natural view of a bluffs from a scenic
coastal highway (Lincoln Blvd.) and it has a prehistoric village site, estimated to be
9.000 vears vld. that is the very last larg&3 Site left for the Shoshone Gabrielino Nation to

preserve. This Nation has lost their othu village sites to previous developers. including
this applicant




‘ This blutf is important to save for many reasons. including the following:

. I) Wetland bird species. as well as many other species rare in LA, use it for foraging
2} It has an extremely rare vernal pool area that probably provides the last chance in the

Citv of Los Angeles for students to learn about vernal péol habitat. It’s destruction
would eliminate this unique opportunity.

3) It's coastal sage scrub is of special botanical concern due to being the only site where
two forms of artemisia californica are found together - one grayish and one green.
The green one appears to be unique to the bluff, and the loss of even one plant will
result in loss of biological diversity. (Testimony of Travis Longcore at Calif. Coastal
Commission). [n addition. the proposed road through the bluffs will not only destroy
outright through grading, rare coastal sage habitat, but it will additionally chop up
sage habitat that will further degrade the habitat.

4) It provides dry land for wetland species to nest on. ~

5) It provides a critical buffer from the adjacent residential community to protect the
wetlands from human impacts.

6) ltis the site of an significant prehistoric (possibly 9,000 years old) village of the
Shoshone Gabrielino people. who were taken from this land. Ballona was and is a
sacred place to these Native Americans. and they have asked that this site be
preserved. All the rest of their village sites of the Ballona Bluffs have been destroyed
by development. inciuding one by this developer, Catellus Development Corporation,
east of Lincoln (Dunbarton Tract).

7) Development of this very last natural bluff of Ballona is opposed by ALL

. environmental groups that have studied it, including the Ballona Ecosystem Education
Project. Friends of Ballona Wetlands. the West Bluff Conservation Association, and
the 100 organization Coalition called “Citizens United to Save All of Ballona. This
fact says a lot about the importance of the West Bluff.

8) There is a preponderance of biologists and other experts that favor saving this last
bluff.

9) The California Coastal Commission voted UNANIMOUSLY on August 10. 1999 to
deny this development permit due to its very negative impact on coastal resources.

Untortunately. due to our intormation for sour packets being due to vou the day after the
Chrisumas New Year holidays. we missed that deadline. However. we have prepared a
simple set ol photographs text to highlight why we urge vou to vote to preserve the West
Blutf of Ballona.

Sincerels. .
"/ ! %_%{:// é
/’ﬁ{"\w{/ ((—D ;o TR 4

Kathy knesht Consersaton Char
Aarport Narma Group
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Dove Lupine in bloom on the Westbluffs in the Spring. Photo by Rex Frankel: 1998 /

B S ———————— |

The vernal poois of the West bluffs fill with the spring rains and bloom with wildflowers in
spring and summer. The development would destroy this rare wildlife habitat.{Photo #1 by
Robert Kinslow; #'s 2 and 3 by Rex Frankel}

Photos of Hastings Canyon: #1 by Kathy Knight; #'s 2 and 3 by Rex Frankel. Catellus
Corporation seeks to fill in the canyon and build million dollar homes here.

http: - www.omidpage.com hastings®e20canvon. htm : 01231999



United States Department of the Interior -

SERVICE *
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office Q , !
2730 Loker Avenue West

Carlsbad, California 92008

MAR 2 41399

Hadar Plafkin

Project Coordinator

Department of City Planning

City of Los Angeles

221 North Figueroa Street, Room 1500,
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601

Re:  West Bluffs Project, City of Los Angeles - State Clearing House No. 97111005;
Coastal Development Permit No. CDP-93-013

Dear Mr. Plaftkin:

We have received an inquiry conceming the potential habitat losses associated with the West

Bluffs Project located in the city of Los Angeles. We previously supplied comments on the !
Subsequent Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR) for this project on July 6, 1998. At that

time, we were unaware of the possible presence of a vernal pool wetland on the project site.

Vernal pools are a unique specialized form of seasonal wetlands that once were found throughout
California. The combination of appropriate soils, topography and Mediterranean climate needed
for the creation and maintenance of vernal pools was probably never common in souther
California. However, the coastal prairie in Los Angeles County historically contained a
substantial number of vernal pools. Agricultural and urban development have contributed to the
elimination of the majority of vernal pool habitat in southern California including Los Angeles
County. Only remnant examples of this habitat remain. Nearly all vernal pool habitat has been
lost in Los Angeles County.

Several species of plants and animals which are dependent upon vernal pool habitat are listed as
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). In Los
Angeles County, these include the federally endangered Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus
woottoni), threatened spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) and endangered California orcutt
grass (Orcuttia californica). The western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii), a State of
California Species of Special Concern, is also a vemnal pool species.

We do not have additional site-specific information for the project area. We strongly recommend ‘Z
that you seek assistance from a biologist familiar with your project site and with the listed species

in assessing the actual patential for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts likely to result from
proposed activity.

If there 1s no Federal involvement. and a listed species would be affected either directly or




Hadar Plafkin 2

indirectly by the project (i.e., take would occur), then an incidental take permit under section
10(a)(1)(B) of the Act is required prior to such take occurring. Section 9 of the Act prohibits the
take of any federally listed endangered species by any person subject to the jurisdiction of the
United States. Take includes “harass” and “harm”, as defined by section 3 of the Act. Harass in
the definition of take means *an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal
behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering.” Harm
in the definition of take in the Act means “an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such an
act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures
wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or
sheltering.” (see 50 CFR §17.3). Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be
authorized under sections 7 or 10 of the Act.

The application for an incidental take permit must be accompanied by a habitat conservation
plan. Briefly, the plan would need to specify: 1) the impact which will likely result from the
taking; 2) what steps the applicant will take to minimize and mitigate such impacts, and the
funding that will be available to implement such steps; 3) what alternative actions to such taking
the applicant considered and the reasons why such alternatives are not being utilized; and 4) such
other measures that the Secretary of the Interior may require as being necessary or appropriate for
purposes of the plan.

Should you have any questions regarding the species listed, or your responsibilities under the
Act, please contact Carol Gorbics of my staff at (760) 431-9440.

Sincerely,

”’fw

Jim A. Bartel
Assistant Field Supervisor

1-6-99-5P-13

Attachment



PREPONDERANCE OF SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY/CULTURAL EXPERTS

SUPPORT SAVING THE LAST NATURAL BLUFF

OF THE BALLONA ECOSYSTEM

ScientistsExperts Who Have Written/Testified to the Importance of Saving the West
Bluft:

. Travis Longcore (Co-Author of “The Vanishing Prairie Community™)

2. Catherine Rich (Past President of Los Angeles Audubon Society)

5. Dr. Rudi Mattoni. UCLA Geography Dept. (Co-Author of “The Vanishing Prairie
Community” showing historic vernal pool on West Blutf)

4. Dr. Howard Towner. Professor of Biology at Loyola Marymount University
(refuted manv arguments of Catellus™ consultants and EIR conclusions)

3. Dr. Shawn Smallwood. biologist consultant tor Spirit of the Sage Council

6. Dr. Jov Zedler. one of top wetlands restoration specialists in the country.
supervised restoration of 2400 acre Tiajuana Estuary in San Diego

7. Consultant biologists with Sterra Club

8. Califormia Native Plant Society

9. Friends of Ballona Wetland’s biologist

10. United States Fish & Wildlife Service - changed their minds after seeing

documentation not provided by developer - now wants studies regarding potential
impacts to biota associated with vernal pools (see following letter).
11. Dr. Rimmon C. Fay and Ellen Stern Harris (co-authored Coastal Act legislation and
served as Calitornia Coastal Commissioners)
. Chiet Ya' Anna Vera Rocha of the Shoshone Gabrielino Nation wrote a letter
tattachedy asking that their last sacred village site ot the Ballona Bluffs be preserved.
Archaeologist tor City of Malibu wrote several long letters documenting human
remains tound on the prehistoric village site and the site’s importance.

—
fad

This is compared to only 8 biologists (USFWS has changed their position and apparently
was not notified of this new permit so has not commented for this hearing).

The sttt report of November 17, 1999 does not state who these other biologists are. but
we would vuess that atleast some of them hane vested interests in this issue. ¢.u.. are paid
consulants tor the developer.




fihms arer
éf/ Kﬂfﬂ/y /Q’/wfh"
OF &LEHT Aud&E
HEFOLT USINe
Heasr” F0,0

VaZ 2

b7




111 TN TP
L MR
>




~

ax T INUAT .
! “"'”'Nbd”n_' EY
‘!Q./ ? J .
[’ .
PP | o




3

LIS, ollf FE O E 7

ke / /tz:’/éfsav

AL H Housive fRo7e0r — WssrcHeSreEr. AludFFS
PAST OF (N Cand  SEOY U AR S H  CLET AN L€
A0 VIEW Siar LER- T THARAT ([JHICH

AEert
seer AR AL COASTT

~
e 3¢

HieH arty 0 FUP OF s BlaF




Re - Ve ettt ot P CpTElee S | DEU ELOF e

D L BARTDL TRAATT
| 7 - '
7 5 -
LC1nG el Sy RS LteRe rorilics 06 — el

LT T ST,



Indians Hope o Save Heritage in Ballona Wetlands

Hy JOHIN 1. MITCHELL, Tunes Staff Writer

The Ballona Wetlands, m a strange way,
remamd Vera RHocha of the strengths and
weaknesses of her ladian ancestors.

“The Induns believed that land was all
part of mother carth and from it she
produced e for everyone te share. Indians
dielti’t beheve that this land s mine or this is
vours. The lands was for everyone 1 guess
that i1s why they shared it with the white
man,” the 54-year-old woman from Bald-
w i Park said.

Rocha and her husband, Manuel, stood on
a dirt trail leading to a rundown piece of
property that for years she has privately
held claim to It is the Ballona Wetlands, a
salt marsh between Marina del Rey and
Playa del Rey. Once it extended for miles,
but now its size i1s estimated at only about
200 acres

At the edge of thus undeveloped parcel a
sign warns trespassers to keep out: “¥Fri-
vate Property, Summa Corp.” The corpura-
ton plans to put a $1-billion develupment
an g total of 926 acres.

Yrars ago, lung before Eurupeans sel foot
here, the Hallona Wetlands and much of the
Land that 15 now considered the Westside of
Los Angeles were ruled by Rocha's people,
the Galrieleno hinhans.

I'v the Gabrielenos the Rallona Wetlands
wre sucred They made their homes near the
wetlurds They ate the fish hatchied in the
eoinan s and hunted its wild rabbits. They
voed the rare pickleweed and other wild
bloat. te make wedicine, They buried therr
deadl there

Buricd somewhere on Sutnma’s property,
the Rochas contend, lie the ruins of several
Gabrielene villages. The Indians would like
to have these siles preserved as a cultural
resource. ‘The Rochas argued their case at
hearings on the Local Coasta! Plan held by
the county Board of Supervisors. They lost.

Their mermorics—the family histories
passed down over generations—could not
compete with the high-priced studies pro-
duced elsewhere.

13

Summa’s archeological study found no
significant resources on the property ex-
cept for the ruins of a village underneath
Culver Boulevard, Suiuma spokeswomun
Christine Henry said,
ounty planners agreed. They acknowl-
edged the existence of the Culver Boule-
vard site but also noted that two additional
sites are located on the bluffs overlooking

the Ballona Wetlands.
. During heavy rains, the low-lying

L.OU MACK / Los Angrles Times

Manuel and Vera Rocha gather Indian herbs in wetlands beside Baliona Creek.

Lo AseiPle s Trewle )
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e
arcas were not popular for permanent
residences,” the plan states. “Instead, as
the recorded-site locations demonstrale,
they were built up along the bluffs over-
looking the marsh area.”

Other reports indicate that t are
many archeological sites in the area. Near
the Ballona Creck —the lower portion of the
Los Angeles River drainage system. — were
found some of the oldest human fossils in
North America and artifacts dating back
thousands of years.

The county plan says that if additiona!
sites are discovered, they should, when
feasible, be recorded and preserved. The
county uses a section of the state’s Coastal
Act to define “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within
a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental and
technological factors.”

Despite the precautions, many environ-
mentalists say that Summa’s development
could destroy the area's historical roots.

“The Summa Corp. and the county have

‘managed to ignore the whole archaeologi-

cal situation rather nicely,” said Cla)y
Singer, archacology professor at Cal State
Northridge. “This area has perhaps some o!
the last intact villages buried under th
earth.”

Under the county plan, Summa wil
preserve 165 acres of wetlands and develog
the rest of the property with about 5,60(

Please see BALLONA, Page 13
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Protecting and Conserving Biological Diversity, Native Plants, Native Animals and Native Lands i

vera Rocha, Co-Founder
Shoshone-Gabrehno Nation
Cultural Affans Director

Leeona Klippstein, Co-Founder

conservation Programs Director

_ Douglas Docpke, Treasurer
Policy Programs Coordinator

Steven fisher, Ecologist
Saence Programs Coordinator

Daniel Patterson, Ecologist
Desert Programs Coordinator

Patnick Mitchell, Naturalist
Pemnsular Ranges Coordinator

Kathy Knght, Public Affairs
Coastal Wetlands Coordimnmator

Elizabeth Franas, Public Affairs
Arroyo Seco Coordinator

Al Kelly, wildiife Brologist

Yan Rernard ro Valley Coordirater
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August 14, 1997

Counctiwoman Ruth Galanter

City of Los Angeles

200 N Spring Street

Room 239

Los Angeles, CA. 90012 -

ATTN: Community Advisory Committee

RE:  Proposed Howard Hughs Properties Development,
EIR No. 91-0675-SUB

Dear Councilwoman Galanter and Advisory Committee Members,

Spirit of the Sage Council (Sage Council) is a non-profit 501(c)3 project
and coalition of over 30 grassioots conservation organizations and
indigenous Native American Tribes. Co-founded by the Shoshone-
Gabrielino Nation in 1991, the Sage Council is recognized nationally as a
leader in important conservation issues related to the protection of
endangered species, imperilled ecosystems and sacred lands.

We believe that it is important for the Councilivoman and Commuttee to be
aware of our successes in having spearheaded campaigns that led to public
acquisition of "private” land holdings. In San Bemardino County, a2 763

acre reserve at North Etiwanda was created and evolved from our '
abjections to a proposed golf course development by the Resolution Trust ‘
Corporation. Working cooperatively with local, state and federal agencies

we found a way to come up with a biud of $8 million -- that came out of
Federal Highway and Caltrans funding to mitigate for a road expansion

project in San Bemardino.

On the heels of the North Etiwanda acquisition, an adjacent 800 acres

inholding in the National Forest at Day Canyon was acquired for |
conservation purposes. Again, the Sage Council worked cooperatively with |
the Forest Service, the private land holder and U.S. Fish & Wildlife

Service.

Then more recently, the Sage Council was one of the seven appellants on
the proposed Red Tail Golf Course development at Big Tujung(n)a Wash
in Los Angeles

At the nauonal level, the Sage Council has provided important public
policy analysis and litigation involving the rederal Endengored Species Act

P.O. Box 77027-102 « Pasadena » CA. + 91107 + Tele: 909-422-1637 « FAX: 562-946-3463 + ULSA.

A ran protit profect of Social and Environmental Entropremsurs (SEE Inc.). Maldy, CA.
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.md proposed regulatory changes See Spirit of the Sage Counail, ¢t al._v_Babbiut, Secretary of the_Intenor,
et gl successfully forcing the federal government to provide full public disclosure and comment on the "No

Surprises” policy.

The Sage Council requests that you assist us, including the Shoshone-Gabrielino Nation, in protecting the
“West Bluff" top of the Ballona Wetlands for our cultural and natural heritage. We believe that you can do
0 by recommending that the proposed 121 residential development and project proponents provide a
“preferred alternauve” that would include a “Resource Management Plan" for conservation and public
acquisition. Therefore vou would also need to support a “No Project Altemative,” or explain concisely why
the No Project Alternative or Preferred Alternative was not feasible,

The "West Blutf" top and all of Ballona s a significant Shoshone-Gabrielino village site, ceremonial
grounds and sacred site. So much of the ancestral village site and sacred wetlands have already been taken
and destroyed without the consent of the indigenous people that it is vitally important to protect all that
remains The "West BIuff* area is extremely significant culturally and biologically because the area has been
left relatively intact and undisturbed Unfortunately, the majority of our village sites, burials and sacred
lands have been bulldozed and paved over. Grave diggers and archaeologists have robbed many artifacts
from the Shoshone-Gabrielino and sold them to private collectors or placed them behind glass in museums
(cultural zoos) We need this site to remain intact.

We ask vou to work cooperatively with the Sage Council and Shoshone-Gabrielino Nation in protecting this
hittle prece of unpaved sacred tand and help us to enhance its ecological value. Together we can have
.morher success for Mother Earth 1f you have any questions please call Kathy Kmight @ 310/450-5961

For our wild and sacred refations,

Chief Ya'Anna,Vera Rocha Kathy Knight
Shoshone-Gabrichino Nation Coastal Wetlands Coordinator
Spinaat of the Sage Councii Spint of the Sage Councii
Attached. October 6. 1996 letter to Mayor Richard Riordan

Maps idenufying documented archeological sites of Ballona

cc Jim Cohen, Executive Director
Cahfornia Indian Legal Scrvices

Senator Tom Havden

Los Angeles City Counail Members
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By Kathy Knight

Chapter opposes Ballona bluff plan

The Exccutive Commiuee of the
Angeles Chapter voted to support
the (onservation and restoration of
the West Blull of the Ballona wet-
lands ecosystem in the westside of
Los Angeles, the fast naval blulf
top overlooking the Ballona wet-
Lands.

This sd-acre site, souh of the
Hallona Wedands area and west of
incoln Boulevasd, ¢ half coastal
prainie coosystem and Tall fullside, 1
vooslued o become a HE9-home
developrient builc by Carellus
Dlevelopment Coip. The blull con-
tains une of the st known uncov-
cred village sites left in Los Angeles
of the  indigenous  Shoshone
Gabrichno ladians, dcording 1o
Chiester King, awcheologist for the
wity of Malibu, Previous blull-wp
\'ﬂhgc SHES  wrIe d&'stlu}'(‘d l;y 2
UCLA housing tact, an expansion

Chapler News

of Loyola-Marymount University
and another scparate Catellus devel-
opment.

The bluff top is rare and restor-
able, part of a coastal ccosystem that
once extended south 10 Palos Verdes.
It was once covered with native flow-
ets  such as  poppies, lupine,
phacchias, latkspur and native grass-
es, and has a vernal pool evident
after spring rains. bt provides home
and foraging habitat for many
specics of animals that are pative 1o
the local aica. Animals that call this
blulf home include the legless lizard;
preat-homed, bamn and burrowing
owls; geeat blue herons; peregrine
falcons; red-sailed hawks; turkey vul-
tures; Pacific tee fiog: western toads;
Califurnia king snake and more,

The Hinal environmental hmpact

report has been completed and the
proposed developiment is in the pub-
lic hearing process.

b .}?‘ v
?‘.ﬁ":’ 4 e
ROBERT KINSLOW

This West Bluff area that overlooks the Ballona Wetlands in West
Los Angeles is slaled 1o become a 119-home development.

Cummiitee, at 310-581-0015 or
check out the Web puage at: savewest

biuff.org.

if you wanld like to help save the
West Bluff area, call Kathy Knight,

vice chair of the Cowstal Prutection

<%
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Cluzens Unites to Sase Al of Bailona is a coalition of organizations who support the
goal to orotect. acauire, restore & maintam tne'entire Ballena wetlands eco-system
and Surrounding undeveloged opev space in a natural and seif-sustaining state.
Following is the most current list of organizations who have agreed to
support this goal.

Actic - Resource Center (ARC)

Allicr 22 for a Paving Moratorium

Allizi =2 for Survival - LA,

A a-znWatch

Arr z “can Cetacean SocietylL A. Chapter

Arrzricans for Democratic Action - (So. CAADA)

Anii-al Legisiative Action Network

Ark Trust. Inc.

Ani il Protection Institute

Asszc ated Students of Santa Monica College (26,000 students)

Asz 2. tion Pour La Protection Des Animaux Sauvages

Bai. .- 1 Ecosystem Education Project

Baiizi i Valley Preservation League

RBallz. 7 Wetlands Land Trust

Rolsz Zhica Land Trust ‘
CAL 7RG (California Public Interest Research Group)

Cali’zr “ia Earth Corps

Caii’z- a Native Plant SccieryiSanta Monica Chapter

Chr.z7 ans Caring for Creation

Chrizz.an Environmental Asscciacion

Citz - Savironmentalists Agains: Seiling-out the Eartn (CEASE)
- Cour 2y Conrnections

Ears Zlert

Earz: Tonnections

Ears: Srst-LA

Eartn ot of Agage

Sars TrusSIFCunaacice
cicic s Camrer of Sc Cai“orria
Equcat cn Ao for Anierais
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Tine 3una [or ARIMais :
Great ‘Nnales Foundation
Green Corps of Santa Monica Coilege L
Greenpeace

Grey Panthers

Intl. Society for the Preservation of tne Tropical Rainforest
The John Muir Project

L.A. County Green Party

LA Eco Village - Cooperative Resouces & Services

LA Urban Alliance .

Last Chance for Animals

Long Beach Greens

[53 Angeles National Lawyers Guild

Loyola Marymount ((MU) Sierra Club Student Group
Mid-City Neighbors

The Nation Discussion GreAp

Native Jorest Coundil

New Eden Foundation

PAX Christi

Peninsular Ranges Riodiversity Project

WETA (People for the Ethical Trearment of Animals)
wainpow Club of LMU (Loyola Marymount University)
Rainforest Action Network

reverence for Life Realized

river Valley Preservation Profect

Safe Air Coalition

San Fernando Valley Greens

Santa Monica Unitarian Churcn Social Action Committee
Save Anmanson RanchlSEE

Save Qur Coast

Sierra Ciub

SMC Vegerarian Club

Secial & Environmental Entrepreneurs (SEE)

Society for the Preservation of Birds of Prey

Sauth Rau Greens

Sousnwest Center for Biological Diversiiy
Seutnwestern Herpetologists Scciety

Spir. T AaaKEN NG

Srudent Action ror the Environment At usc

Surtrider FCANAATON

Tneatre S

Thgcacre Dagng Toundation
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