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APPLICATION NO.: 4-00-047
APPLICANT: Barbara Good AGENT: Lynn Heacox
PROJECT LOCATION: 210 Loma Metisse, Malibu, Los Angeles County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Construction of a three-story, 34 ft. high, 6,780 sq. ft. single
family residence including an attached 3-car garage, indoor swimming pool, new septic system
and driveway, 7500 gallon water tank, retaining walls, 8 ft. barrier wall, and 2090 cu. yds. of
grading (2070 cu yds. cut, 20 cu yds. fill, and 2050 cu. yds. export). The proposed project also
includes widening portions of the access road to the project site and repaving of the access

road.
. Lot area: 2.5 acres
Building coverage: 4,244 sq. ft.
Pavement coverage: 3,369 sq. fi.
Landscape coverage: 19,500 sq. fi.

Parking spaces:

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Approval-in-Concept2/24/00; County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services Sewage
Disposal System Design Approval 4/1/00; County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Fuel
Modification Unit, Preliminary Approved Fuel Modification Plan 7/5/00.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use
Plan, Malibu/Cold Creek Resource Management Area Environmental Review Board Evaluation
4/18/94, Update Soils Engineering Geologic report by GeoSystems dated 5/10/99, Soils
Engineering Geologic Investigation by GeoSystems dated 1/28/97, Oak Tree Survey by Dawd
Carroll and Associates dated 10/12/00.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with 6 Special Conditions relative to 1)
geologic recommendations, 2) drainage and polluted run-off control, 3) landscaping and interim
erosion control, 4) removal of natural vegetation, 5) removal of excess grading material, and 6)
assumption of risk.

. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development
Permit No. 4-00-047 pursuant to the staff recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL:

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

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT:

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development and
adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the
local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to
the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment.

ll. STANDARD CONDITIONS

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

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date
on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a diligent
manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must
be made prior to the expiration date.
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3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will 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.

lll. SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation

All recommendations contained in the Update Soils Engineering Geologic report by dated 5/10/99
and the Soils Engineering Geologic Investigation report dated 1/28/97 prepared by GeoSystems shall
be incorporated into all final design and construction including foundations, grading, drainage, and
sewage disposal. Final plans must be reviewed and approved by the project's consulting
geotechnical engineer. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit the applicant shail
submit for review and approval by the Executive Director, evidence of the consultants’ review and
approval of all project plans.

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

2. Drainage and Polluted Runoff Control Plans

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall
submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, final drainage and runoff control
plans, including supporting calculations. The plan shall be prepared by a licensed engineer and
shall incorporate structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to
control the volume, velocity and pollutant load of stormwater leaving the developed site. The
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the consulting engineering geologist to ensure the plan
is in conformance with geologist's recommendations. In addition to the specifications above, the
plan shall be in substantial conformance with the following requirements:

(a) Selected BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter stormwater
from each runoff event, up to and including the 85" percentile, 24-hour runoff event for
volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour runoff event, with an appropriate
safety factor, for flow-based BMPs.

(b) Runoff shall be conveyed off site in a non-erosive manner.

(c) Energy dissipating measures shall be installed at the terminus of outflow drains.
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The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the drainage system, including structural BMPs, in a
functional condition throughout the life of the approved development. Such maintenance shall
include the following: (1) BMPs shall be inspected, cleaned and repaired when necessary prior to the
onset of the storm season, no later than September 30™ each year and (2) should any of the project's
surface or subsurface drainageffiltration structures or other BMPs fail or result in increased erosion,
the applicant/landowner or successor-in-interest shall be responsible for any necessary repairs to the
drainage/filtration system or BMPs and restoration of the eroded area. Should repairs or restoration
become necessary, prior to the commencement of such repair or restoration work, the applicant shall
submit a repair and restoration plan to the Executive Director to determine if an amendment or new
coastal development permit is required to authorize such work.

3. Landscaping and Erosion Control Plans

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit landscaping and erosion
control plans, prepared by a licensed landscape architect or a qualified resource specialist, for review
and approval by the Executive Director. The landscaping and erosion control plans shall be reviewed
and approved by the geotechnical consultant to ensure that the plans are in conformance with the
consultants’ recommendations. The plans shall identify the species, extent, and location of all plant
materials and shall incorporate the following criteria:

A. Landscaping Plan

(1)  All graded and disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained for erosion
control purposes within sixty (60) days of receipt of the certificate of occupancy for the
residence. To minimize the need for irrigation all landscaping shall consist primarily of
native/drought resistant plants as listed by the California Native Plant Society, Santa Monica
Mountains Chapter, in their document entitled Recommended List of Plants for Landscaping in
the Santa Monica Mountains, dated February 5, 1996. Invasive, non-indigenous plant species
which tend to supplant native species shall not be used. All graded & disturbed areas on the
subject site shall be planted and maintained for erosion control purposes within sixty (60) days
of receipt of the certificate of occupancy for the residence.

(2) All cut and fill slopes shali be stabilized with planting at the completion of final grading.
Plantings should be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa Monica Mountains using
accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire safety requirements. Such planting shall be
adequate to provide 90 percent coverage within two (2) years, and this requirement shall apply
to all disturbed soils.

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

(4) The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final approved plan. Any
proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the Executive Director. No
changes to the approved final plan shall occur without a Coastal Commission - approved
amendment to the coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that
no amendment is required.
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Vegetation within 50 feet of the proposed house may be removed to mineral earth, vegetation
within a 150 foot radius of the main structure may be selectively thinned in order to reduce fire
hazard. However, such thinning shall only occur in accordance with an approved long-term fuel
madification plan submitted pursuant to this special condition. The fuel modification plan shall
include details regarding the types, sizes and location of plant materials to be removed, and
how often thinning is to occur. In addition, the applicant shall submit evidence that the fuel
modification plan has been reviewed and approved by the Forestry Department of Los Angeles
County. Irrigated lawn, turf and ground cover planted within the fifty foot radius of the proposed
house shall be selected from the most drought tolerant species or subspecies, or varieties
suited to the Mediterranean climate of the Santa Monica Mountains.

Interim Erosion Control Plan

The plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed by grading or construction activities and shall
include any temporary access roads, staging areas and stockpile areas. The natural areas on
the site shall be clearly delineated on the project site with fencing or survey flags.

The plan shall specify that should grading take place during the rainy season (November 1 —
March 31) the applicant shall install or construct temporary sediment basins (including debris
basins, desilting basins or silt traps), temporary drains and swales, sand bag barriers, silt
fencing, stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric covers or other appropriate cover, install
geotextiles or mats on all cut or fill slopes and close and stabilize open trenches as soon as
possible. These erosion control measures shall be required on the project site prior to or
concurrent with the initial grading operations and maintained throughout the development
process to minimize erosion and sediment loss from runoff waters during construction. All
sediment should be retained on-site unless removed to an appropriate approved dumping
location either outside the coastal zone or to a site within the coastal zone permitted to receive
fill.

The plan shall also include temporary erosion control measures should grading or site
preparation cease for a period of more than 30 days, including but not limited to: stabilization of
all stockpiled fill, access roads, disturbed soils and cut and fill slopes with geotextiles and/or
mats, sand bag barriers, silt fencing; temporary drains and swales and sediment basins. The
plans shall also specify that all disturbed areas shall be seeded with native grass species and
include the technical specifications for seeding the disturbed areas. These temporary erosion
control measures shall be monitored and maintained until grading or construction operations
resume. -

Monijtoring

Five years from the date of the receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for the residence the applicant
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a landscape monitoring report,
prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource Specialist, that certifies the on-site
landscaping is in conformance with the landscape plan approved pursuant to this Special Condition.
The monitoring report shall include photographic documentation of plant species and plant coverage.

If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in conformance with or has failed
to meet the performance standards specified in the landscaping plan approved pursuant to this
permit, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a revised or supplemental landscape
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plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director. The revised landscaping 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 plan that have failed or are not in conformance
with the original approved plan.

4. Removal of Natural Vegetation

Removal of natural vegetation for the purpose of fuel maodification within the 50 foot zone surrounding
the proposed structure(s) shall not commence until the local government has issued a building or
grading permit for the development approved pursuant to this permit. Vegetation thinning within the
50-200 foot fuel modification zone shall not occur untii commencement of construction of the
structure(s) approved pursuant to this permit.

5. Removal of Excavated Material

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall provide evidence to the
Executive Director of the location of the disposal site for all excavated material from the site. Should
the disposal site be located in the Coastal Zone, a coastal development permit shall be required.

6. Assumption of Risk

A. By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may be

subject to hazards from fire, landsliding, earth movement, and erosion; (ii) to assume the risks

~ to the applicant and the property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from

such hazards in connection with this permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any

claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for

injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission,

its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project

against any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees

incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any
injury or damage due to such hazards.

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall
execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive
Director incorporating all of the above terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall include
a legal description of the applicant’s entire parcel. The deed restriction shall run with the land,
binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall
not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development
permit.

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission hereby finds and declares:
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. A. Project Description and Background

The applicant is proposing to construct a three-story, 34 ft. high, 6,780 sq. ft. single family residence
including an attached 3-car garage, indoor swimming pool, new septic system and driveway, 7,500
gallon water tank, retaining walls up to 6 ft. in height, and an 8 ft. barrier wall (Exhibits 6-10). The
applicant is also proposing approximately 2,090 cu. yds. of grading (2070 cu yds. cut, 20 cu yds. fill,
and 2050 cu. yds. export) to create an 8,950 sq. ft. building pad area including the rear yard,
driveway, and fire department turn-around area (Exhibit 5). Additionally, in order to comply with fire
department requirements, the applicant is proposing to repave the access road to the site, widen the
lower portion of the access road to a minimum width of 20 ft., and incorporate a 32 ft. turn-around
area where the access road intersects with L.oma Metisse. Improvements to the access road will
require minimal remedial grading of approximately 30 cu. yds. of cut and fill to smooth the grade for
repaving.

The project site is a 2.5 acre parcel located on a moderately developed hillside just east of Loma
Metisse Road and west of Saddle Peak Road in the Santa Monica Mountains (Exhibit 1). Access to
the project site is provided from Loma Metisse Road via an existing private road easement (Exhibit
4). In order to comply with fire department requirements for access to the site, the applicant is
proposing to widen the lower portion of the access road to i’s entire easement width of 20 ft., provide
a turn-around area where the access road intersects with Loma Metisse, and repave the access
road. Some fencing built into the lower portion of the road easement by neighboring development will
have to be relocated out of the easement and grading of approximately 30 cu. yds. of cut and fill will
be necessary to construct the proposed road improvements.

. The subject parcel is situated on a west-facing slope that ascends easterly from the existing access

road with a general gradient of 2 2.1 to Saddle Peak Road (Exhibit 2). The hillside slope steepens to

a gradient of 1 ¥2:1 as it approaches the eastern boundary of the subject property adjacent to Saddle

Peak Road. The proposed development is to be constructed on the western, lower portion of the

subject parcel. The project’s consulting geologist has concluded that residual soil identified on the

steeply ascending slope east of the building location is subject to surficial failure should the hillside

become denuded and saturated. Therefore, consistent with the recommendations of the consulting

geologist, the applicant is also proposing an 8 ft. barrier wall to be constructed between the proposed
development and ascending slope to protect the residence from potential mudfiow damage.

The subject parcel is located on the periphery of the Cold Creek Resource Management Area
(Exhibit 3) and vegetation at the project site consists of natural grasses, shrubs, and trees. No
designated environmentally sensitive habitat areas are known to exist on or near the site and the
proposed project has been reviewed by the Environmental Review Board and is found to be
consistent with resource protection policies. Additionally, the applicant has submitted a proposed
landscaping plan and fuel modification plan with preliminary approval of the Los Angeles County Fire
Department. The submitted plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to use native plant species
to landscape the project site and that the Fire Department will require a total radius of 150 ft. around
the proposed structure for fuel modification purposes to reduce fire hazard (Exhibit 11). The reduced
fuel modification zone from the standard 200 ft. will minimize impacts to natural vegetation existing
on the steeply ascending slope east of the proposed residence and fuel modification for the structure
will not be required beyond the east property boundary of the subject site. The plan indicates that the
required 150 ft. fuel modification zone will extend a maximum of 42 ft. beyond portions of the south
property boundary, approximately 70-110 ft. beyond the west property boundary, and approximately
. 8 ft. beyond the north property boundary of the subject site. However, the Commission notes that the -
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fuel modification requirements for the proposed structure which will extend beyond the property’s
south and west boundary will overlap with existing fue!l modification zones associated with adjacent
development and the access road (See Exhibit 12, Adjacent Development). Therefore, no significant
additional disturbance of natural vegetation will occur as a result of the proposed project on
properties to the south and west of the project site. The Commission further notes that some
undisturbed natural vegetation on the adjacent property north of the project site is present, however,
the Commission also notes that fuel modification requirements for the proposed structure will extend
only 8 ft. beyond the subject property’'s north boundary. Therefore impacts to existing natural
vegetation north of the subject site will be minimal.

The project site is located in an area moderately developed with single family residences and the
proposed project will not be visible from any designated scenic highways or public viewing areas. For
these reasons, the Commission finds that the proposed project will not have a significant adverse
impact to environmentally sensitive habitat areas or public scenic views.

Commission staff has received letters from adjacent property owners indicating opposition to the
proposed project and expressing concerns relative to geology, drainage, fuel modification
requirements extending beyond the subject property boundaries, and the proposed widening of the
access road required by the Fire Department. Issues pertaining to potential impacts of geology and
drainage associated with the proposed project are discussed in detail under Section B. Geoloqgy
and Wildfire Hazards and Section C. Water Quality. As discussed above, requirements of the Fire
Department for fuel modification and fire vehicle access to the site have been incorporated into the
project description and potential impacts of these requirements on adjacent properties identified to
the furthest extent possible. All letters in opposition of the proposed project received by staff are
attached at the end of this Staff Report.

B. Geology and Wildfire Hazard

The proposed development is located in the Santa Monica Mountains area, an area which is
generally considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of natural hazards. Geologic
hazards common to the Santa Monica Mountains area include landslides, erosion, and flooding. In
addition, fire is an inherent threat to the indigenous chaparral community of the coastal mountains.
Wild fires often denude hillsides in the Santa Monica Mountains of all existing vegetation, thereby
contributing to an increased potential for erosion and landslides on property.

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

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

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

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development be sited and designed to provide
geologic stability and structural integrity, and to minimize risks to life and property in areas of high
geologic, flood, and fire hazard. The applicant has submitted a Soils and Engineering Geologic
Investigation report dated 1/28/97 and an Update Soils and Engineering Geologic Investigation report
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dated 5/10/99 prepared by GeoSystems which evaluate the geologic stability of the subject site in
relation to the proposed development. The consultant has found that the project site is suitable for
the proposed project, however, the consultant concludes that residual soil present on the steeply
ascending slope east of the proposed building location is susceptible to slump should the hillside
become denuded and saturated. The Soils and Engineering Geologic Investigation report dated
1/28/97 states:

A potential slump exists on the upper steeper slope below saddle peak road with a
factor of safety less than 1.5 (static) and 1.1 (seismic). A barrier wall/impact wall is
recommended to mitigate this condition.

In order to minimize the potential for damage to the residence due to surficial
failure of soils on the ascending slope a barrier wall is recommended between the
residence and the ascending slope.

Based on their evaluation of the project site in relation to the proposed project the geologic
consultants have determined that the project site is appropriate for the proposed development and,
provided their recommendations are incorporated into the proposed project, conclude in the Soils and
Engineering Geologic Investigation report dated 1/28/97:

It is the finding of this firm that the proposed building and or grading will be safe
and that the site will not be affected by any hazard from landslide, settlement or
slippage and the completed work will not adversely affect adjacent property in
compliance with the county code, provided our recommendations are followed.

The Soils and Engineering Geologic Investigation report dated 1/28/97 prepared by GeoSystems
includes several geotechnical recommendations to be incorporated into project construction, design,
drainage, and sewage disposal to ensure the stability and geoclogic safety of the proposed project. To
ensure that the recommendations of the consultants have been incorporated into all proposed
development the Commission, as specified in Special Condition 1, requires the applicant to submit
project plans certified by the consulting geotechnical engineer as conforming to all structural and site
stability recommendations for the proposed project. Final plans approved by the consultant shall be
in substantial conformance with the plans approved by the Commission. Any substantial changes to
the proposed development, as approved by the Commission, which may be recommended by the
consultant shall require an amendment to the permit or a new coastal development permit.

Though the proposed project is conditioned to incorporate all recommendations for site stability
and safety, the Commission notes that there remains an inherent risk in building on the subject
site with the geologic conditions and constraints described and identified in the referenced
geology reports. Therefore, the Commission can only approve the project if the applicant
assumes the responsibility and liability from the risks associated with developing the project as
required by Special Condition 6. The assumption of risk deed restriction, when recorded
against the property, will show that the applicant is aware of and appreciates the nature of the
hazards which exist on the site that may adversely affect the stability or safety of the proposed
development and agrees to assume any liability for the same.

The Commission finds that minimizing site erosion will add to the geologic stability of the project site
and that erosion will be minimized by incorporating adequate drainage, erosion control, and



CDP 4-00-047 (Good)
Page 10

appropriate landscaping into the proposed development. To ensure that adequate drainage and
erosion control is included in the proposed development the Commission requires the applicant to
submit drainage and erosion contro! plans certified by the consulting geotechnical engineer, as
specified in Special Conditions 2 and 3.

Additionally, the Commission notes that the quantity of cut grading required for construction of the
proposed residence is more than the quantity of fill required for construction resulting in an excess of
2,050 cu. yds. of graded earth material. Stockpiles of dirt are subject to increased erosion and, if
retained onsite, may lead to additional landform alteration. Therefore, Special Condition 5 requires
the applicant to export all excess grading material from the project site to an appropriate site for
disposal and provide evidence to the Executive Director of the location of the disposal site prior to
issuance of a coastal development permit.

The Commission also finds that landscaping of graded and disturbed areas on the subject site will
serve to enhance and maintain the geologic stability of the site. Therefore, Special Condition 3
requires the applicant to submit landscaping plans certified by the consulting geotechnical engineer
as in conformance with their recommendations for landscaping of the project site. Special Condition
3 also requires the applicant to utilize and maintain native and noninvasive plant species compatible
with the surrounding area for landscaping the project site.

Invasive and non-native plant species are generally characterized as having a shallow root structure
in comparison with their high surface/foliage weight. The Commission notes that non-native and
invasive plant species with high surface/foliage weight and shallow root structures do not serve to
stabilize slopes and that such vegetation resuits in potential adverse effects to the stability of the
project site. Native species, alternatively, tend to have a deeper root structure than non-native and
invasive species, and once established aid in preventing erosion. Therefore, the Commission finds
that in order to ensure site stability, all slopes and disturbed and graded areas of the site shall be
landscaped with appropriate native plant species, as specified in Special Condition 3.

In addition, in order to ensure that vegetation clearance for fire protection purposes does not occur
prior to commencement of grading or construction of the proposed structures, the Commission finds
that it is necessary to impose a restriction on the removal of natural vegetation as specified in
Special Condition 4. This restriction specifies that natural vegetation shall not be removed until
grading or building permits have been secured and construction of the permitted structures has
commenced. The limitation imposed by Special Condition 4 avoids loss of natural vegetative
coverage resulting in unnecessary erosion in the absence of adequately constructed drainage and
run-off control devices and implementation of the landscape and interim erosion control plans.

The Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, will serve to minimize potential
geologic hazards of the project site and adjacent properties. However, the Commission finds that
there remains an inherent risk in building on the subject site with the geologic conditions and
constraints described in this section, and due to the fact that the project site is located in an area
subject to an extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from wildfire. Typical vegetation in the
Santa Monica Mountains consists predominantly of coastal sage scrub and chaparral. Many plant
species common to these communities produce and store terpenes, which are highly flammable
substances (Mooney in Barbour, Terrestrial Vegetation of California, 1988). Chaparral and sage
scrub communities have evolved in concert with, and continue to produce the potential for, frequent
wild fires. Additionally, the typical warm, dry summer conditions of the Mediterranean climate
combine with the natural characteristics of the native vegetation pose a risk of wild fire damage to
development that cannot be completely avoided or mitigated.
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Therefore, the Commission can only approve the project if the applicant assumes the responsibility
and liability from the risks associated with developing the project as required by Special Condition
6. This responsibility is carried out through the recordation of a deed restriction. The assumption of
risk deed restriction, when recorded against the property, will show that the applicant is aware of and
appreciates the nature of the hazards which exist on the site that may adversely affect the stability or
safety of the proposed development and agrees to assume any liability for the same. Moreover,
through acceptance of Special Condition 8, the applicants agree to indemnify the Commission, its
officers, agents, and employees against any and all claims, demands, damages, costs, expenses, or
liability arising out of the acquisition, design, construction, operation, maintenance, existence, or
failure of the permitted project in an area where an extraordinary potential for damage from geologic
and wildfire hazard exists as an inherent risk.

it should be noted that an assumption of risk deed restriction for hazardous geologic conditions and
danger from wildfire is commonly required for new development throughout the greater Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains region in areas where there exist potentially hazardous wildfire and geologic
conditions, or where previous geologic activity has occurred either directly upon or adjacent to the
site in question. The Commission has required such deed restrictions for other development with
similar risks throughout the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains region.

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed project is
consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.

C. Water Quality

The Commission recognizes that new development in the Santa Monica Mountains has the potential
to adversely impact coastal water quality through the removal of native vegetation, increase of
impervious surfaces, increase of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation, and introduction of pollutants
such as petroleum, cleaning products, pesticides, and other pollutant sources, as well as effluent
from septic systems.

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, minimizing
alteration of natural streams.

As described, the proposed project includes construction of a three-story, 34 ft. high, 6,780 sq.
ft. single family residence including an attached 3-car garage, indoor swimming pool, new
septic system and driveway, 7500 gallon water tank, retaining walls, 8 ft. barrier wall, and 2090
cu. yds. of grading (2070 cu yds. cut, 20 cu yds. fill, and 2050 cu. yds. export). The proposed
project also includes widening portions of the access road to the project site and repaving of the
access road. The project site is an undeveloped 2.5 acre parcel located on a moderately to
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steeply ascending slope in the Santa Monica Mountains. The site is considered a “hillside”
development, as it involves steeply to moderately sloping terrain with soils that are susceptible
to erosion.

The proposed development will result in an increase in impervious surface, which in turn
decreases the infiltrative function and capacity of existing permeable land on site. The reduction
in permeable space therefore leads to an increase in the volume and velocity of stormwater
runoff that can be expected to leave the site. Further, pollutants commonly found in runoff
associated with residential use include petroleum hydrocarbons including oil and grease from
vehicles; heavy metals; synthetic organic chemicals including paint and household cleaners;
soap and dirt from washing vehicles; dirt and vegetation from yard maintenance; litter;
fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides; and bacteria and pathogens from animal waste. The
discharge of these pollutants to coastal waters can cause cumulative impacts such as:
eutrophication and anoxic conditions resulting in fish kills and diseases and the alteration of
aquatic habitat, including adverse changes o species composition and size; excess nutrients
causing algae blooms and sedimentation increasing turbidity which both reduce the penetration
of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation which provide food and cover for aquatic species;
disruptions to the reproductive cycle of aquatic species; and acute and sublethal toxicity in
marine organisms leading to adverse changes in reproduction and feeding behavior. These
impacts reduce the biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes and reduce optimum populations of marine organisms and have adverse
impacts on human health.

Therefore, in order to find the proposed development consistent with the water and marine
resource policies of the Coastal Act, the Commission finds it necessary to require the
incorporation of Best Management Practices designed to control the volume, velocity and
pollutant load of stormwater leaving the developed site. Critical to the successful function of
post-construction structural BMPs in removing poliutants in stormwater to the Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP), is the application of appropriate design standards for sizing BMPs. The
majority of runoff is generated from small storms because most storms are small. Additionally,
storm water runoff typically conveys a disproportionate amount of poliutants in the initial period
that runoff is generated during a storm event. Designing BMPs for the small, more frequent
storms, rather than for the large infrequent storms, results in improved BMP performance at
lower cost.

The Commission finds that sizing post-construction structural BMPs to accommodate (infiltrate,
filter or treat) the runoff from the 85™ percentile storm runoff event, in this case, is equivalent to
sizing BMPs based on the point of diminishing returns (i.e. the BMP capacity beyond which,
insignificant increases in pollutants removal (and hence water quality protection) will occur,
relative to the additional costs. Therefore, the Commission requires the selected post-
construction structural BMPs be sized based on design criteria specified in Special Condition 2,
and finds this will ensure the proposed development will be designed to minimize adverse
impacts to coastal resources, in a manner consistent with the water and marine policies of the
Coastal Act.

Furthermore, interim erosion control measure implemented during construction and post construction
landscaping will serve to minimize the potential for adverse impacts to water quality resulting from
drainage runoff during construction and in the post-development stage. Therefore, the Commission
finds that Special Condition 3 is necessary to ensure the proposed development will not adversely
impact water quality or coastal resources.
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Finally, the proposed development includes the installation of an on-site private sewage disposal
system with a 1,500 gallon tank to serve the residence. The applicants’ geclogic consultants
performed infiltration tests and evaluated the proposed septic system. The report concludes that the
site is suitable for the septic system and that no adverse impact to the site or surrounding areas will
result from the use of the alternative septic system. Finally, the City of Los Angeles County Health
Department Services has given in-concept approval of the proposed septic system, determining that
the system meets the requirements of the plumbing code. The Commission has found that
conformance with the provisions of the plumbing code is protective of resources.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to incorporate and
maintain a drainage and polluted runoff control plan, is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal
Act.

D. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states:

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

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a Coastal Permit only if
the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction to prepare a Local
Coastal Program which conforms with ‘Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The preceding sections
provide findings that the proposed project will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 if
certain conditions are incorporated into the project and accepted by the applicant. As conditioned, the
proposed project will not create adverse impacts and is found to be consistent with the applicable
policies contained in Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the proposed
development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the City of Malibu’s ability to prepare a Local Coastal
Program for the Malibu and Santa Monica Mountains area, which is also consistent with the policies
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by Section 30604 (a).

E. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Section 13096(a) of the Commission’s administrative regulations requires Commission approval of a
Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding showing the application, as
conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the
California Environmentally Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a
proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity
may have on the environment.
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The Commission finds that, the proposed project, as conditioned will not have significant adverse
effects on the environment, within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970. .
Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, has been adequately mitigated and is determined to
be consistent with CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act.




depy g
L¥0-00-b# dAD

t

L.OS -ANGELES CO.

D

#4

Wi, %
ROJECT SITE

[
o'i\ﬁ W

SANTA MICA HABTAINS
MATIONAL RECREASTON AREA

‘% 13

| S
et 7
W g
Ty

I LISIHXA

e @AY POLLTIMY) 6661 LHORIAILD

0E8 fost

dyw

OCEAN

s Vi

7
fwn




31IVD ‘SITIONV SOT 40 AINNOCD
dYN S.HOSS3SSY, dl-ssuy
I W98 1622-8'S°D SIS LNSSY 'AT¥d ¥O4
Sea h g zSa _MMM SANITT NOILD3AS
@ 12°905 Df 30 DY XD W @ m«wn.\-d.
913 'ty ‘ame w00 '35
2 . 9! 5101 896+
of 295 ] 1003

0
;#;ﬁ\-
i o
AN
s

#
: cuT0crmre
_— 9re €920 i
.Pwl. Il/ L al e " _m @ — rﬁﬂ, _ M.
N G - S S N N © %
2o faeofc) — - 91 9 72 oy e A 75 owors /0wy N \
mm.m .N\\\._.w\ @ ] o m.ll l}ulrﬁll_ﬂ&._ ) .,#Aa@vrlllwuﬂw.llll.wwﬂglll»
. \\ . 5. Ay
i — N i R k i 5
i — ) N ¥ i NEIR
Sy S T, P 15 @, AR N ]
§ W] A T sy e 1 / I o v Vi H 4
A & I ! @ i . M |3
st . o L€y, 5 . — —_
S _.W‘:myw \ o m‘h x.. \ .M__m 5 m < S
\ @ an Lo : LLEAR *
izo's . by R g g T w ) fut
W yemsgn . 76 / o Nt NPT 8 Yl | =
Ry T i . 1@ |85
& SRR < b -
TRY vz A3 { L I = o T N )
// @ W. / o _m ot Y from 22" 2s «vﬁ@vn
. /f ooy
W 3 _ 5 ! : % -
IR S WS = R 7] | 3:&2@ gut o P .& -
.ﬁVP ‘.\-ﬂu?!. e S . I L N SN = \a\mi N
7092927 .WMN " \M M ? . “4.\ ™ A\ﬁ& [z Jw \mﬁ.a\. 8 T
et Y N 3 T &
W36 wwm \M yesz _o\\.mm\aﬂ._.% a».fmwﬁ@ & _ 4 N w
® A -y / @ 1 i M__ﬂ\ wtlw ™ of] °
> ° | aremwerrascy | : o/ o ]
ol & s 441 A A TR & §
A C) / | BEEAL i ¥ h \ :
xm..amqml.un*%.\h& @, m.\ —_ £9-0149 W50 ® 5 .N!/. = @ 1 .«w«»\ ]
- 5..;\&\..5% 8! _.WWW SN yipo2 .
BTt N / AT NN ® €) S s
A - LN { o % witp BTV 1 . .v@%._.:sd.v @
,__&. 3.5 i ﬂ\_\ \ J m,m R o @ Aﬂ..x 3 i o me {NHU b ¢
* 4 /W 2 N3
« e A I} N 3 ) 2 A o2° s, S
19 T\ o Pl _. Sz€r ..n.m&sw/ Nnm&mws oo™ &&VM { o Se =
’ / 2 arger 0y % iqurtl g &8 Oy ‘N
Vs % / zrs./. | &w @ sk | A N g
: EzomroLL now | s \\Jﬂkﬂﬂm ‘&.W.w. r— e \M\w ere /& .rV N m m m .—..
EOF /ey bososo. ar&q.w gc&ls.ﬂhwsi A . ST *&Rv.m- %ﬁ o o 3 @%. o‘.bm-
) £/190/06% u@“uﬁu!&u\qﬂ .iuos s o8 6o N & N ¥ & *@ 002 = a1 31V
L3£943 16°z006 0050012085 & $%¥ &M , wre h». » » . [
i siposs So8lké & o i . al cCb b
S @siaz $9-¢1-21 ‘000500506200 I 4 M
i -~ . X

——— . - rr e
B - L 4;
. L g et A -
i
NPT 4

vEEL-SYE-008-1
i HONINY 20 00/t N1 TWVS .
!

i Y



— ESRI ArcExplorer 1.1

4-00-047 (Good) Coastal Resources

dejy 9210083y [€ISEO))

LY0-00-¥ # 4D

A~
A~

trailslacoplan
StrmsCCC
laprcls

esha (ESHA)

Coldcreek management area
inland
locally disturbed resources

¢ LIGTHXA

X

TN,
e

NN

oak woodlands and savannahs

Thursday, Sep 21 2000 aee—ed




%0—’
IS
i3
fe
X
St
PR

L

Hive

e
———rg

TE TRV
0
IV DNTYED < F1i% aus 1ves

-Jt

SBVAILON uniluv Nvida

eeir v 1OALINONY VIV

Sy PIADANOWY

J .

TH e
R

A ] SR
MY AV | 3le MYdANT 03e0ddsd

U %] tar 7 % 9
Al 40 pu Frediteee aml ge INTT JEARLODR.
YA \

rd

A VA ;
M hs i W \ i \... D
.. ! plrerifu ' .

oy .M..&ée&.. K .J_s:\ \x.uﬂ

/ .

SN

..‘\ ,\/\\\ I

~

rd
A
e,

M i PR g T —
FE ] 1 skt TR Ory aerees oRlliens \.s.i.}.:.u%aa\:uv f\.ﬁ
¥ z

-

X

3

z

L

FH AW UINGS OpY  ABEWN Anand
LIRANT (S WAL AMIWANR G BvdavA

“Saopuas smebhy
- o -
TRISEVE DU P B

b ek
et " " 2

TBEATRE O IONSE LS
VE S SO A P DU 8 PR D
0 POINDE W Pt SO S Ted yens g St csnd L

b

-

a4 o AN FOSOA Y wes MmEwre

- [ i T

——

WO L1 RSN D urasn e M DICUOAN 04 PN SRS ) L
e e

oy m o *

TR

WO PIERITAIRD J0 SIS S U

o, = poviginny

FARID U AR 0L M POMISEOTE tast LA & e gl
- .. )

L s . .
VISV & 2
o e S
S A Y AN S -
WY SRy A I
I ) t ol ey
0 i "z, FORE S AR 2 W S
. E«: . " ;T R N H
L"w: —_, . £ A
¥ L T o3 /liavl;iaaql&.
! £ o ‘ 21 e S Y 6 oDswond
S B i L . - .N
L R AR\ e | i L aH
L a § SR - iy
ﬂ .w RN ' s \.\\;fn.... . ?sixaunﬂlxv n
N PR | N ~ P
L . g v b § :
. RO §
. Y . - 2 ‘3 ot
<\ / A\ s/ | *
Y / £ d
[ Y R k oy o el -~y
\ // /_ / - > - N .,:r bl N
oy \ WAt VLA N L v
ﬂ. \ / \ / { /’.,_E.,Wﬂp/,ﬂ.ﬂ N »//. * o Bnpuosep - [L 0 ST p—p—
AR NP NN PEE mmwsrsREEEE
MY ~ LA TR YR
\ } g - LAY NN\ //./..»///.”ﬂ //..o.ffu.;r.f.h e 0 o e 4 g
N NS S o L " % & "
N AV TN W,,/\\A,x//:gm/:m - . .
. < s, N, W R~ padorhautieit i I
\ NI - N\ Wy Y T " ORI ROV werr-us @ mmct pasnnis
N N z,/. ~ :./..o./ (Y V\/( XS w - [l B Woos oosSoD G & 1 passerses w8 s posor o ot st
» ] B b R ]
N ~, //f a, \ /.’;i,)v) < L] 1
K % I~ “adors uaouEEND svp 10 KIS SULOF pATYS
VA SN / \ w . . por ye o : P o )
) LTI S el im, T A Qen s s b o 4k 35 wonsod WLAEEE PO TLLY I Deamiey
AR OVR SNl g e Myini meit 0 ] W Sore sy L S Chawnp A0 4 6 05 VAN ) poradios ST EIV %
OATG B 5N 42 TN KA HT PTINIRD Veur) 10 WL g AATING 4 POOKE0 3 10 WNVBA € DRBRDWOD WL INE T T
oz 100 61 3 2 . »
Suons sepume ht,l:..luﬂ
» e dgnanon gy ‘e i ¥ o o K]

NPT I
TSRS

EXHIBIT 4
CDP # 4-00-047

Site Plan




v

FEB 247000

ue[d Suipe.an)
LY0-00-¥ # dAD

S LIGIHXJ

L

N

o

P

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT

1, TOPOGRAPY PER ARG GUING. DATED OCT. 19, 1H68

ITLLIX

;

LEQEND
{2400 )~ DI TR
s DEITHG [LEVATIONS.

— 0 e PROMOMD OONTOLRE

Y] PROPOND DLEVATIONS

— RETO0 WAL
1 43 OISTHG RADE
ra W A
1o ~F ong
1S oW LN
L' HOH PONT
a esdd WAL
123 oF OF WAL
Ta TP OF GRATE
[ 2N DK OF PAVDENT
rr, IeRED PLOOR

GRADING QUANTITES
an o
DAVESAY NE RERAROIO "o Y. —
ey v, —
oK 30 ¢, o cv.
CUT RS A0 AL YARD 107 CY. -
OVOR-DICAVATION UNODR RESDDOE 1300 GY. 1200 &Y.
o s cx. 10 .

NOTR AL DICE OUT WL 9 NPOXD OF AT A
LAMOPLL OUTENE OF THE COASTAL T0nl

INE LAND & MATER OO
(714) 9651622

(714) 373-0877

wov—— R n - V=
- 418 )

CONCEPTUAL GRADING PLAN

FOR PROPOSED RESIDENCE AT
210 LOMA METISSE !
MALIBU CALIFORNIA

A==

== 95-188-1 A




‘MR

Nwid LNZZ

It

i v Y3 Y

Riaa kil

T O3e3LIW g1 ely
a009

s

;‘m-"l-t :

w0t S L AW

|

Iy T Ty

T3 TRVEE
ST D
R ]

9] i
WE ﬁ R

atiad

i

g

-y

8

1YL 30nd IHFAITHE s s

22 ]l

R

2 EAYE 8 Y, DR

S L

N>y

Bl s

o

c

/

e

—

TRty

— e IUYAILION iniuv Nvius

IS VR ORIN VINVE 1F ‘uSeviS 151 1 g § it

b
<

|

T P1hes

Pasid

Pidion GRS

. ukeg
R Ai,‘__'-‘," M

"EXHIBIT 6
CDP # 4-00-047
1* Floor Plan




]

e

A -
s r
« b4
nmm

X

»

I

3%

o

N I

T WA Soow Lsad

—e

F

FLrindss AR X 1Y)
T dte 0 B AL

b s B s s e e o e o
o, : .

e j
3 . 5 -
, s v B g
3 3 T B T
g 1 1 1 /,ﬂ/ : . -
Ia s e g I T ! 3 lr/ v B
- ~ ] T I B . .
) e R e 2, b R L
—— 4 A & R S I SN L E g L b
L F e VT Ry AN I T 37 NGO G N )\ = il St 4
,_NEM . N Ve b \ T Arear L e X A N B
,MM ‘ ; ) ~J I A“.. atfe w.«.. S .“,., T}
R Bl 2= 2 SUEON (-5 DESNE 5L 2
k4 ) Lo < f// T i SR
» A % =
2 . o ey 1y tal
HEg IR [ (EAER i R
, e ncemin o o S : FR N
W - W TR T LT A L
= N @pooc FRPA? AT gl gt e a—
/ ol b
M * N N
7 oy
S ded
’ e
‘a v
2
WW> .
E
S
| 5 -
] .
mE| - s .
S|
5
-]
3. «
NLEAL I

MBI TIIE
eI FEASELMOWY

oy I
TRYON WD CYDERW YUY 18 GuOmeein Ieme

3
<

EXHIBIT 7
CDP # 4-00-047

2™ Floor Plan




A-4

wercameIn

e V3 ‘vomom VIR 16 ‘avosis 181 1931 IHOYY VIV

JHYMILON MNHIUY Nviue

= SALV
ST %% 5]

MY\ 200 QHOZIG N IR

3 ‘NPT

65113 viotr 01t
eoo9 Vuvevve

T

T

" SECOND FLCOR PN

Ve =r-a"

- s2w0!

S e
7 g

Priso1 WS i ¥

_-2'

N R
TR

{

i

i

S SolAKIUM BBLeW T
ty [ v
\‘\_,_c-u.w PLOW T

=Tl

L

CDP # 4-00-047

3" Floor Plan

i S




Inw
rTE %
- ™
m....u.
.0%
3
b d
3
=
* D
™

P&

AR ]
Bl
k.ol
M

- AR IE
b
SIHOHIATTR Sk Liery 4 invgd  Fus Lana

Y N

eI VO TYIWOE VMVE 1F OWOMNIE 0 1o | IIHY VIV

sos-tentin

AN TS
MO IRIDEAMO WY

©
|
b

2
C TRyl R T
[fhe ]

Yy
S

FUYMILON HOMLEY NviuE

Lol

TR

|

EXHIBITO
CDP # 4-00-047
Elevations

DS gy
BT IR
. . .




- ~—v-esen
™~ . . . . ; ) ‘M
i e v VOROW Yisevs 1# ‘Guosevis 1t | 3 | IHOHY W1V : 3% TRV ] : : i i e
- ¢ e o . BuVM3ILON UNHiEV NvIUa —— ) -x:au | NS

TR INRLGRLOUY i———
SHAILVAZIE wYdd 3 1A ;g une Qoo™ wive dvg

b ]:

|

s
—

b

¥

st s A0 0

TOr e mag £ Tesh
'
JpP & fates Alfec g
e
T Or e AarE: aaMe

KEcaneic pait

Ap»lv"uf

SeALE: 47

_BAST (REAR) ELEVATION
(2

izl edwan s AV
il mﬁ“ﬂ".ﬁ_gf“ —
I
oo PRSI

Enl. CRAE Ll 1585 =
T L T e e e

seedovine Ipabms . o
gt ¥ s

|
: et R v e

Jdd 3 Coe

§ L

qi. . =

i . B

EER EEIETE ' '

dy- dy 1o

4y - 7 i
o2 ;!

:

=
»
LevATIoN

T - NoRTH(Lzer gioe) eleva
G et

Wabule 18 NNRERED
2 9pAY o] tasent

R
ORI FY A

Eaer
e

uam..
. %
v

wel -
o
Crosl’

- CMESTIIEVEI AL BEIUT EALEMKTIONT, o i 1o

I

P

i

H =) 3
i

[ EXHIBIT 10 a
CDP # 4-00-047

Elevations




o " N R TR e - T.H a..ml.i
T A [4 wmwlmm . - s e ing e Jw] ] @\ﬂ# O-0Z = 1 3OS SO81 08 130 CUYE MO0 ONYA Mld ANGTIOOKS '
oYy neanyn I\.!&.e.. ....“ nﬁ (-..”“ o

T 2L Destmn YNOT 02 T NVd SdVOSANYT

o T -ex (ME)

IONIASTN GISOIOd HO= Pt .
NVl SdVOSONY] 7291-596 (i2)
©0 v ¥ owl W i—uﬁﬁxﬂvm .u.m ON\(

S v, LV Ty Ammey)

. animy oy 8k
l“u!f%i‘;lllgt:‘,—i}

‘ VAR W 2y PAAE SIS N T PR
ANt $4 S Nous A Vot 0 (G OF % ISR s Y

N ’ e § 0 A ot § 4y S 08 I (pane g
PR SR PRERR SR JoR-tng et Juf i Sumg Spat Ab e e p e

. wode mabiay
S A ot Endovh rcgamds WL 0 S vt ltivis S2p. D /g
L e e ]

| -t ot Wiy oo o Tt vt iy ¢ Dapsaed 4y eyt Ay

o SAALS 100 I 0 10 Bt 8 et Sl S . SN
" . i ah  Vias Sl ot 4 oy g, Storgms dn Bupent o waewe
" 3 . oz Ve S
Wik AL 1 dra(o g 6 s i s K

ARIEN o
Lt .}fr‘!‘).ix.‘;!g
} TTRRA T

e g et {4 Aty o] e g et sl i ke poat 0 Yt
I Wil Sas oy A, TN S8 P SY ik 1 Bty it S Ay
S

L ST G U AN i o 5t S B 0 O (T et
T AN W O} W § 15 Y s 0 Shye p— " g Sr]
1 oo sy b s o R Bt U e S ¥ T v
——) Jou. Tt 1 WA WIAN W Y A GO # i an S A SN
B e Popanaait i W G SOV Db TR B S
B 3 KA 9 T aed B8 B P S ) RIMINAS S
39 P WS e Feengh iiv 68 WAy Ly “wnbgraty Bpamg ‘mes, ehany
I e Y e o]
e T Wy PTG AR FALANAL 3y A Y W TS R 6 g

puokag "y Tp'xe
UOHEIYIPOIN [onyg ¢ [

ey

puofag ‘38

| uoneaIpoIAl 1914

1 7

EXHIBIT 11

CDP # 4-00-047
Fuel Modifi

cation

T.andscaning Plan

l




juswdojaaa( jusdelpy
LP0-00-FY # dAD

— ESRI ArcExplorer 1.1
4-00-047 (GOOd) Adjacent Development ( Plan Also Depicts Fuel Modification )

- L 1 . “laprcls (RECAPVACAN)
. | Not Vacant
Unknown
Vacant

N /\/ czbdy
S 1/32" = 10'

@® = Existing Residence
Approximately 40' x 40'

'"ROJECT

Facilitx

<1 NqIyxy

RN
\.\\:\N\

NN N

L
N

Thursday, Sep 21 2000 e

. v




18/02/2¥980 22:28 31684563174 SRIBAMNNER PAGE 81

PETER & DONNA BANNER

220 Lotma Metisse Telephone (310} 456-1374
Matibu, Califomia 90265 Fax (310) 456-3174
USA. E-Mail: sribanner@earthlink.net

October 2, 2000

California Coastal Commission
Atten.: April Verbanac
89 8. Califomnia St., Suite 200

Ventura, CA 93001

VIA FAX: (805) 641-1732

Re:  Permit Application No. 4-00-047
210 Loma Metisse, Malibu, CA 902635

Dear April,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss the above cited permit application with me. As I related
to you in our telephone conversation of 10/02/2000, myself and a number of other property
owners, effected by development on this parcel, were unaware of the proposed development until
09/28/2000, when I received a telephone call from one of the adjacent property owners (within
100 feet) who had received official notification. Upon investigation, I discovered that at least
four other property owners who would be effected by the proposed development (two of which
were within 100 feet of the property) were unaware of the proposed development. Two abutting
owners, 214 Loma Metisse and 24677 W, Saddle Peek, were totally unaware of the proposed
development. Another owner, at 200 Loma Metisse, to date stilf has not receive notice, and
though they may not be within the technical 100 feet of the subject property, the proposed
development proposes the removal of their exiting fence and encroachment of 5 feet into their
property. I believe they also have a deeded easement which is within 100 feet of the subject
property, 210 Loma Metisse.

On the “technical™ notification side, we have two concerns. Number one, there appears that at
least two of the adjacent property owners were not/have not received proper official notice of the
intended development. Number 2, the required posting of the scheduled Coastal Commission
Hearing is not visible to potentially effected parties. To see the posting, it would be necessary for
parties to trespass on the subject property.

Though certain of us may not be within 100 feet of the proposed development, there are a number
of us neighbors, both “down-hill" and “up-hill”, which will be effected by the proposed
development. Asyou are aware, the site is quite steep and just below a faitly unstable hill side.



10/82/2000 22:28 3184583174 SRIBANMER PAGE 82

.

We are concemned regarding the potential for destabalization of the hillside above the property

that could impact the section of Saddlepeak which is directly above the property. Thereare a .
number of existing slides and our concern would be that disturbing the “toe” of the slope, could
cause destabalization of the upper area, as occurred at the infamous Rambla Pacifico site. Should
the portion of Saddlepeak that provides access to the antenna farms on Saddlepeak be adversely
impacted, the effect to the Los Angels community, the FAA, and other critical agencies utilizing
the facilities located on Saddlepeak, would be monumental.

Of particular concern to myself, is the increased run-off which I believe will inevitably occur with
development. If you look at a topographical map, you will see that the drainage basin in which
this project is located, drains through my propetty. The existing drainage channels have had to
handled a number of unusual flows over the years, such as those that resulted from the loss of
vegetation and hydroscopic soil conditions following the 1993 fire, the exiting drainage channels
are barely adequate and, as a result of the replacement of & 24" culvert at Loma Metisse with a
12" culvert by another owner/developet, any increase in flow from this drainage basin will
inevitably eventually result in flooding of Loma Metisse, It is therefore with great concem that 1
view any development which might increase the surface water flow coming down from propertics

above my property.

As I related to you, | feel that the statutory notice obligations are absurdly short. Ten days prior
to the Coastal Commission Hearing date is totally inadequate, taking into account a minimum of 1
to 2 days U.S. Postal time to deliver a letter, a request from the Coastal Commission that they
receive comments three days prior to the hearing, and the potential that someone might be on
vacation or a business trip during this notice period. And then of course there is the necessity of
reviewing documents submitted to the Coastal Commission, and the subsequent review and
drafting of comments. I still have difficuity believing that the State of California determined that
10 day notice was adequate for public comment in such a sensitive area such as coastal
development and environmental impact.

With all of this said, I would respectively request that the Commission consider delaying the
hearing of the above ¢ited project until statutory notification requirements have been met and the
adjacent and cffected property owners have had adequate time to review the proposed
development proposal and submit educated comments.

Sincercl; g

Peter S. Banner
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California Coastal Commission oc T {} 2
Atin. April Verbanac 0o
South Central Coast Area o é‘q~’f$':5:f,f,;;

89 South Califonia St., Suite 200 Soury gfmé issggyon
Ventura, CA 93001 0T i

Re: Permit # 4-00-047 for 210 Loma Metisse, Hearing item # Fri 3a on 10/13/2000

Dear Ms Verbanac and Commissioners:

We are the owners of the undeveloped 16-acre parcel APN 4453-018-017, which is adjacent to the subject
parcel on the north. With the proposed structure being close to our property line, we have grave concems
about (1) being able to keep our land clear of brush for 200 or more feet from the structure, (2) increasing the
probability of erosion and landslides on our land, and (3) exposing us to property and criminal liability
resulting from being unable to satisfy both the Fire restrictions and the Costal Commission restrictions. We
are also gravely concerned that the insecure foundation of this section of West Saddle Peak Road will
become more vulnerable to collapse if there is any thinning of brush on the precipitous slopes on the edge of
the pavement.

Our property is to the north of the proposed structure, and West Saddle Peak Road is directly to the east
Scaling the Landscape Plan in the CDP 4-00-047 report, based on a lot width of 340 feet, our lot is 152 feet
from the structure. Whereas the Fire Department has established a 150-foot fuel modification distance for
this structure, deviating from the standard 200-foot distance, what assurance do we have that this will not
be increased in the future! (After the 1993 fire in this area, this distance was increased here from 100 fo
200 feet). If or when this happens, we will be required to brush much land in a very steep area with a gully
running through it. The Fire Department has declined to put in writing to us, stating that the distance
would never be extended further, thus affecting our land. Extending the distance to the standard 200
feet would take it to the landslide area that extends up to the edge of the road pavement. This landslide
occurred around two year ago and has put the roadbed in jeopardy of collapsing.

Since the time the Fire Department increased the clearance distance requirements from 100 feet to 200 feet
on the north and east side of structures, we have had to keep brush cleared from our very steep hillside
along the north side of 214 Loma Metisse, extending east along the north side of the subject property. It has
been very disconcerting that the brush between our lot line and the house never was cleared in abidance
with the Fire Department Code, just one example of the laxity of enforcing the code on improved property
versus unimproved property. Keeping the brush cut back has greatly increased the vulnerability of our soil to
erode here. This area of our property is very difficult to get to and work on due to the steep slopes, and it will
never be buildable.

In brushing as required the 10-foot strip along the downside of the road pavement, the soil is so soft and
sandy that | can hardly get a foothold in the soil and | can pull up mustard weeds there by hand with roots up
to 18 inches deep. This type of soil is extremely vuinerable to erosion and landslide, as verified by the
significant landslide mentioned above. We are already brushing close to the landslide area, and any
extension toward the roadway would exponentially aggravate this problem.

West Saddie Peak road is about 200 feet east of the proposed structure, and as little as 180 feet on the
south. Therefore, brush on nearly all the very steep area, much having a slope of 1-foot in 1-foot, between
the proposed structure and the road will have to be extensively thinned. Even if not brushed all the way up
to the pavement, the brushed lower part of the slope will lack adequate support of the upper slope. If
allowed, this will greatly decrease the resistance of the sail to erosion and landslide. Whereas the report
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addresses mitigation of erosion and landslide damages to the house with a barrier wall, it does not
adequately address protection of the West Saddle Peak roadbed from being undermined! To provide
necessary protection for the proposed house will subject this road to greater landslide and erosion exposure
than exist today. This road, which is already vulnerable, must not be subjected to more hazards. Besides
providing access to extensive land above this section of road, it is the only usable road access to the
electronic farm at the summit. Included in the electronic farm is the critical CAA equipment which monitors
air space for LAX and the southem California area.

In summary, to approve building a structure in this area would be a grave mistake: (1) the building site is in
an area surrounded on three sides with steep slopes, much of it being as steep as 1-in-1, covered with
brush, and on unstable land; (2) approval implies that natural brush on these slopes would be greatly
thinned, slopes that must be covered with heavy, solid brush to preserve soil stability and (3) approving it will
severely endanger the integrity of West Saddie Peak Road, which is the only usable road access to
essential public services and private land. Therefore, we request that building in this location be denied on
grounds that it will be detrimental to the surrounding area if allowed .

We suggest you or a staff member revisit the site to get a first-hand understanding of the severe conditions
described above.

Smce;ely

Hillo VOl il
e L F

William D. & Augusta Chadwnck

P.S. This letter was written to present issues as concisely as possible, more so than for a verbal response at
the hearing. We request that this letter be read at the hearing for the record, and that both the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning and the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Fuel Modification
Unit be invited to respond to the issues raised. Unfortunately, we will not be able to attend the hearing as
scheduled due to a conflict we have with a trip out of state. Please provide us with minutes and actions
taken at this hearing.

cc. Zev Yaroslavsky, L. A. County Supervisor
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California Coastal Commiésicn,

Please be aware that my family has lived at 200 Loma Metisse, Malibu, for 25
years, during all of this time our easement has been 15 feet wide. The easement intersects
with Loma Metisse Road. Our property borders Loma Metisse and the easement. Our
driveway is accessed off of the easement. First the easement was a dirt, then gravel and
later we oiled the gravel. Several years ago we asphalted the easement. About 10 years
ago a new home was build further up on the easement. At that time the fire department
required the easement to be paved to the driveway of the new home and that a turn
around point be added—all of this was complied with.

We now hear ~through the grapevine, NOT from any notification from the
Coastal Commission that the lower section of the easement, which is our access section,
must be widened to 20 feet. We are quite upset; not only at the way we found out, but
because we have eight trees (some that are 20 years old) in the section that would be
surrendered to the easement. We also have fences and irrigation lines that run alongside
the easement.

We are confused as to why this easement must be 20 feet wide when all of the
major access roads in the area are between 9 and 19 feet wide. Why must an easement
that will be used by 3 homes be wider that roads that are the access for all of the
properties? What logic is used in this decision?

We welcome a representative of the Coastal Commission to meet with us, on
Loma Metisse, so that you can visually observe that the existing 15-foot easement is in
good condition and that the turn-around is clear and of good size. There is no need to
widen the easement or to destroy mature trees, change fencing, or irrigation lines.

. Sincerely,
(“; A - - 7
S AV e
5(' I ns.( ri / /-/{’,‘-A«‘/':& L} / L .
VAR -*q/ - . :‘;’/{,’:”\_ .
{

Doug and Vickie Fein
200 Loma Metisse
Malibu, Ca 90265
310-456-6853
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California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast Area

89 South California Street Suite 200
Ventura, California 93001

RE: Application #4-00-047
November 13, 2000

California Coastal Commission, .

This letter is a follow-up to the letter that we wrote dated October 20, 2000. We
have communicated with both the local fire department and Coastal Commission and feel
like we are caught in a Catch-22. The Coastal Commission says that the L.A. County
Fire Department requires a 20-foot easement. The L.A. County Fire Department has said
that they can not make a decision on modifying the requirement until Coastal
Commission approves the plans.

Since all of the streets in our area are between 9 and 19 feet wide, we do not see
any logic in making 260 feet of a 500-foot easement 20 feet wide. We do not understand
why this short section of easement is required to be wider than any of the main roads,

The easement is already 15 feet wide, paved, with curbs, and with one regular
turnout and two driveways that could be used as turnouts. Where the easement intersects
with Loma Metisse there is a nice radmus turn (it is not a sharp 45-degree angle).
Alongside of the easement, on our side, there are trees that would have to be cut down,
fencing and irrigation lines that would have to be moved.

Once again, we would welcome a representative of the Coastal Commission to
meet with us to view the easement and the surrounding roads.

Malibu, CA 90265
310-456-6853
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