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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 patrtially within the Coastal Zone and construction of a proposed 70-foot wide
entrance road off Lincoln Boulevard, partially 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 five 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 64,640 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.

Summary of Staff Recommendation

The proposed project raises Coastal Act issues regarding grading, landform alteration and
visual impacts. To mitigate the impacts, staff recommends approval of the proposed project
with special conditions regarding the elimination of the access road (Street “A”), that is
located on the face of the bluff, and all associated grading; dedication of open space and
public trail, landscaping and fuel modification, grading, future improvements, and assumption
of risk.
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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 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. In 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 following resolutions:

.  MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND RESOLUTION
FOR_A-5-PPL-00-077:

Staff recommends that the Commission make the following motion and adopt the
following resolution:

‘ MOTION: | move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit #A-5-
PPL-00-077 pursuant to the staff recommendation.

T
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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 resclution 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 permit, subject to the conditions below, for
the proposed development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that
the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the provisions of
Chapter 3 of the California 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 alternative that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the
environment.

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

Staff recommends that the Commission make the following motion and adopt the
following resolution:

MOTION: | move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit #5-
99-329 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 permit, subject to the conditions below, for
the proposed development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that
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the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the provisions of
Chapter 3 of the California 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 aiternative that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the
environment.

' STANDARD CONDITIONS:

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 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.

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

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.

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.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Revised Tentative Tract Map

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
submit, for review and approval of the Executive Director, a revised Tentative
Tract Map indicating:
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a) the elimination of Street “A” and view park and all associated gradung, as
depicted in Exhibits No. 3 and 9;

b} the elimination of the vista point and all associated grading, located in the
northwest portion of the property, as depicted in Exhibits No. 3 and 9;

c} the provision of an access point for accessing the bluff top public trail in the
northeast portion of the site, as generally depicted in Exhibit No. 18.

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved
final plans. 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 Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive
Director determines that no amendment is required.

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 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) 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
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Coastal Zone and all common improvements including, but not limited to, the
public trail, bluff face and planting areas, reflected in revised Tentative Tract Map
No. 51122.

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
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 an easement for lateral public
access and passive recreational use along the bluff top in accordance with the
approved coastal development permit. 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 permtt This
requirement shall be reflected in the provisions of the offer.

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 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.

&
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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.

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, 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”)
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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
achieve BO% 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 certifies that
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;
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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.

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 Biuffs.

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

The applicant shall submit evidence that the project will incorporate Best Management
Practices, including but not limited to catch basin filters, catch basin maintenance
program, 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 cuitural 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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13. 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 6. 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, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 have all been complied with.

15. City Conditjons

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. This action has no effect on local conditions imposed pursuant to an
authority other than the Coastal Act.

16. Permit Compiianée

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 below. 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 to 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; 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 five below grade soldier pile
walls; construction of a .32 acre public view park; dedication of open space; removal of check
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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 biuff face and lower portion of ravine (Hastings
Canyon). Total grading within the coastal zone will be approximately 64,640 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 bluff edge and
then descends done the east facing slope approximately 90 feet to Lincoin 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 Lincoin Boulevard
widening and for proposed Street “A”. The Map will also dedicate public use easements
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. Portions of three additional lots 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 deducated
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 or 27% of the
total project site. 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 subparalliels |
Berger Avenue in the western portion of the site has a width that varies from 50 to 250 . 1
feet with vertical wall heights on the order of 30 feet. The ravine extends approximately |
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700 feet into the project site from Cabora Drive. However, only approximately 170 feet,
or 24%, of the Canyon 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 3.26 acres, or 27% 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
community on the south. 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 entire 44.95-acre site consists of a broad, gently sloping bluff top with moderate to
steep natural slopes descending on the northerly and westerly property boundaries. 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 radio transmission tower. 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
highly 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 are located north
of the project site.
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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. As a result of a court suit
challenging the adequacy of habitat protection in the land use plan, the City and County
are revising the LUP to reflect a settlement (Friends, etc.). The settlement proposes
additional wetlands at the toe of the bluff but does not propose changes in land use for
the lots subject to this permit application.

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 private, 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
the south. The property is 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
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project site and then follows the top of the biuff 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
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.



A-5-PDR-00-077 and 5-99-329 (Catellus)
Page 16

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
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 bluff
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 ieading 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-
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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, and for erosion control and drainage improvements along the bluff
edge (see Exhibits No. 9 and 10A-F). Approximately 54,000 cubic yards of grading, or
89% of the total grading, will be necessary for the construction of Street “A”".
Approximately 6,640 cubic yards will be for bluff edge erosion control and drainage
improvements.

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 approximately 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.

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.

The Commission does not agree that impacts from Street “A” will not be significant.
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, highly visible geologic feature and constitutes a scenic
coastal feature. The grading for Street “A”, street improvements, and brush clearance
for fire department requirements, will create an approximately 480 foot long visible
swath along the bluff face. The street and grading will be visible along the coastal routes
of Lincoln Boulevard, which is a main north-south coastal access corridor, and Jefferson
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Boulevard, a main east-west coastal access corridor, providing access from the inland
areas to the beaches of Playa del Rey and Dockweiler.

The 54,000 cubic yards of grading and construction of a 90 foot high engineered slope
for the construction of Street “A” is a significant amount of grading and natural landform
alteration. The applicant, however, argues that, due to historical grading for Lincoln
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 Lincoin Boulevard in the
1930’s, was a continuous bluff formation that extended to the east, across the present
location of Lincoln 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 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.

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 highly scenic feature. Therefore,
the area should still be considered a natural landform and a visually significant geologic
feature that should be protected under Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

Furthermore, while the Playa Vista traffic mitigation measures along Lincoln Boulevard
may further alter the project property, at this time, the Commission staff 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 would be required along the project
property’s Lincoln Boulevard frontage without the proposed Street “A”.

To minimize grading and landform alteration, as required under Section 30251 of the
Coastal Act, there is an alternative to Street “A” that will provide access to the property
without requiring grading within the coastal zone. Alternative access to the site can be
provided from the existing residential streets along the southern portion of the property
(see Section F, Public Access and Traffic, for a discussion of this alternative). By
eliminating Street “A”, there will be a net reduction of approximately 54,000 cubic yards
of grading within the coastal zone, which would be required for the construction of
Street “A” and the adjacent view park.
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The Commission must consider the impacts to coastal resources and coastal access
within the coastal zone and consider alternatives that would be less environmentally
damaging. Since the City has not ruled out the use of the existing residential streets as
potential access for the development of the site, this alternative should be considered a
viable alternative that would have less of an environmental impact than the proposed
Street “A”. Therefore, the Commission can not find that the proposed project with
Street “A” is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

The applicant argues that any impacts to coastal resources from the construction of
Street “A” can 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. To further mitigate the 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 lots 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 bluff 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 owned by the applicant, there are
approximately 21 additional lots, under separate ownership, located on the north sxde
(downslope) of Cabora Drive.

The applicant argues that by offering to retire these 15 lots from future development, the
area (1.9 acres) will be preserved as open space, reducing any potential impacts that
development of the lots and necessary improvements to Cabora Drive will have on the
bluff and adjacent Ballona wetlands.

Although the 1.9 acres could be preserved as open space through the applicants’ offer,
there has been no evidence submitted at this time, regarding the development potential
of the lots along Cabora Drive. As stated, these 15 lots, along with other vacant lots
along Cabora Drive, were created in the 1930’s, and at this time, not one of the lots in
this area have been developed, nor does the City have plans on improving Cabora Drive
to provide access to the lots.
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Furthermore, these 15 lots are located 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. Therefore, the
mitigation value of these 15 lots is not equivalent to the value of the undeveloped and
scenic bluffs along the proposed project site. Nor does the proposal to maintain the 15
lots as open space as mitigation comply with the Coastal Act requirement to minimize
landform alteration on the project site itself. As explained above, landform alteration and
visual impacts can be eliminated by providing access to the proposed residences by
extending existing streets and, if necessary, reducing the project size or incorporating
other mitigation measures to prevent significant adverse impacts on traffic on existing
streets.

Therefore, since there are alternatives to accessing the property that will eliminate a
significant amount of grading and reduce the visual impact within the coastal zone and
allow the applicant to provide access to the site, this coastal development permit is
conditioned to remove Street "A” from the Coastal Zone. The applicant shall submit a
revised Tentative Tract Map showing the elimination of Street “A”, and all associated
grading, from within the boundaries of the Coastal Zone.

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 is 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 biuff 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
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
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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.

Although the grading will impact only 19% of the area, removal of 5 to 19 feet of bluff
top will result in the alteration of the existing bluff edge and could have adverse impacts
on the visual quality of the bluffs. 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 lowering of the bluff edge a 5 to 19 feet in various locations can
result in visual impacts. However, the applicant is limiting the grading to only 12% 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, the
applicant is proposing to mitigate any adverse Impacts through planting and restoration
of the ungraded portion 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, two soldier
pile/retaining walls are proposed partially within the Coastal Zone. The walls will be
buried atop the bluff and immediately above and outside of the erosional gullies. One
wall, which is a total of approximately 25 linear feet, will extend approximately 10 feet
into the Coastal Zone. The second wall, measuring a total of approximately 160 linear
feet, will have approximately 40 linear feet in the Coastal Zone. The erosional gullies
below the walls will not be altered other than with landscaping to minimize further
erosion.

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. Combined with the proposed 30 to 90 foot setbacks between the
top of the bluff face and the rear property lines of the proposed residential lots and the
additional setback of 15 to 25 feet for the residential structures from the rear lot line, the
impact from the development will be reduced.
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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 (not including
Street “A”) can be found consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. With the
elimination of Street “A”, the applicant may need to extend the grading along the bluff
edge for necessary erosion control and drainage improvements similar to the other
portions of the bluff. This grading should be nominal and be limited to the top edge of
the bluff where the remaining bluff face will be ungraded. The revised grading plans .
required to indicate the removal of Street “A” from the Coastal Zone shall also include
grading for the erosion and drainage improvements, and be limited to the top edge of the
existing bluff.

Furthermore, there is additional grading that is not necessary for erosion control or
stability of the slope. The proposed project includes an approximately 2,800 square foot
flat “trail vista point” in the northwestern portion of the property. The grading for this
vista point will push the grading out approximately 40 to 60 feet beyond the trail to
create the flat pad. The grading that will create the “trail vista point” is not necessary
for the bluff top drainage improvements and does not minimize grading pursuant to
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act.

The vista point can be eliminated and the grading can be brought back up the slope to

the minimum needed for the drainage improvements. This will eliminate the pad and a

portion of the grading along this portion of the bluff. By eliminating the pad area,

drainage should not be a problem, since this area is generally a high point and the plans

indicate that, at this location, drainage will be directed to the east and west to proposed

catch basins. Therefore, as a condition of this permit, the applicant shall submit revised

plans showing the elimination of the vista point, and all associated grading, in the

northwest portion of the site. .
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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 remaining grading along the bluff edge wiill
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.

Furthermore, 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.
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F. Public 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:

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 location 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 biuff 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
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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) is 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.

However, due to the substantial amount of grading and landform required to construct
Street “A” and view park, and the adverse visual impacts, the proposed project can not
be found consistent with the visual policies of the Coastal Act (see Section E. Visual
Resources/Landform Alteration). Therefore, as a condition of this coastal development
permit Street “A” and the view park are required to be removed from the proposed
project.

As conditioned, with the elimination of Street “A” and the public access that would have |
been provided by the access rood, the project will continue to provide bluff top public
access via the public trail with the entrance from Berger Avenue to the west. However,
with the elimination of Street “A”, the trail may terminate along the northeastern part of
the bluff top without a public access point from the residential street. This will require
trail users to turn around and may discourage the use of the eastern portion of the trail or
the entire trail. To ensure adequate public access of the trail, it is important for the trail
to provide access points along both ends of the trail. Therefore, the applicant shall -
submit revised plans indicating that the trail will have public access in the northeastern
portion of the property from the adjacent internal streets.

Furthermore, the denial of Street “A” will require the use of the adjacent residential
neighborhood to provide vehicle access for the residential development. 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 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
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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.

The applicant argues that because of these impacts to the adjacent neighborhood and
greater impacts to key intersections, Street “A” is the best alternative and one that is
preferred 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. The City indicates that other access alternatives were examined, including
elimination of direct access from Lincoln Boulevard. 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 Lincoin Boulevard and
83" Street, and would add increased traffic to the cross streets along Manchester
Avenue, affecting traffic flow along this coastal access corridor.

The EIR indicates that, except for Lincoln Boulevard and 83" Street, which operates at

LOS F during morning peak and LOS D during the peak evening, studied intersections in .
the project vicinity operate at LOS A or B (LOS A to C operate with little or no

intersection congestion. Los D typically is the level for which a metropolitan area street
system is designed. LOS E represents volumes at or near the capacity of the highway

that may result in stoppages of momentary duration. LOS F occurs when a facility is
overloaded and is characterized by stop-and-go traffic with stoppages of long duration).

Although the City has stated that Street “A” is the preferred alternative, the City has not
indicated that access from the south through the existing residential neighborhood is not
feasible with the development of the proposed site. If ingress/egress is required to be
taken from the residential streets, there will be an increase in traffic through the adjacent
residential neighborhood, which may affect the level of service at the various
intersections. However, as stated in the EIR, all intersections except one, operate at
levels with little or no intersection congestion (LOS A to B). Based on the EIR’s data,
these intersections have the current capacity to accept additional traffic without
significantly impacting the level of service. The one intersection that operates at a worse
level of service is at 83™ Street and Lincoln Boulevard. This intersection operates at LOS
of F during peak periods. Eighty-third Street is the only street providing d;rect access to
" Lincoln Boulevard from this neighborhood.

Furthermore, there are six routes (Rayford Drive, Park Hill Drive, Hastings Avenu‘e,
Redlands Street, Gulana Avenue and 83" Street) that lead out of the residential .
neighborhood and connect to the two major thoroughfares--Lincoln Boulevard and
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Manchester Avenue (see Exhibit No. 14). These routes provide six alternative routes for
the proposed development and for neighborhood residents to use during peak periods in
the event one or more becomes congested. Moreover, although the intersection at 83"
Street and Lincoln Boulevard operates at a LOS of F during peak periods and may become
more congested with the proposed development, the five other routes provide access to
Manchester Boulevard, which provides direct access to Lincoln Boulevard.

The additional traffic to and from this neighborhood will not have a significant impact on
coastal access. The project will generate approximately 1,220 trips per day, with
approximately 95 trips during the morning peak hour, and 128 trips occurring during the
evening peak hour. The impact from these trips would generally be to the residential
neighborhood and will not significantly affect the flow of traffic along Lincoln Boulevard
and Manchester Avenue. Moreover, the City can implement additional traffic measures
to mitigate the traffic impacts to Lincoln Boulevard and Manchester Avenue, which serve
as coastal corridors. Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project will not have a
significant impact on coastal access within the Coastal Zone. Therefore, the proposed
project, as conditioned, will be consistent with Section 30210, 30211 and 30252 of the
Coastal Act.

G. Biological Resources

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states:

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:
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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 304ll, 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.
(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 19 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(a) of the Coastal Act states:
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.
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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
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 grassiand
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
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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).

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 includes 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
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 En'gineers (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 an 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 .90 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 8.16 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 biuff 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. However,

since Street “A” will be deleted from the project, as a condition of the coastal .
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development permit, the area that will be ungraded will increase to approximately
89-93% of the total 11.95 acres found within the coastal zone.

b) Bluff Habitat

This property in its entirety provides several types of habitat: the mesa or bluff top, ihe
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.

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
CDEFG, 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
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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. Therefore, 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 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
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 30240(a)
of 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 7
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 wee 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
requirements 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(a) of the Coastal Act.
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c) 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 Lincoin
Boulevard (see Exhibits No. 16A 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 biuff 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.

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.

The stormdrain was originally proposed by the applicant within Street “A”;
however, because of the grading and visual impacts from Street “A”, this coastal
development permit is being conditioned to eliminate Street “A”, and all associated
grading, within the Coastal Zone. The elimination of the road will require the
relocation of the stormdrain so that the bluff will not be altered. The on-site storm
drain can be relocated to the south and outside of the coastal zone, which can then
connect to the proposed off-site storm drain within Lincoln Boulevard. Relocating
the proposed on-site storm drain to the south and outside of the Coastal Zone will
ensure that the bluff within the Coastal Zone will not be significantly impacted by
grading. Therefore, to ensure that the stormdrain has been removed from the
Street “A” location the applicant shall submit revised plans that indicates that the
on-site stormdrain has been removed from within the Coastal Zone. Therefore, the
Commission finds, only as conditioned will the proposed project be consistent with
Section 30230, and 30240(a) of the Coastal Act.
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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 are 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.

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
know 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.
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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.
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 mentioned 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.

I. Coastal Resource Conflicts/Balancing

The applicant argues that the proposed project will improve the drainage and
erosion problems that are currently occurring within Hastings Canyon and
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impacting, through the deposition of sediment and runoff pollutants, the Ballona
wetlands. Without the project, the applicant argues, the drainage and erosion
problems will continue. Furthermore, the applicant is offering to dedicate as open
space 15 off-site bluff face lots (1.9 acres) along Cabora Drive to mitigate any
adverse impacts caused by the development of the access road. Therefore, the
applicant argues, the Commission should consider balancing the impacts of the
project with the benefits or environmental improvements that the project will have
on the surrounding area and wetlands.

Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act provides the Commission with the ability to
resolve conflicts between Coastal Act policies. This section provides that:

The legisiature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or more
policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the
provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner that on balance is the
most protective of significant coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declares
that broader policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close
proximity to urban and employment centers may be more protective, overall, than specific
wildlife habitat and other similar resource policies.

The mitigation measures that are proposed to improve water quality in Hastings
Canyon and Ballona wetlands were imposed by the City as conditions of approval
of the tract map for the applicant’s proposed residential development outside of the
_coastal zone. The City approved the tract map for that development with the
proposed Street “A” as the designated access road for 85 of the 114 total lots.
New roads, such as the proposed Street “A”, convey runoff more quickly than land
that remains pervious and vegetated, and vehicles using the road contribute
pollutants to the runoff. Therefore, some of the proposed drainage mitigation
measures would be required to mitigate for the adverse impacts on erosion and
water quality from construction of the proposed road.. The other proposed drainage
improvements that specifically address runoff into Hastings Canyon and Ballona
wetlands were required by the City as condition of approval of the Tentative Tract
Map, and therefore they should not be considered a net benefit that will result from
the project proposed in this application. In this situation, the applicant’s pending
proposal does not present a conflict between policies of the Coastal Act.

There are additional reasons why the Commission does not agree with the
applicant’s argument. Although the project is proposing to redirect the drainage
from Hastings Canyon into a new storm drain system that will drain to the Lincoln
Boulevard storm drain, staff can not speculate if this drainage improvement would
be developed with or without the proposed residential subdivision. In fact, in
previous discussions with the City regarding the development of the lots along
Veragua Drive (west of the proposed development site), the City indicated that it
was their intent to develop a future program of storm water control and purification
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for the area to protect the wetlands. Based on these discussions, all coastal
development permits that are approved along Veragua Drive have a special
condition that requires the applicant to record an agreement with the City that
provides that the applicant participate on a fair share basis to pay any fees or
assessments to finance projects which would improve drainage, filter runoff, or
improve the water quality of the Ballona Wetlands. The drainage improvements
include the Hastings canyon stormdrain.

To further mitigate the impacts of the road, the applicant is proposing, as part of the
“development proposal, to retire the development potential of 15 bluff face 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 lots extend from Cabora Drive, upslope to approximately the middie of the
140-foot bluff face. The upper half of the biuff face consists of 16 single-family lots.
Eleven of these upper bluff face lots are developed with multipie-story single-family
residences that cascade down the biuff face. The remaining five lots are vacant.

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 owned by the applicant, there are approximately
21 additional lots, under separate ownership, located on the north side (downslope) of
Cabora Drive.

The applicant argues that by offering to retire these 15 lots from future development, the
area (1.9 acres) will be preserved as open space, reducing any potential impacts that
development of the lots and necessary improvements to Cabora Drive will have on the
bluff and adjacent Ballona wetlands.

Although the 1.9 acres could be preserved as open space through the applicants’ offer,
there has been no evidence submitted at this time, regarding the development potential
of the lots along Cabora Drive. As stated, these 15 lots, along with other vacant lots
along Cabora Drive, were created in the 1930’s, and at this time, not one of the lots in
this area have been developed, nor does the City have plans on improving Cabora Drive
to provide access to the lots.

Furthermore, these 15 lots are located below a tier of lots that are developed with
residences that cascade halfway down the biuff face. Because of the adjacent
development, the scenic value of this bluff area has been diminished. Therefore,
the mitigation value of these 15 lots is not equivalent to the value of the
undeveloped and scenic bluffs along the proposed project site. Nor does the
proposal to maintain the 15 lots as open space as mitigation comply with the
Coastal Act requirement to minimize landform alteration on the project site itself.
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As explained above, landform alteration and visual impacts can be eliminated by
providing access to the proposed residences by extending existing streets and, if
necessary, reducing the project size or incorporating other mitigation measures to
prevent significant adverse impacts on traffic on existing streets.

Therefore, in the absence of the proposed development within the Coastal Zone
and mitigation, it is possible that the 15 lots being offered as open space by the
applicant will remain undeveloped and the stormdrain and runoff improvements
would eventually be constructed without the proposed development of Street “A”.

As stated above it does not appear that the applicant is proposing to implement
measures to improve water quality that should be considered to provide a net
benefit as part of the project that is before the Commission, since those measures
are required to mitigate for the impacts of the development proposed in this
application and/or were required as conditions of the City’s approval of the
applicant’s proposed residential development outside the coastal zone. However,
even if the applicant is proposing to implement measures to improve water quality
that exceed the required mitigation, approval of Street “A” is not warranted under
the balancing provisions of the Coastal Act.

As discussed above, the landform alteration and visual impacts due to the proposed
Street “A” are not consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. However,
the drainage improvements proposed as part of the project are consistent with
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act because they would improve water quality.

a) Conflict

In order for the Commission to utilize the conflict resolution provision of Section
30007.5, the Commission must first establish that there is a substantial conflict
between two statutory directives contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The
fact that a project is consistent with one policy of Chapter 3 and inconsistent with
another policy does not necessarily result in a conflict.

In this case, the proposed project is inconsistent with the landform alteration and
visual impact policies of the Coastal Act because the proposed construction of
Street “A” will substantially alter a prominent bluff, will have adverse visual
impacts on a scenic area and will require substantial grading. Section 30251
requires that projects minimize landform alteration and avoid adverse visual impacts
on coastal areas. As discussed above, the proposed construction of Street “A” is
not consistent with these requirements. Therefore, denial of Street “A” will serve
to prevent substantial landform alteration and adverse visual impacts to a scenic
coastal area.
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However, the applicant argues that if Street “A” is not constructed and the
proposed development can not be developed then the drainage improvements will
also not occur. The Commission does not agree, since there is no direct correlation
between construction of Street “A” and the proposed drainage improvements.
Construction of Street “A” does not result in the drainage improvements. Rather,
the water quality improvements will not occur without the proposed project, as
currently designed, since the current design is dependent on Street “A” for access.

If the Commission does not approve construction of Street “A”, this means that the
applicant will be required to redesign the proposed residential development outside
of the coastal zone to provide alternative access routes using existing roads located
to the south. The proposed drainage improvements could be part of any redesigned
project for the site. Since the City required the drainage improvements as a
condition of approval of the residential project, it is likely that the City would
continue to require those improvements if the project is redesigned. Such a
redesigned project could provide the drainage improvements but also be modified so
that access to the residential development is provided by alternative access routes
that will have less adverse impact on coastal resources than the proposed Street
“A”. Approximately 32.74 acres, or 73% of the applicant’s property, is outside of
the Coastal Zone and not located on the bluff, which provides the applicant
adequate area for design alternatives. In addition, the Commission notes, as
discussed above, even if the applicant’s residential development does not proceed,
it is possible that the City will construct the drainage improvements to improve
water quality in Hastings Canyon and Ballona wetlands. This further indicates that
this project does not involve a conflict between policies of the Coastal Act.

J. Local Coastal Program

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

In November 1986, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, the land use
plan portion of the Playa del Rey 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 San Pedro coastal zone. Among these polices are those
specified in the preceding section regarding public access, visual resources, and geology.
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
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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).

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 conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available which
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the
environment. Therefore, the proposed project is found consistent with CEQA and the policies’
of the Coastal Act. '
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RECEIVED 3 [EXHIBIT NO, 17
Puanning Cons A-5-PDR-00-007
. December 8, 1997 FEB 26 1998 Exeinonvinrs. Pirmn sewe
FISH & GAME Fish and Game Letter
LONG BEACH, CA
Ms. Leslie MacNair memmm... —

“BIologist

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 letteris to
confirm our field determinations from that meeting, and to review our preliminary verbal agreement regarding
the extent of project impacts and acceptable mitigation measures. As presented in Figure 1 - Project Location,
the proposed West Bluffs project site is located along the Playa del Rey Bluffs and is generally bounded by
the Cabora Drive alignment to the north, 80™ Street to the south, Berger Avenue to 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 northern boundary. The site is
characterized by undulating 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 intemational Airport facility. U.S.G.S. topographic mapping indicates this dune complex
once extended northward to the bluff face and eastward across what is now Pershing Drive. Site topography
is somewhat suggestive of area backdune structure and morphology.

Vegetation
Vegetalion on-site consists of Diegan sage scrub on the bluff face intermixed with non-native

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 currently contains litlle vegetative cover.

234 W cwwnewt Be ceaun Syirg 130 TERH Voo, Kasoan A ¢ Sut- 650
S-%'a Muneox, €z -um & 90401 ta, me U2 «ps-3 Y2612
THi 310 451-3488 #2. 310 451.%279 ' L N N R RS B AV RN L
E-Ma: PCR@to: ~: - TP T P A




*




PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

EnvinonmEntat PLanninG, POouiCr & Reseancy

Ms. Lestie MacNais
California Depastment 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 Hastings Canyon is the size of a ravine. Two
stream segments (Segments 1 and 1A) were delineated in Haslings Canyon. The ravine receives some
surface runoff from the top of the biuff, Which is only a small portion of the entire undeveloped site.
Additionally, some streetdrainage 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 bluff face receives a minor amount of surface runoff from adjoining upland areas. Most of the bluff
top drains away from the biuff 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-borne
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 junisdictional "waters” as
regulated by the U.S. Army 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 specific 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 CDFG. These more detailed investigations were performed September 18"
and 19", 1997 by Samuel Reed. All areas of the 44.4 acre property were evaluated. All 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 supplemented with a summary of the
October 15, 1997 field meeting results referenced previously.
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PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

Ms. Leslie MacNair Exvinonmentat Pranwning, Poticr 8 RESEARCH

California Department of Fish and Game
December 8, 1997

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Five stream segments across the property were found lo contain evidence of concentrated 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 bluff face near a chainink fence
enclosure. Due fo its very namow width, upland vegetative profile, and lack of surface runoff contribution, this
area was deemed to fall under regulatory authority of CDFG 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 COFG 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 Wetland
(acres) {acres) {acres)
Segment 1 940/varies between 3' and §' 0068 0.106 0.040
Segment 1A 215x1 0.006 0.006 na
Segment 2 275x 2 Not “waters” 0.013 n/a
Segment 3 270x1 Not "waters” 0.006 nla
Segment 4 220x2 Nol “waters® 0.010 na
TOTAL ACREAGE 0.074 0.141 0.040







Ms. Leslie MacNair

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES .

Implementation of the

ect 1s expecled to impact mge 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-site are considered low, particularly with regard to
riparian values. The fefatively 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 seqments are
contained entirely within upland vegetative communities (OQOi acrely.

Therefore, the project developer shalt 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 agenc:es 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 should you have any questions. Thank you.
Respectfully,
PLANNING CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

2LEATAN isN- T o

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

Date: \3/ ‘//7 8

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

PuanninG CONSULTANTS RESEARCH

P p
California of Fish and Game Envernonmentiar PeanninG, PousCy & Recgancy
December 8, 1997
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

FRANCES T BANERJEE CALIFORNIA DEFARTMENT OF

GEMERAL MANAZER

TRANSPORTATION

(213) S80-t1 77
FAX: (A13) BE-1 (82

RNV N FIGUEROA STREEY, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA BO012

MAY 22 2000 .44
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My, Al Padilla
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Mr. Padilla;

This letter is to clarify LADOT's position regarding the proposed Street “A" access for the West
Bluffs residential project. Afler 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 gite. Other access alternatives 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 altemnstives was determined to be either physically
infeasible, or would result in impacts to 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 {rontage 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 elimination 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. Ana]ysis of this
condition determined that a significant, unmitigatable impact would result at the intersection of
Lincoln Boulevard and 83" Street. Additionally, such an access scenario would add increased traffic
to the ¢ross streets along Manchester Avenuse, affecting traffic flow along this Coastal access
comridor. 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 Bouleva?d opposite Hughes Terrace, is the
preferred access scenario. The existing roadway system south of the site exhibits sufficient capacity
10 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 114-unit dcvelopmem, and significant
unmitigatable impacts would result.
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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, ‘
ALLYNRI
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 melanoxyion

Acacia redolens

Achillea millefolium var. millefolium
Agave americana

Ailanthus altissima

Aptenia cordifolia

Arctotheca calendula

Arctotis sp. (all species & hybrids)
Arundo donax

Asphodelus fisulosus

Atriplex glauca

Atriplex semibaccata

Carpobrotus chilensis
Carpobrotus edulis

Centranthus ruber

Chenopodium album
Chrysanthemum coronarium
Cistus sp. (all species)

Cortadenia jubata [C. Atacamensis]
Cortaderia dioica [C. sellowana]
Cotoneaster sp. (all species)
Cynodon dactylon

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

Drosanthemum floribundum
Drosarthemum hispidum
Eucalyptus (all species)

' ' Eupatorium 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
a.k.a. A. Ongerup
Common Yarrow
Century piant

Tree of Heaven
Red Appie

Cape Weed
African daisy

Giant Reed or Arundo Grass
Asphodie

White Saltbush

Australian Saltbush

lce 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

Rosea Ice Plant

~

Purple ice Plant
Eucalyptus

EXHIBIT NO. ¢

Mist Flower
Sweet Fennel

gPLl%ﬁTlON N??’ z«u

Gazania £-99-

Broom Trviasive /’/"f! %Zz )/'

Algerian lvy
English ivy
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Ipomoea acuminata

Lampranthus spectabilis

Lantana camara

Limonijum perezii

Linaria bipartita

Lobularia maritima

Lonicera japonica ‘Halliana’

Lotus comiculatus

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

Lupinus texanus

Malephora crocea

Malephora luteola
Mesembryanthemum crystallinum
Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum
Myoporum laetum

Nicotiana glauca

Oenothera berfandien

Olea europea

Opuntia ficus-indica
Osteospermum sp. (all species)

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

« Plumbago auniculata
Ricinus communis
Rubus procerus
Schinus molle
Schinus terebinthifolius
Senecio mikanioides
Spartium junceum
Tamarix chinensis
Trifolium tragiferum
Tropaelolum majus
Ulex europaeus
Vinca major

Biue dawn flower,

Mexican morning glory
Trailing ice Plant

Common garden lantana
Sea Lavender

Toadflax

Sweet Alyssum

Hall's Honeysuckie
Birdsfoot trefoil

Lupine

Yellow bush lupine

Texas blue bonnets

Ice Plant

Ice Plant

Crystal ice Plant

Little ice Piant

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 palm

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

Defonding and Conserving Native Plants, Wildlife, Ecosystems and Sacred Lands

April 18, 2000

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

200 Ocean Gate Ave. #1000

Long Beach, CA 80802

Degr Ms. Wan & Commissioners:

Spirit of the Sage Council was an appellant in the hearing you held last Thursday on April 13,
2000. We are glad you found substantial issug 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 Ballona
Wetlands be held locally in Los Angeles. The reason is that there are almast no major coastal
resources left to save in Los Angeles, and as you could see from the last hearing, there is a lot of
citizen interest in saving these very last rezources.

in addition, this last natural biuff top of Ballona contains what is probably the very last vemal pool
left in Los Angeles, as well ag a 8,000 year old Shoshone Gabrislino village site. These are '
extremely precious resources, and deserve a full hearing where local citizens can aftend.

Wae aek 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 i8 in November. If that is absolutely impossible, then we ask
as a compromise that the hearing be held in August in Huntington Beach. That is about a 35

mile trip aach way, but it at least is better than the 100 mile trip each way to Santa Barbara where
the Commission meets In June.

. Wa hope you will grant our request.

Sincarely,

Hbeona, Klppstepmn

Leeona Klippstein, Director

Cet AL Fvicep

30 North Raymond Avenue & Pasadena @ Californta ¢ 91103 & UJ.8.A,
Tela: (628) 744-0932 ® Fax: (628) 744.8831 @ www.sagecouncil.com

.W






April 6, 2000
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION N YRR D
South Coast Area Office [_1 ;l APR 13 2000
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, Ca 90802-4302 CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Commissioner and Alternates,

I 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.

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

Joan and Robert McClellan

- 5- Pbe -po - 7911 Berger Avenue
A 277 Playa Del Rey, Ca 90293

| ‘7
M%k%[%t/ %/ .

7Joan McClellan " Robert McClellan
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April 4, 2000 A APR 0% 2000
California Coastal Commission CA! FOTNA [
P.O’Box 1450 COASTAL COMMIS Item # TH 4 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,

e dy i e
Cindy Curphey 7
7851 W. 80™ St
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293
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April 4, 2000 U \j\d APR 05 2006
California Coastal Commission

CRN
P.0. Box 1450 %ﬁtﬁ M\SS\ON Item# TH4b
200 Oceangate, 10® floor ~ COAS! Permit # A-5-PDR-00-077
LongBeach, CA 90802 Cindy Curphey

Dear California Coastal Commission:

1 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,

Y <

Cindy Curphey e

7851 W. 80" St

Playa Del Rey, CA 90293
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santa monica mountains
task force/sierra club

. angeles chapter

oL [ . 4

Box 344 « Woodland Hills, California 81365-0344

May 23, 2000

Sara Wan, Chair, California Coastal Commission
C/0 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 biluff 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.

The planned road will destroy the scenic value of this area, the last beautiful view of the
wetlands west of Lincoln.

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

Please vote against this plan to build a road.

o foubl

Mary Ann Webster, Chair, SMMTF

Thankyou.

(310) 559-3126
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. SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-2322
TELEPHONE CALIFORNIA  Facsmue
(619) 702-7882 co ASTAL COMMISSI@MNb2-9291
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July 20, 1999

Ms. Deborah Lee

SQUth CO&St DlsmCt DK@CtOf T A T BT ey TR T e e Bt et e v i e T S i e el e e e S
California Coastal Commission : ‘ )

"= 200 Oceangate; Suite 1000 = - =~ = - w oo o

o e

Long Beach, CA 90802
T RE T AC5-PDR-99-130, Commission Appeal from the h ST
. City of Los Angeles grant of Coastal Development Permit No. CDP—93-01 3
SRS SRS R s X "i”‘"” ”‘““, T T T T S T LTI TR IR
- 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

PO e P - o~ Ju SR T TR SRS T I Epp i ;. S e TPk b Y AT 2 nt ST M B e

.. -

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 City’s findings that other alternatives and
mitigations are unavailable or infeasible are just not true. What is true s that the 2pplicant, as
au.horized by the City, is just refusing to scale back its Project away from the bluff faces and is

. insisting that it be allowed to destroy and fully grade and fill 2 historic coastal canyon as part of
its large scale private development.
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The Prolect Site is an Integra! onlogxcal Adlunct to the Coastal Wetlands Located
Below and an Integral Part of the Scenic, Biological and Sensitive Resources of the

Coastal Zone
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: ‘Although the Pro;ect s envuomnental impact report does everythmg poss1bIe to minimize and
- eliminate ary 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 envuonmcntal findings
" “relafivéto this appeal.)
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- 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
be afforded to this Project as indicated in a similar rejection of the project by the City itself
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e TEcOgNiZING the sensitive coastal zone qualities of the Bailona biuffs. (Attachment B . —wom. - 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 at leas? 3.26 acres within the
existing Coastal Zone and by filling a natural coastal canyon with 265,000 cubic yards of earth
requiring 300 trips per day for a period of four months (120 days).

'/ The history of and exact location of the Coastal Zone boundary is currently a subject of dispute. The Sage
Council is currently investigating the history and will provide a submittal on its findings at a later time.

. Notwithstanding, approximately 25% of this Project indisputably lies within the existing Coastal Zone.
Although, the impacts to the coastal zone by the loss of a bluff top and canyon far exceed the 25% which
considers only impacts up to and including the bluff edge.
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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
e omees Association which will have full control and responsibility (without restnctxon) of all open_
spaces on the Project site. See TTM 51122 Engineering Condition No. 13.
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Most importantly, the apphcant 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).
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The Project’s applicant provides a self-fulfilling prophecy that its actions are benefiting the rare
7 coastal bluff features of the Coastal Zone.~ The- apphcant claims that construction of four - - == -
- retaining walls in the Coastal Zone: - o

“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)
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However the tmth and reahty is that such gradmg and ﬁllmg is on}x necessary in response 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 bv the Evidence

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
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substantial evidence, are conclusory, misapply the Coastal Act and other applicable guidelines

e wada

and local ordinances related thereto, and fail to bridge the analytical gap between the findings
and factual bases supporting such findings.

. CDP Finding No. 1 is an improper application and interpretation of law which circumvents,
tgncres and misapplies ‘essential purposes of the California Coastal Act of 1976 which results
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.”?

T While “access™ Tay beoné “objéctive™ of Chapter 3 of the Coastal’Act; it is'not the primary """~

objective of the Coastal Actasit applies to this Project.
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In mlsapplymg and narrowly construmg the Coastal Act, the CDP Fmdmgs are devold 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 dlkmg, ﬁlmg, or dredgmg 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 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)

*/ Only six numbered sections of Chapter 3 which deal with “access” are found in Article Two of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act. Cal. Public Res. Code §§ 30210-30214. Yet, other Articles in Chapter 3 which are arguably
more relevant to this Project than “access,” deal specifically with Land Resources (Article 5) and Development
{Article 6). Public Res. Code §§30240 et seq. and §§ 30250 et seq.
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As established th.roughout this and prevxously subrmtted 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
.. oz O Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act cited above, . The determination of CDP FindingNo.1is

legally deficient in its apphcatmn of the law and fails to make legally sufficient findings with
respect to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The CDP Finding No 3, which asserts that “all guideiines {January l 1982 Interpretive
_ evidence. The CDP Finding No. 3 not only fails to bndge any analytical gap in connecting the
CRE 'ms‘:factm_ﬂnscondusmyﬁndmg, but also is 50 vague as to make the entire finding meaninglessis:s~: meuzeoon.
- -~ 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.” : .

. eo.. First, the statement that “all guidelines have béen mef by the project prima facie” provides the | TTTIT
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
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 heaithy,” “spacious as well as clean,” and “well-balanced as well a3 carefully planned.”
Berman v_Parker, (1954) 348 U.S5.26.
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T 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 a CEQA Statement of Overriding Considerations

...as found in pages 5 through 8 of the December 9, 1998 findings for the grant of C Coastai ,

- Development Permit No. 93-013 adopted by the Advxsory Agency. -
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CDP Finding No. 6 provides:

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

- imemme- oo for imposition by this authority under the power granted to it= that would~ s -
substantially lessen any 51gmﬁcant adverse impact that the development . . .may

= "\”.{Cé“' SR have on the Cn\ﬂronmeﬂt. TN T oma I e e

\Vzth reference 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 violate and frustrate many of the prowsxons of the Coastal 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 before the preparation of the SFEIR, certain 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 exa.mple e
SFEIR. p 17, A T AT

o 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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» selecting an alternative Project subdivision footprint/layout would preserve and
inieuiTe protect unique sceniC and environmental values of the coastal bluffs; could s e ramamnszeny o
-+ - 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 “Pumose” and “Infeasibility” of Avoidance are Not Supported bx the .
- -~ Record Evidence . - - -

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 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 and mandatory requirement of CEQA, not merely a
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procedura] one. ngs 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(3)(2), and 15091(a).
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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

T ¢ourses and/or their chianneliZation or conversion fo substirface drains. The Sage Counciland -~~~ - =

DFG maintain that all wetlands and water courses are to be retained and provided with
. substantiat-setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquauc 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).

thle much of the coastal bluff features of Hastmgs Canyon have been pxece-mcal 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
Zonsiderations. Public Res. Code § 21102.1(a); CEQA Guideline § 15093. However,
notwithstanding the mandatory finding of significance that the proposed 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 mitigation for the loss of foraging habitat for birds of prey which are known to utilize the
site.

he finding of “infeasibility” without offering mitigation for lost habitat - especially if 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,

" T 77 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, anda "~
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 you 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.

.
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cc:  Mr. Rusty Areias, Chair, California Coastal Commission
..M. Peter Douglas, Executive Director, Californian Coastal Commission. ...« . me-o oz
Mr. Al Padilla, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal Commission
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A Sage Council’s previous opposition to CDP 93-13 and CEQA deficiencies,
authored by Craig A. Sherman on February 23, 1999 :

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

ot
‘0
y

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

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

E. 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.

F. Stephen J. Kane’s previous submission to Cal. Coastal Commission (Allyson
Hitt) dated August 28, 1998.
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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: A .

... « These comments are provided on behalf of the public interest group prm 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 511227), 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 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 af Jeast 3.26 acres within the .
existing Coastal Zone and by filling a natural coastal canyon with 100,000’s of cubic 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 fences of--
" the Project homeowners, sub}ect to brush cieanng, 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 _
-~ 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;
“are prOposed nIg to stabxhze exxstmg erosmnal 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) -
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However, the truth and reality is that such gradmg is only necessary in response to developing .. .. ... .. -.
" “theSite’in its current configuration witha maximum number of homes and direct access by
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.
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of the Advisory Agency for Tentative Tract Map 51122, provides for an open-enaed grading authorization to
“further stabilize” the natural coastal bluffs. Condition No. 19 reads * Existing erosional features along the
bluff would be removed and replaced with a manufactured slope. This manufactured slope would be
constructed at the natural gradient and would be reinforced with the aid of geofabrics.”

i. '/ One condition of approval for the Project, Grading Condition No. 19 as found in the Dec. 9, 1998 decision
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Adopted Findings for Coastal Development Permit 93-013 are Not Supported bv the
Substantial Evidence. are Conclusorv Mlsggplv the Law and Fall to Bndge the
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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 2 Scenic Community v. County 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 judicial 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 24 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 analyncal gap between the findings
-+~ ——-—--and factual bases supporting such findings= BT e R e e

CDP Finding No. 1 is an improper application and interpretation of law which circumvents,
ignores, and misapplies essential purposeés 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 -emnsChapter 3 of the Coastal Act is not merely a chapter concerned awith-“‘access, - which is s mrsmensirame e -
narrowly interpreted and analyzed in CDP Finding No. 1 only 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
sensmve habitat areas (§ 30240(b)), maintaining coastal features and preserving views and,
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’ ’/ Only six numbered sections of Chapter 3 which deal with “access™ are found in Article Two of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act Cal. Public Res. Code §§ 30210-30214. Yet, other Articles in Chapter 3 which are arguably
more refevant to this Project than “access,” deal specifically with Land Resources (Article 5) and Development
(Arxticle 6). Public Res. Code §§30240 et seq. and §§ 30250 et seq.




LY

- B 4,

Page Four - February 23, 1999
City Council for the City of Los Angeles
West Bluffs Projeci - SCH No. 9711 1005 CD}’ Nu. ¥3-013

= e wa e ISk o e B e B e e AT e

o e R A LR e AT N A R e TR I ik B "o

i i T e g e e R

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 cﬂkmg ﬁhng or dfédging 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 environmentallv damaging
alternative. Coastal Act, Chapter 3, § 30233. (emphasis added)

““Dévelopment in areas adjacent to 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)

— e wmm - 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
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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 Finding No. 3 amounts to vague “doub’le-speak such that no reasonable
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= Person Can ZsCertaln 1ts teaning. 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.”
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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 . . =nix
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 de 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 “wifhtiful 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 otherlawsto --..... .. - . .....
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
environmentally supetior alternative. be selected in order to avoid wetlands Public Res Code §
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.
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... CDP Finding No. 6 provides.
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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.

-e=cssm==With reference-to previously provided comments=nd ‘other comments fride hereiiiwhich argmeansysmasses -
herein incorporated by reference, the City’s finding of “infeasibilit;” 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 % .
findings, serves to violate and frustrate provisions many of the provisions of the Coastal Act.
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Findines of “Infeasibility” of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures is Not Supported bv
the Evidence

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.

No envuonmental]y supenor altemanve is bemg selected to avoxd 1mpacts to the most sensitive

.= West Bluffs Project - SCH No.- 97111005, CDEN0..93:013c: eomsosomniriicmsnosmmem i stz e s stnzat

==~ The decision of the City violates the essential purpose of CEQA Téquiring thé 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:

e avoidance of wetlands and riparian habitat as required by the trustee resource

- --------agencies and their mandates.-(USFWS, CDFG and ACOE) See, for example, -- - - .- ... ..

SFEIR, p.II-17.

» —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.

e selecting an alternative Project subdivision footprint/layout would preserve and
—-=——-__Protect unique scenic and environmental values of the coastal bluffs, could
eliminate the extensive grading of the bluffs and the bluff top edges m the Coastal
Zone being done for the contrived purpose of protecting the public and below
wetlands from “slope instability.”

Ostensible Project “Purpose” and “Infeasxbxht‘v” of Avoidance are Not Supported bv the
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~Record Evidence

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

T ST LS e e e = -
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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 loca&s .
. 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 . . _. ... .
7 777" mierelya 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). In light of the above, the City must uphold the
~~~————8age Coliil’s dppéal and Tejéct the approval 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. Gilroy Citv Council, (1990) 222

Cal.App.3d 30, 41.
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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

DEG maintain that all wetlands and water.courses are to be.sretained-and. provided withs:smuenios soseamewsnen:

m
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substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic habi:at values and maintain their
value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. e .
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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 App 1cant Letter to U S
Army Corps of Engineers, p. 3 (PCR - 4/23/98).

While much of the coastal bluff 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 a result, 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 Endanoered Snecxes On and Ojf-s:te Mxtxcatlon Posmbxlxtxes 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

REAG TSS DR

Comsiderations. PUbIc Res. Code § 21102.1(@); 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.
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The ﬁndmg of “mfeasxblht)/ without Oﬁ’ermg mmgatxon for lost habltat 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,
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Loggerhead Shrike, Black-Shouldered Kite,-Cooperis Hawk;.and Northem Harrier)awhich all vecuessomaransios

s phngrriyees —— prearerdies

use ruderal grasslands as foraging areas. 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.
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FRIENDS DOF BALLONA WETLANDS

Nz, Peter Lauener, Vice Presidant
Catzllus Residential Group

5 Park Plezs

Irvinz, CA 92714

Mr. Hedar Plaflor, Jony Planner

Citv of Los Angeles, Dept. of City Planning — =~~~ : T e e

221 N. Figueroz St. Roomn 1500
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Ocrobar 16,1958

POSITION STATEMENT: WEST BLUFFS PROJECT

Friends of Ballona Wetlands has bezn working since 1978 to protect and restore
the Ballona Wetlends in Playa del Rey. Ths preposad 119-home preject in and arcund
Hastings Canvon sdjoins ths Ballona Wetands, and poses 2 savere threzat to the
freshwater marsh that Hies below this proposed development The Friznds have a sttong
interest in how this project will impect thoss wetlends. Furthermore, we 2lso have a
strong intersst in any reruaining opan space 1 the Westchester-Playa dai Rey :eg, end
in the infinsic habitat values of tius space.

The sitz of the proposad 119-homs developmen: in Hastings Canven hes intensie
environmeantal valve in the coastal sags scrub community Hving along the top ¢of the
olufT Tt could have even higher vaiuz if the tep of the dluff was restored to ks original
condition. Further, beceuss of the site’s proximine to the Ballona Wetlands and 34-ace2
frashwater marsh, development there has an infimats relesonship to the ecclogy of thet
frashiwater marsh and the exdsung salt marsh.

We cppose the project in its proposed form. The Friends’ most dasirzble
gltarmadive is 10 restare both the blulf and the top of the bluf¥ face 1o 2 siate
zprToNimating their original condition and leaving tham as natural open space.

4

This position stetement ovnthnes the follewing: 1) the environmanta! impacts th2
project will undoubtadiv cause, 2) the relationship of the project o sechons of the
Coestal Bluffs Specific Plan, the Coastal Act of 1976, and the Pig Kouse Ordinancs of
1963, 3) the impacts and vicladons impesad by th: proposed Coasial Beundary Line
Adjusanent, 4) varicus rzcommendations 1o Catlivs to minimize thess impects, and 5)
comments pursuant to the completed Environmenta! Impact Report (EIR). This posiion
stamament is 2 culmination of pelicy reseerch and ssveral mestings the Friends have had
with Peter Lauener, Vics Presidant of Catzlius, Miks Russe™ then Vice Prasidant of

Soward Hughes Corposaton, and members of thz Vst Bluffs Stesring Commitiae.
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CENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OETHE PROJECT:. ...
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The following summery of projest impacts is based on ducu.sxlom with Catelius
12 Wes: Blufls Stesring Committes, and the 8zl obsanvagons of Dr Howard Toww-»
and other qualifizd biolegists.

The propessd project, if implem s r2d by tha davaloper, will have o vansty of
okw*«.a} inpacts on the site itself 2s w2l es the o wro:mdmw arez. These impacts have

o~

savers nsgatve implicagons for the top o f the binff, phuf face and swrounding areas.

1. Thers %3l be 2 permanent malor negadve impact on the bluff top itsall
ths primeary sits o be x.ﬁhz:d for the construction of homas and SUPPOIUng
infasgucture. The arez is currently an aga.ncorcd eld. suppomng md,r.l vagcmmor =
and 2 fatna of n2tive enimals ' o

a) One matter of sericus coneem is that the sits has served es a foraging
ground t’or 2 widz vadety of raptorss, soms of which are “bsted™ and sorne of “special
concem.” Thase raptors include the specias Hetad below, all of which Dr. Towner bas

otservad pe:som.l\' on the prc-;c:fc site. The foraging erca cr these speeizs will, in
essence, disappsar if the projact is implernentad s proposad

Dza’r'e Felcon
Fersgrinz Faieon
Amenican Kestrel
Black-shoulderad Kiie
Rad-tafied Hawk
Nerthem Harrder
Tm!:ev Vulturs

The following pradasery tirds ocour remdany to infequently in the Westchester

on, but ars very likaly to use the site:
b

Grzat-hamead Owl

Bam Owil

Burrowing Owl

Cooper’s Hawr'k

Sha-p-shinned Hawk

Red-shoulderad Hawk

The praject ue 1s the very iastlocal upland feraging acea with fat temain. For the
spaciss ab we, loss of this heditat cannet be midzat :i Eavirormentaliv, the bast

£
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alternarive for this space would e to allow it to renum to a sormmunity of n..tw-
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b} A number of local birds utiize fat, epen spaces and will ba ectirpated if
the project is implemented as proposed. These species will not susvive in the rastorad
tlufl fzce habitat, baczuss once houses ars built on the top of the bluff the bluft face will
ba stzep and brushy. These species r2quire prassy erses. Such speciss include:

Westarn Meadowlark e S e e e

Sav’s Phoebe
Homed Lark

Lask SpaTow

e o— ———————— o

c) A veristy of t2 zrestml ver Lebm:e spe»xes will be: aﬁve.f-s.l} aff acted by the
deveiopmcnt Ths potential local range of thése species will permarently te shroe T
These species are in danger of local extirpation. These v ertsbrates are not oaly of
intnsic value and interest, they alse constitute food for the raptors previously
meationsd. Listad below are terrestiad vertebrates whick Dr. Towner observed on the
blufss, or which are likzly to occur on the site:

Amphibians observed

Pacific Tres Frog (Pseudacris regillz) .
Westemn Toad {Bufo boreas)
Black-bellied Salamznder (Batrachossps nigriventris)

Reptles observed:

California Leglass Lizard (Anniclla pulehra)
Wastemn Fenee Lizard Sceloporus ocsidentalis)
Side-blowched Lizard (La siensburianc)
cuthem Alligater Lizard (Elgeria multicerinete)
Westemn SKink Zumeces skilreniznus?
Califormua I\Jn'-' Snake ..amrzpmpalus g2tuliz,
Gogher Snake (Pircozhis trelansizicts)

Mammals observad:

Virginia Opoassumn Dideiphus virginanus)
Pocket Gopher (Thomomys botree,
Califomia Ground Squirre! (Spermaophiius beechey:i!
B cc-@ta.ucd Jackrabbit (Lepus celifornicus
24 YSon's Cotrontad 'Sv’v' 2gus andubonii

SRR,




e R e e e+ e PR E N L FOBEEER e e D270 12 LTR3L12:105PM P

o

N T"lm.s bkslv 20 0 oceur at the site:

AR D A T R N RN B AT R A SR TRN e

30
iy
&

Suipad Skunk (Mephisis mephitis)
meiem e = o e o- Red Pox (Pipes vudpes) (introduced)— -~ oo e e e
Dezr Meouse (Perormyscus meniculatis)

2. Tae bluil top represents the Jast local opan spacs of its ype in this ragon

s esdt Das exsellont poieninial for us: 2s.a public space.fi.e. park or ofher re¢ieation area),. A -

' enies of davzlopmants 2ast of Lincaln Bowlevard has consumed all other rerinants of
_thistypso L%.‘idscapr’ ’i‘:z. s*zcll amount of open sp zce mzs» tln_n 2a s\ orop 5,-1 by
the develo
roandatary that mers \.cd;cat:d open wpw:e be ad«”d to th* pr :mu b. F'z.nds stmn:}y
support the West Bluffs Stzerine Commutt2e as well zs the rest of the community-at-large ~ - -
CCONCATUNG This 1ssRa e :
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3. While the propesad rasteration of the bluft face (1= restor: :ian of the
eeeliei e —.. coastz! seg2 brush community), will enbance the existing habitat, the structurs of the. .

bluff will b2 changed so much in the process of building the project, tuat it w*.h ha‘-'e. ki
o7 no positve impect on the native spaciss of plants, vertebrates and invertebra
currenty 'c’.:s.dd‘l: g thera. The proposed clan inchudes the filhng in of Hastings Canyon,
detmimenia! to the nmaral siope ef the existing bluff. We expect that these species will b2

‘ extirpated, at leust temporarlly, dus to the high disturbance of'the bluff while
restructusing it to accommmodate the new homes. While the bluff will heve minimal
terracing, 18-2€ f221 of the top of the bluff will be cui dewn and fllad, und in cemain
arezs, the bluF will be pushad out 40-G0 fest further over Lincoln Boulsvard, Therefore,
it is reasonable 1o assumns that the enora bluff wiil be disturded, reshaped znd fllad to
build the 112 hemes proposad in the project. '

3. The inclusion of a direct access read (Sizeet A) 10 Lincoln Bowlevard will
gesoy the naturzl aspest of that part e the bluff f2ce. It will also isolate 2 smaliarea to
th= south of the strect fom the nanirad arzes on the rest of the bl face. The Frisnds
strongly oppess the censtruction of this sires!, because it not enly cuts right through the
bluff face and prasants a considerabls probiem for wildhts tying to traverss the stsat to
foraze on the dlufy, but it also effacts the crucial freshwvater marsh below, (S22 addidonal
information end recommendations for the propoesed straet {A) in the “Drzinage aad
Runof” s=ction of this dociument),

When comparing the proposed plan Sf 1891 1o that of 1998, it is evident thet
22t A has been r2located farther north within the site, Cetellts has moved Street A
decause p'-" of the street bes within the Coastal Zone. The Coestal Zone Boundary, s
clzimed by the developer, was fon*vﬁr)' designated as op=m spacs znd now is occupisd
by Strest A, This allows approxiznaily 6 more homes to be budlt cutside of the coastal

zone, Nt only do the Ponends oopose the consirue ton of Street 4, bur oz also quastion
[.} FRRTEr

12 eurrens Cogstal Zong Boundary, os celinzated by the developer We also siongly
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e asacser s xR spase s adfusiment of the coasial boundary for ths surposes of developmant inst
zrea (se2 1958 EIR Commznts™ section of this docwmant).

5. A major concem with any davelopment proposed for the bluffs is its
potendal impact on the Ballons Watlends, which cecupy th2 land below the bl
Sp2cific conczms includs strest runoff, pollutanis in that runeff, noise, lighting and

— e ] o
e i e e e T L)

"treomined pats {(dogs and cats} wiich meydisturb or prey upOnrmztive spaciesTmmssaim S

o Lo
& - a2 ety e

R s st e T2 1SS0 Of Water unofl se2zms to have baen dealt with fairly satsfactonlvinthe .. ...
developer's propesal to dirsct it away frem the bluff fsse and treat it at th entranee 1o

the freshwarer marsh area of the wedands. Whils tha inclusion of a parall2] pipsiine wil
reduce the petantial for bluff erosion comparad te present condiions and representsa
DSSHEVE Iipact of the BrOjeet, it KES Tl ¥l beem s4aFe 3 ad Ko this Propased rofest™ -
731 pravent water from eroding the bluff through parcolation. The increasad us2 of
ron-porous matsrials such as concrete 10 fill in Hastings Cenyon will inerzass bluff

- -~ erosiony becauss there wili be minimal absorption of wrater running dawn the bluff face-.
(se¢ additionzl information and recommendetions for runcff in the *“Drainazgs and
Runcff” section of this docurient).

PR

( Concerning the pollutents in ninoff enenating from pecple’s homes, vards and

. straets (pesticidss, fertilizers, automobile oil, ate), it should be mandatery that the most
advanced technology available be used {L2. BMP Catch Basins to filter these pollutants).
Perpetual monitoring of the quality of this nnoff should be & requirement for the
developraent parmits. ’

To mirirnize disturbance of wetlends and willife, kighting and noiss mitization
should be enforced in perpetity.

The regative effscts of domestic animals on the watlands are probably
unmiticable. Restricions on pet ownership are ojierous and unenforcezble Dogs can be
controllzd within fances but cats arz more lkely to roamn frez Thus, there will be z
definits negativs impact fom this source. In addition, it has baen indicsted that Catellus
plans to provide vermin control in and around the site, throughout the construction
procsss. Vermin centrol raquires the use of pesticides, datrimsantal 1o the biological
communites of the arza. Ths use of pasticides should be siietly avoidad whensver
possible, 1o minimiz2 the drastic impacts o th: swrounding wetlands.

To summasize these impacts, the preposad project will have a drastically neagative
impact on the ecological health of the site proper end the suTounding regions. Of
particular concerm to the Friends is construction of Strest A, the cutting and filing of the
entire canyon end the logistics of the projact itself ncluding sstback, size of thz lots,

open space, loss ofhabitat, and ganeral dastricdon of the last open bluffin Los Angeles
County.

C ®
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s s @O SPYE BLUFFS SPECHFIGPEAN; €OASFAL-ACEOE1976:
HOUSE ORDINANCE OF 1995

st mm e e cwree s vare e e e vt v —s — —

The Cm-t o Bluffs Sp«’r:h.c Plant (Sub-area 2) enacted in 1994, stzizs in part : that
'L go& sto .. implement the polx::e.v ard objectives of the Scenic Ht }vx vays Pian and
he Cpen Speee Flan.” The Specific Plen works “...to protect, maintzin, enhance and

- é..:.’" the ovzrall qualizy of the *oas'al emzronm:rg‘wand g_g_fceoz*fﬂ'e "1 fevelopment
i order to provide for the prorccrvo:' + and enhoncement of views of scenic features
visibie from scenic corridors and scenic highwayvs and 10 assure that dev elopment is

T empetible int cRaracter with the existing community. To préserve and priEst sy T T T

Cistinetive land forms withir: the spacific plan area...”

,,,,,, et s s i remn e The Coastal Act 0f 1976 states in pact_that . the scenic andyisuclqualitiesof T T ..
consic! erecs shall be considered end protacted cs a resource of public importarce.
Permitted development shell bz cited and designed 1o protect views to and clong the
__ozean and scenic coastcl areas, to minimize the alteration of navwal lend forms, to be
visuslly competible witi the character of surrounding ereas, cma where j?:c: tle, 10
restore and enkanes visuel quality i visually degrcd»d areas. New development in
highly scenic arsos such as those designated by the Dept. of. P::ml_f crm’ Rec. ard by
Jocal government shall ke subordinate to the cheractor of its setting...”

These sections of environmenial regulation should be adhered to in this
ervironmentally sensitive area. The Friends, along with much of the swrrornding
commumnity strongly support the goals of thess regulations. We feel the proposed
project, among ynany other issues, takes into consideration neither the resoonsibility “ra
prozect maintcin, enhance and restore the overcll quality of the cocstal environmenr”,
nor do2s it “minimiza the alteration of narural land forms, to be visually comoatitle
vith the character of surrourding nreas.”

The ctming and reising of the existing grade of the bluffend the flling in of
Hestings Canyon ar2 not in conformancs with either the Coastal Bluffs ‘hcuﬁc Plar or
e Coastal Ast, in th rach of the bluff will b2 altered, disturted and degraced
througheut the construction of th- project. The small easement oreated by restoring the

blufT face doss not properly s mitizate the extent of the alteration of exasting natara! land
formms at the sits.

In additom, the Big Houss Ordinance, 2nacted in 1995, was creatad to regulate the
beighis and side yards of n-'vl» constructzd homes. This ordinancs mendetes a 7-foot
minimum side yard, with 2 33 fzet hmit on heizht, depending on the size of tha lot.
Catzllus argues that they should te exempt from the Big House Ordinance, 2nd fall
undsr the Coeste] Bluffs Specific Plan ov‘d} This is uracceptable, for two rsesons. First,
becanse ey mey be exempt Cetellus is ondy required to have 5 foot side v ls instead

o o

of 7. Ammongz mny other ebviousiy n2gative impacts,

| 2 ese munusculz sids
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e ——_While Catallus hes agrsed to bufld the bomes at haighe lmits of 30 feet, thus doesitdete

esie. o220 Droposed in the West Bluffs Proiect, and one can wimess the high density and
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znd the surrounding watands, 2nd ultmately ruin the assthetics of the entirs project.

mitizate ths density created by thase smell side yards. Incidentally, other
environmentally-dermaging dsvelopments 2ast of Lincoln Boulevard, such as the

Remterood and Dunbarton Housing Projects have much bigger sid2 yards (up to 25 feel)

-

"

Ymitad viewing comdors in these aras,

crs s e s et i ddition. na re:cﬂt‘staﬁfcport subrmited by fhé(‘lty rcgarding permits and— - oo o

e i uimin e e e TRiS application is unacceptable, because this varance odviously adds even morz..

-

-znances for this projecr, “... under Yard Varianes {88-05-77 yv) an applcanon was filed
to recuze front vard setbacks from requiring 3C foet, to yards ranging from 16-20 faetr.™

P

rnnecassary density to the project, which not onby nagatively affects its aesthetics, but
also dacresses cpen space and viewing comiders.

The Frisnds support the surrounding community in demmanding conformity with 7 77

the Big Houss Ordinance on this prajest, and updating the Coastal Bluffs Specific Plan
50 that itis consistent with the surreunding community,

COASTAL BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

According to the 1998 “Subssquert EIR,” Catellus has requested permission
from the Coastal Commission to udjust the existing Coastal Boundary line that
narurally runs across the top of the bluff, in order to accommeodate the building of
more homes oa the biuff top. Further, because of past cenfusion surrounding the exact
locztion of this line, tha Coestal Comimission tas ¢edoptad Catellus’s aporoximation as
ths “official mep” oudining the arza 2s & whols, What documentation is thers for
Catzlius’s boundary kne?

Catellus is hoping to gain zpproval Jom the Coestal Commissiorn to adjust the
Coasiai Zane Boundary to excluds 2! of therr blufi-face and bluf top preperties. This
request means that additional hornas cen be addsd to the project. becauss the arca will be
exzmpt from Coastal Zone regulations, This violaies the Coastal Act 2f 1978, as well as
. the Coastal Blufls Specific Flan of 1984 (p.178, “Subseguent EIR™.

RECOMMENDATIONS
As has been mentioned throughout this document, the Friends’ most

desirable alternative for the West Bluffs is to see the hluff top apd face restored and
left as valuabie open space. Howsever, the following ust-ates some racommendadens

’ @

0o
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environcmental impacts, with respact o the following issues:
1) terracing/grading, 2)drainage and runoff, 3) setback ol hemes fem the ¢ dgs of the

oluff top and 4) open space.

Terracing/Grading:

. R o T m—
RN, M AN R e w...\—-m_‘-

Gincs the Wast Biufs are az 2 30-40 T35 5% STope. If 18 TISCRSSETv 10 S1ADIIZE the — o o

area for erosion and bability rsasens. Odginally, Catsllus had preposed to temrace the

Sen et s P nrder to stabiiize the siope- However; there is no need for such wnnamral ~ ~-c oo o e

grading. The smell fauna of the arza viould be greatly disturbed, if not wiped out, with
t:rracing.

Ahhou,h the most recem development plan only includes minimal terracing
and Catellus has agreed to restore the bluff face, most of our recommendations on
{his issue will be moot, because most of the bluff will be changed dramatically to
accommodate the bullding of homes. Hastngs Canyonin its entirety will be filed i, ” =~~~
and the height of the biuff will be changsd as much 25 20 festin soms arzzs. The bluff
will be cut, fillsd, restrustursd and cltarzd so much that there will be litte, if any natazal
lend form left.

The Friends racomimend that Hastings Canyvon not bz filled, except whare itis
scessary to correct ravines for erosion control. Further, wee recommend full restoration
of ths bioff face, which includes planting a diverse array of native plents in and among
existing vegstation, and not scrazing clean the axisting bluft for the practices of cuting
and fillmg. ~ ,

Catelius has informed us that they ar2 employing Doug Campbell to landscape
the bluf¥ face. YWhile his expertise Is satisfactory, the Friends strongly recommend
that Campbell bandle this project differently than the Kentwood Project, where the
bluff was scraped clean in order to put coastal sage vegetation in, extirpating the
small fauna. Restoration of the bluff vwas never completed.

¢ Drainage/Runceff:

atellus has proposs3 a pipeline to be budt under Street A that would run pesalie]

t‘ Line oln Boulav*'i for the purposs of craining storm rnoff. Thes supgos:adly would

ee;\ more nneff away from wetland areas. Foraas one-year storm event, the area was
shown to have 68 CFS-- with the new project, the water entering ths frzshwater marsh
would increas: by 2095 to 85 CFS. Whils this is not & significant inerease, these figures
ars contingsni upon al water first being diverted in this parelle] pipeline. And, as was
mentioned befors, Hastings Canvon will be Sled with concrets, a non-perous substancs
Any water enfering this canvon will run right down the blufl into the freshwater

e S It e e P
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marsh, and will increase erosion, bmusc concrete cannot ab >orb watér 'I'h.; 15 y=t
. 2nothar reason why the Friends oppose the filling in of the canyon.

The Friends support the pipeline because it will help dilute pollutants from
runoff before they enter the freshwater marsh. Howaver, we rccomm-md the filtering
- _of W’t’;t‘ﬂo ~end that the cetch ba:um at tha basz gf the plu.lmc b' hanoed svary six

S L R e R Tl R TR

I'"iont‘nt with's sﬁu:t mﬂm{o:m T AR S i “f—‘ Tt e i R A TS5BS R

- The most recent development plan and th2 EIR ignorss another imnportant. ... ...
rasommendation, that is extremely irupertant to the ecosystem of the blufY face. The
fact that the Friends oppose Street A could be slightly mitigated, if 2 culvert were to
s esromens e D@ 0T Un G2 the street that would serve two purposes. ! First, it wounld ailew wildlife
T foraging on the bhuff to pass under without the threat of vehiciss. Second, ff would aliow ~— - -
a clear path for the construction of the pipeline, without having to interfere 00 much
with the exisdng 2cosystem. The culvert would be approximately 4-6 f2ei vade, 1 fo'\t
" high. Singe the proposed Street A has a 40-60 foct right-of-way, the culvert would be
sufficient widih-eise to support passing enimels, 2s well as the pipsline.

The Setback:

- }

{ According 1o law, there must be at least a 15 feet setback from the edge gf the .
bluff. Catellus has propesed budlding fences behind the homes as well as s retaining wall
surrounding the project. The total proposed acreages for the project is approximately 44
acrss, including vards and parkways.

Whils the Friends kad recommended a% least a 100 foot setback from the edge of
the bluff, Cateltus has proposad varying lengths for the setback, to ascount for
differencas in lot size. Evidenily, the satba ok wiill range roughly from 65-110 fest with
yerds, and 30-85 feet without yards. Tris himitad setback will not ondy sacrisice the

ssthetics of the project, but will also threaten the native flore on the blufl face We
rmaintain that a larger setback is needed to help midgate atleast some of the
environmarie] damage this projest witi undoubt2dly cause.

" Open Space:

Perbaps the most important issue coticerning this development Is open
space. Thz Friends, the West Bluffs Stacring Committes, and the surrounding
commurity generally agree that the project do=s not have nearly enough useable op=n
space. In this 44-acre project, 2.1 acres are required to be designated as park and
recreational space. Currently, there are only 1.9 acres designated for open space.
THis is absolutely inadequate. Catellus claims that over 40% of the project is open spaze.
However, it appears that the vast majerity of this open space is the bluff face, which doss

J
.
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R ot sidto b s safe tertat forparks and recreational spacernos is-it-penaissable-byresesa:
law to even walk: on the blufY face.

' The Frisods stronejy recommend that more opan space (at least 3 acres) be
designated within the proposed development, that is visble park and recreaﬂonal
space. This open space should be contiguous, and not pecemealed together in small

T . Eockets o gresn ways. Among th: manv oiher environmental concerns the Fniends | h.avé

- e vt T T
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Tagard to this devciomnt, this 1s one of the most TODATAAL, D2Caliss L adeatE Ot
’\nl v the scology of this last undave cloped bluffin Los 55:1261"5 Court}', but r.lsn the
© quality of ife throughout the community.. - - e e

CO\LVIEI\TS O\Y THE 1998 EIR
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In roferencs to ths 1998 Draﬁ EIR (“Subs..ql..cnt EIR’) fEIR case
#91-0575-SUR(CDEXPPNZEA), T have made a sariss of comments. My parspechve on
_the proposad project comes from three sources: [ am a fisld biologist with over 25 years
“of experence and bread expertise with the local flora and feuna ofthe region; Tama
Board Member of the Friends of Ballona Wetlands, and have been an ares resident for
over 25 yzars.

) The Subscquent EIR is based on several field surveys and reperts which are
mcleded in the appendices to the main repori. The primary individual reports ars the
following:

1) Conal, Cheryl, er el. November, 1989, “The Field Survey ard Background
Report for Hastings Canyen and Adjecent Arca.” Environmental Menagemant Service.

2) Planning Consultants Pescarch, iuly, 1920, “Biotic Survey Report for the
Heastings Canyon Study Arza”

3) Hovere, Frank, and Asseciatzs. June 1990 (rev May, 1963), “Hastings
Canyon Biota Sunvey: Sersifive Specigs [nventory”

4 .,andrv Ress. Novermber, 1982, and June, 1993, *Two Bumrowing Owl

Surveys of the L2 Ballona BluSs.

$) Planning Consultanis R search. July, 1990, “Biode Survey Report for the

Hestings Cantyon Study Area (this appeass to b° 3 summary of the previous fzid
survays).

”

Thers are several major criticisms of these reports:

1) The field studies were incomplete.
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The project sit2 was saropled in the spring (Apal and May 1950) and tall

(Szptember, October and November, 1989), but not in the winter and summer. This

T 77 fed 6 very incdfaplete data of §pelEs oectimréfices on the site:

The drta In the reports are based upon a mere 8-month perfod, with gaps for
December, January, February and March. Forassessing the significance of this

S A R AT e L L A

+eeiSr for wintering birds end emphibians; strveys most bz conductad i those PAntET s swme s sesricn
- manths. These months ars the peek period for winzering raptors in the Piaya del
Rey/Westchaster arsa,

Iz general, several years of data must be evaluated to obtain an accurate
picture of the long-term kabitat yalues of any site.

Bt 3 e B MR g e T P ST N e N N e .
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Vintering raptors frequently use the bluff tops for foraging. Species
cbserved in the past but that were not tenticned in this report include: peregrine falcon,
 prairie falcon and turkey vuiture (K. Dial and H. Towner, personzl cbservations). The -

EIR reports did venfy the prasence, in sroal! numbars, of northern harser,
black-shouldersd kite, red-tailed hawk, Cooper's hawk and sharp-shinned hawk. In

some y2ars, when rodaat populations are high, the raptors are actually very common on
fhe site. The sits supporis the Jast remeining flat, ruderal habitet in ouz local regiongnd is

impartant for the forazing activities of these birds. Another error was the menﬁo:j} the .
sh;.rp-shirmzd hawk as only & migrant. That species also winters in the Westchastar aren
in small pumbers,

- o b Wit S b+

Small mammel trapping Was cammizd out by Hovore on oy two nights in Apr,
1999, Much morz thoroush sempling should have been performed bscause of the
roximity of the site 1o lecalides for local endemic species (see Microtus californicus
stzchansi below).

The project area was only partially sampled. Very litde tme svas given to
surveying the entis? area. Most of the effort way spent on the § zeres comprising
Hzstings Canyeon. However, the project as 2 whol: encompassss 44 acras.

i could find no menson ¢f any atempt 10 identify vernal pool habitat on the
sit=. This rare habitat most likely existed on the bluff top before disking became
requent. Theve is a depression on the sitc which could potentielly heve had that plent
association in the past and which could be restorzd.

For the above rzesons, the individual reperts and the Subsequernt EIR
consistertly undervaiue the significance of the biuff top.

2} The fteld studies were conducted in a non-representative tinte.

/ o
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smmscrasseesTR2 sampling was-done in. 198%.and. 1990, whan the tolal precipiiascn for the s
rainfall year 1989-1990 (July 1-July 30) was only 7.35", 49% of the everage forthe L. A.
Civic Center (Los Angeles Times, 7-3-98)1 Moreover, that year followed three

consecutive years of sub-average pracipitation. For thosz four years, the average
rainfall at the Cmc Ceatcr was 8 9" 9% of normaL

L e w2 S L R L e F e, PR B R N S L P
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Further, from NOAA racords, the rainfall 2t Los Angeles h‘t-:fnaﬁena.. A_*rpnr*
(LAX), approximataly two miles from the study site, was even lower than at the Civi
Cenzer. For the four vears ending in the rainfall year 19891990, at LAX the average for
those years was only 6.9, 57% of normal

These conditions constitute 2 drought. Under SUCH circlIns@nces, shor-tam
21 survays will be misleading, since plant and anima! pepulations will be much lowsr
man normal

3) The reports are biased.

e e e M AT, £ Al s, A,
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The reports minimize the habfiat values on the site, and therafor: minimize the
‘ potential negative impasts of the proposed project. For a.xamplu, Hovore's report

recogmzed Coopsr’s hawk, black-shouldsred bite and northem harrier as foraging over
ths project area, but a;s*’rt-*d that “their uss of the site would be transitory, as no
populatien-supporing resources exist.” (9.9} Thres: and other raptoral birds viilize the
site vear after year for wintertime foraging. This fs not transitory! The assessment also

assucaes thai the biuf tops will continue to be frequently disked, allowing no

cppormunity for vegetation to ra-occupy the site. Plenty of rodent feod would be
availeble year-round if the arsa were to be lefi alona.

In another example of minimizing potandal impacts, Hovorz alsc commeants on
the California horned lark, a federal Category 2 sub-species which & fequents
gresslands, which was obsarved on the site:

“Overall, habitat Josses {or this subspzcias would constitus an incramental, locally
important but regienally insignificant impact.” {p.9) This impact would actualty
eliminate the bird from the region since the bluff tops on the project site are the last
fragment of this habitat in the area. Another grassland sp specias which might be
sliminzated is the western meadowlark, 2 speciss which has axpariensed major local
habitat reduction.

I—{ovo:= alsc observed loggerhead shrikes, a Catzgory 2 semsitive sp»cx:s and a
sivery legless lizard, a Los Angeles County listad species. He vasthy minimizas the effact
of the prop_>ed project on these species.
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incarrsctly thet the persgrine falcon roosts in tall tress. This endang=red bird generally
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nasts on cliffs and buildings. It has been observad on the project site and adjocenttoitin . .
the Ballona Wetlands, Nestng has ccourred bt the Marina de! Rev asea, and individuals
forags for small bizds 11 open areas on the bluff tops and In the weatands.
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No account in the reports is van es to What the resident

T h, dent tiote would beif the
recular weed control disking were terminated, and the erz2 allowad t> r2main
“undismurbed. Undar those circumstancss, the faunal diversine and dansity would increase
dramatcally.

.

A L

in the Conel Rzport (#1). the emors in spelling and grammar are amazing for
supposedly professione] weiting., Exarples are “saippsd” ssxunk (0.7} end “sensatve”™
“species {p.8 appendix, p. 6), “one thess biologically sound altematives” (p. 13). This™ )
lavel of carelessness makes the sntixe report suspeat. [fthe authors faled to spend
adequate ime proofing their report, how could they have spent adsquate tine doing their
field sampling? )

4) The organization of the reports in the EIR 1s confusing.

The titles vary depending on where they arz cited Tt also eppears that some of
the pagss became mixed up in the EIR

5) Some species which have been observed in the reglon were not seen or
cited in the surveys.

Examples:

The westermn skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), slender salarandars (Barraehozeps
sp.) and westam toad (Bufo boreas) have been cbsenved (H. Towner, personal
observaton) cn the bluff face o tha east sidz of Lineoln Bivd,, in habitat much the same
&s on the project sitz.

No mention is mads in any of ths reporis as to the ikelinood of orawrrencs of the

Stephen’s meadow vole (Microtus califorricus stephens?). This subspeciesisa
narrov endemic once found only In a nerrow strip neer the coast Fom Sunszt Baach to

Pt. Magu. Itstll occurs at the base ofthe biuffs nzar Lineoln Bivé, {H. Towner and B.
Leathannen, direct odservation, &/08; “Riotz of the Ballona Regien,” Los Angeles
County Natural Histons Mussimn Associanien, 19817, This rodent cumrenidy lacks l2zal

’ @
e
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e s s, PIOUSCHOR, Ll bacause of s naro and Bichly raduced range. jr should be comsidarad. e i
as a candidate for bsting.

T &) The 1999 PCR Report docs ot cité the Loy Angeles County Natuialm — 77— =7
History Museum stady of 1981.

This is 2 s2rous omissiorn, sincs that study should have been corsulzed for
PR RRELI T e LS sin e h0n sTdcies ocourrng T thEarse onty § years previcus to the frst ef tie Westasm oo o
Bluffs stadizs o o :

Th= Subszquant EIR is based o the above reporis and conunues their bias.
There are several criticisms of the report itself.

B SN

1) The “Alternatives Analysis” in the Subsequent EIR is flawed.

- - < -To statz first that the “No Preject Alteratve™ is the envirenmentally suparior
alternative, ebminats that alternative, then statz that the “Reduced Density Altemnative™ is
the environumentally supedor alternetive is highly misleeding (p.7). The
envirenmentally superior altersative is clearly “no profect.” ‘

‘ Unforhumately, some potentelly less damaging 2ltermatives which could be

compired wers not cansidered. For example, the “Raduced Density Altemalive™ doss
not preservs mote open space, but instead, merely has higher avarge lotsizes. A mors:
desizable altemative would be to redice the daveloped area within the project site and
have & 1:] or other ratio of development to praserved bluff top. The density within the
dsveloped porton cowld be adjustsd es needed to provida the amount of heustig
dasired.

2) More acreage should be restored to mitigate the negative effects of the
proposed project.

The Subssquent E[R states that mitigation of 0.9 2cres (511 reno) is reqwred on
the bluf fece (pp. 152-153). Much mors than that showld be restersd to mitdgate the
negztive effests of the propossd davelopment. This should be enforced 25 a legal
condition.

2) The proposed Street A providing traffic access to Lincoln Blvd. represents
a negative impact on the bluff face habirat,

This is especially tue if the developer fails 1o provide the under-street culvar for

wildlife previously menzonsd m this docurant. The porkon of the biuff to the south of

Strzat A will be isolatad from the ramamday of the habitat on the bieT fone 1¥the eramal

. aceess way canlot be constructad end if Sweet A canno. be cininated £om the plans,
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~the sirecl sheuldba.placed af the southammost boundary oS ths property, 2nd climin:

the epproximately 6 lots that were added after the meving of Stest A 10 the nerth zfter ] -
the 1991 plan.

4) There is no provision for “in perpetutty” monlitoring of the restored
habitat of the proposed project

e e A T BN S TS R PRI StATes that the DICT fade will berestorad in Soordmation with the Frignde—ss=5
of Beliona Wetlands and under the supervision of 2 qualified landscape restoration

axpert. First the “coordinztion” of the Frends of Ballonz Wetlands exists only to
- monitor the restoration process, and enisurz the health of the sifrounding watlands: As - -— -~
TUTTTTTTTT T ks ‘are genereliv ageinst the propossd projEcy T MsIEading T assirE tht Frifids &
working in cooparation with the developer. Sccond, there is no provision for “in
perpetuity” monitoring of this habizat in the EIR, only 2 short-term monutoring plan for
© fn= tims immediately after restoration. A leng-temm: plan should be included in the EIR
ard legally required if the projsct is built. The Diegan coestal sage serub formetdonis
threztenad in southern Californin, and every steo should be taken to ensure its
enhancement and praservetion. This hebitat %Al require continual monitering and
. perhaps thinning, sinee itis normally meinteined by firs in jts natural state )

T At S L ST W e e

5) The cumulative impact of the project is misleading.

Hosward Hughes Corporation, its affiliates, its land purchasars and Loyola
Marymount Universicy havs in recent years destroyed 2ll other sites with sirniiar upland
hahitat. Bocanse the project site contains the last remaining bluff top habitat in the
regior, the cumulative impect of the proposed preject would be detrimental for some
local spacies of wildlife,

Overell, the Subsequant EIR staizs that the project implementztion would result
in “less than significant” impects on biological resources. Further, italso states thatno
mitioation measurss ars required to reduse project impacts on biological resources. |
Gispute those claims and essert that the EIR nesds to take into account histarical
conditions, potential habitet values if the site wers jaft undisturbed, and mors eltematves
to the project as preposed. The likely impects of the proposed project are very negative
2nd mzhly significant.

The Friends realize that the proposed devalopment involves many cother jssuss,
namely, Taifc, noise pollution, safety, ete. But since we arz an environmental
organizadorn, this positon statement has eveluatad the projsct in terms of its
smviranmeniat znd acologizel impzcts on the top of the biufls, the bivil face, and the
2elicna Welzis in reladon to the the Coastal £ct, the Coastal Bluffs Specific Plan, and

. e Bie Honss Ordinance. The Frends ask that vou cerefully review this document

- .
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-acknowiedging our20-yeers of expenience-and exp2rtise Working 10 profact and restoreeserame oo

PR T

the last remaining wetland in Los Angeles County-- 2 wetland that edjoins the proposad
_ Catellus site, and would be profoundly affectsd by it

Thenk you for your time and considzration. The Frends vrould also like to thank

2nd help with this highly sensitive issue.

Sipc ely,

Erofessor of Biology. Loyele Marymount University
Treasurer, Board of D:.rc.t'\ S, Fn-nos of Ba.]ona \Wetlands

c¢: Councilperson Ruth Gelanter
Peter Douglas, Director. California Coastal Commission
Pam Emerson, California Coastal Commission

QUALIFICATIONS
* Dr. Howard Towne: is & biology professor at Loyola Marymount University.
His qualificetions inctude & Ph.D in biology from Stenford University with 2 specialty in
ecclogy and zvolution, and 25 years of experience with me proposed project site. A
resid=nit of Westchestzr, Dr. Towmer has extensive knowledge of the bluffs and their
bicta. He has sampled and examined the bluff piznts end v_:tcbra es roeny times. He

cumrendy serves as Treasurer fof the Friends of Ballona Wetlands Board of Dirsctors.
r

Howard Towqer, PRD 7 T T N T ST

e RIS BIER Stéedng Commities and the susfounding comrnunity forth-'z. SUDpOTE s bt i e 5



/ATTN: DAVID KABASKIMA - RE: WEST BLUFF DEVELOPMENT TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 51111

' . BY DEVELOPER, CATELLUS CORP.
Subi:  Wesiblul¥

te: 98-08-13 15:55:08 EDT et
. .an 73277.573compuserve.com (Howard Towner) L
nder, 73277.573@compusene.com (Howard Towner) * .
10: fourkanes@aol.com (Steve Kane)
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The EIR comments &llow this introduction. | couidnt get LMU's e-mail 10
wiork, otherwise they would have been im Word 2.0 formal; - s s mms e e imm s s e e

My major points in the comments are that the developers did an incomplete
job on the biotic part of the EIR, basically ignoring the blufitop, and
inat the surveys were done in drough’t years when ammal and plant et R 3 R
sopulations would have been way down. ) ) :

Howard

P . P N T P R R L LRSI L £ M S ] AP " 08 7

e - T e £ A Wt W E 4 a b

8114 Westlawn Awenue
Los Angeles, CA 20045
5 July, 1288

‘ .édar Plakin or Latyeef Sholebo, Project Coordinator )
Depanment of City Planning

221 N. Figuerca Sireet, Room 1500

Les Angeles, CA 80012

Dear sirs;

| am wiiting in referenze to the draft EIR EIR case
#31-0875-SUB(CDP)(PP)(ZB A)) which was prepared for the proposed West Blufs
project (reference #3711105). This was titied by its authors as the

“Subsequent EIR", apparently because an earier EIR was completed several
years ago.

My perspective on the propesed project comes from thyee sources: [am 2
resident of the arez of the proposed project; | am a feld biologist with

ower 25 years of experience and broad expertise with the fora and fauna of
the local region; and | am 2 Board Member of the Friends of Ballona
Weilands, 2 nonproft organization dedicated to the presenvation angd
restorstion of the Baliona Wetlands. The site of the propesed project is

adjacent {o those wadaﬁcs and its developmeni could hawe profound effects
vpon them,

Tne Subsequent £iRis based on several feld surveys and reports which are
included in the 2ppendices {o the main report. The primary ingividusl
=ponis are the oliowing:

{1} Conel, Cheryl g 2l. November, 1982, "The Fieid Surwey ang

Sunter Seniwwnims 13 10K Amrios Mutomn Tay oy aney

EXHRBIT C

Pagse: 4




Background Report for Hastings Canyon and Adjacert Area”, Environmental
+ sManagement Senice,

. Planning Consultants Research. July, 1990, "Biolic Surey Repon
Pihe Hastings Canyon Study Area’.

(3}~ Hovare;. Frank.and Associates:- June;-1990-(rev May1983) s m s romnees e e s

"Hastings Canyon Biota Survey: Sensitive Species Inventory”.

" (4) "~ Landry, Ress. Novernber, 1989 and June, 1990, Twd blmowing oW~ T mm

surveys of the La Baliona Biufis.

(5) Planning Consuliants Research. July, 1880. Biotic Surey Repont
for the Hastings Canyon Study Area. Planning Consutiants Research., (This .o com

appears to be a summary of the prevous feld suneys.)
| have severa! cificisms of these reports, some of which are major.

(1)  The field studies were incomplete.

g

Kot e 1 i

ok 7

The project site was §Empléd ih thé'spang (Apdl and May, 1990y and fafr~ ==~
{September, October and Novermnber, 1883), but not in the winter and summer.
Tnis led to incomplete data on species occurrences on the site.

The data in the reports are based upon a mere 8§ month period, with gaps for

December, January, February and March. For assessing the significance of

this region for wintering birds and amphibians, surveys must be conducted

in those winter months. These months are the peak penod for wintering
.ﬁors in the Playa del Rey/Westchester area.

n general, seweral years of dzta must be evaluated to obtain an accurate
picture of the longtern habitat values of any site.

Wintering raptors frequently use the biuff tops for foraging. Species

observed on the site in the pest, but which were not mentioned in the

report, include: peregrine falcon, praife falcon and turkey wilture (K,

Dial and H. Towner, personal observations). The EIR reports did verily the
presence, in small numbers, of northem harmier, black-shouldered kite,
red-tailed hawk, Cooper’s hawk and sharp-shinned hawk, In some years, when
rodertt populations are high, the raptors are actually very common on the

site, The site supports the last remaining fiat ruderal habitat in our

jocal region and is important for the foraging activities of these birds.

A minor error wes the mention of the sharp-shinned hawk as only a migrant.
Tnat species also winters in the Westchester arez in small numbers.

Small mammal trapping was camied out by Hovore on only 2 nights in Apqdl,
1880. Much more thorough sampling should have been performed because of
the proximity of the site to localities for local endemic species (see

Mizratus californicus siephensi below).

The project area wes only parialiy sampled. Very little time was given to
suneying the entire arez. Mos! of the efiort was spent on the § acres
comprising Hastings Canyon. Howeve:, the project 25 2 whole encompasses 44

=0T

.cou%d find no menuon of any attempt to idertify verna! pool habitat on

~ PR X

ol

o S

Suncey Seprember 13 1998 Arwnics Online: Fourkenes Pugs: 2



site. This rare habitat could have existed on the bluff top before
sking became frequent. There is a depression on the site which could

“’izenbally have had that plant association in the past and which could be 9
ored. . :

_For the abova rezsons, the indivdual reports and the Subsequent EIR, g e 6 e S
= consistently ungewaTGE'fhe Signhihicance "of the b&"iﬂop

(2) The field studies were conducted in a non-representative time. The.. ..
sampling was done in 1889 and 1890, when the tota!l precipitation for the
rainfall year 1889-90 (July 1-June 30) was only 7.35", 42% of the average

for the L.A. Civc Center (Los Angeles Times, 7/5/38)! Moreover, that year
followed three consecutive years of sub-average precipitation. For those ) o o
four years; the average rainfall at the Civic Center'was 8.9%, S9% pf *7wif briiibndriie il Limiinim v futarsialh orirloon Lo oo Tl st oo e w7t
normal.

Further, from NOAA, records, the rainfall at Los Angeles International

Aiport (LAX), approximately 2 miles fromn the study site, was even lower

than at the Civic Center. For the four years ending in the rainfall year

1588-80, al LAX the awerage. for those years was only. 8.87L 57% of normal.- ..

s . g -y A

These conditions constitute a drought. Under such circumstances,

short-term teld surveys are going to be mxsleacmg, since plant and anxma!
populations will be much lower than normal. - ST T T T

(3) The reports are biased toward minimizing the habitat values on the

site, and therefore minimize the potential negative impacts of the proposed

project. For example, Hovore's repont recognized Cooper's hawk, ‘
tckvshouldered kite and northem harier as foraging over the project

e2, but.asserted "that their use of the site would be transitory, 2s no

population-supporting resources exist.” (p. ©). These and other raptorial

birds utilize the site year after year for wintertime foraging. This is

not transitory! The 2ssessment alsc assumes that the bluf tops will

continue to be frequently disked, aliowing no opportunity for vegetation to

re-occupy the site, Plenty of rodent food would be available year-round if
the area were to be lef alone.

in another example of minimizing potential impacts, Howore ziso comments on
the Califomia homed lark, a federal Category 2 subspecies which frequents
crasslands, which was obsened on the site: "Overall, hatitat losses for

this subspecies would constitite an incremental, locally important but
regionally insignifcant impact.” (p. 8). This impact would actually

eliminate the bird from the local region since the bluff tops on the

project site are the last fragment of this habita! in the area. Another

gressland species which might be eliminated is the westem meadowiark, a
spedes which has experienced major local habital reduction,

Howvore also obsened loggerhead shrikes, 2 Category 2 sensitive species,
anc @ silvery legless lizarg, a Los Angeles County listed species. He
minimzes the efect of the propesed project on these species.

Tne Subsequent EIR summary of impacis on sensitive species in table 16

assened incorectly the perecine =icon roosts intall irees. This
ncangered bird generally nests oa ¢iifls end buildings. It has been -
Ssenved on the project site and adjacen! tc it in the Ballonz Wetlands.

Nesting has occumed in the Manne del Rey arez. 2nd indivduals forage for

Suntay Sepiwnber 13 1288 Arrence Online: Fourha ey Page.




account in the reports is given as to what the resident biota might be
e regular weed control disking were terminated and the area allowed to -
main undisturbed. Under those circumstances, the faunal diversity and
density would increase dramatically.

Srie e et e M e e iy N, P S et iy -

A 5 it S e A . s i

@) Theindividual reports vary in quality. in the Conel report (#1),

the emors of spelling and grammar are amazing for suppesedly professional

writing. Examples are "stripped” skunk (p. 7) and "sensative”™ species (p.

8' appendix, p. 6), "one these biologically sound alternatives” (p. 13).

This level of carelessness makes the entire report suspect. If the authors

failed to spend adequate time proofing their report, could they have spent
~-adequatetime-doingthei-feid-sampling2e========sucsmmsas

(4) The organization of the reports in the EIR is confusing. The

titles vary depending on where they are cited. It also appears that some
of the pages became mixed up in the EIR.

.. (5) _.Some species which have been obsened in the regico were not seen

e e e e e

e e e T B T i e e e BT R S ST ST T TR U e

S e e e e e A T

or cited in the suneys.

Examples:

The western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), slender salamanders (Batrachoseps

sp.) and westem toad (Bufo boreas) have been observed (H. Towner, personal
observation) on the biuff face on the east side of Lincoln BM. in habitat

much the same 2s on the project site.

.a mention is made in any of the reports as to the likelihood of occurrence
of the Stephen's meadow wole (Vicrotus califomicus stephensi). This
subspecies is a namow endemic once found only in a narrow strip near the
coast from Sunset Beach to Pt. Mugu. It still occurs at the base of the
blufts near Lincoln Bhd. (H. Towner and B. Leatherman, direct observation
£/98; "Biota of the Baliona Region”, Los Angeles County Natural History
Museum Association, 1981). This rodent currently lacks legal protection,

but because of its narow and highly reduced range, it should be considered
as a candidate for listing.

(8) The 1990 PCR report does nct cite the Los Angeies County Natural
Hstory Museum study of 1981. This is a serious omission, since that study
should have been consuited for information on species occuming in the area
only 8 years prevous to the nrst of the West Blufis studies.

The Subsequent EIR is based.on the abowe reports and continues their bias.
| have several criicisms of the overall report itsell.

(1) Tne altermatives anealysis in the Subsequent EIRis fiawed. To
sizie {rst that the "No Project Aliemative” is the environmentally
supenor akemative, eliiminate tha! akemative and then state that the
"Reduced Density Akemative” is the environmentally supenor alternative

is highty misleading (0. 7). The emvironmentally sup=nor aliemative is
cleary “no project”,

‘ nforiungtely, some potentially less camaging altematives which could be
compared were no! considered. For exampie, the "Reduced Density

Sundey Sepnamier (2 1988 Amerca Online: FourKenes

Pege

D4



ne developed area within the project site and have a 1:1 or other ratio of

lopment to presened bluff top. The density within the deweloped . 9
portion could be adjustec as needed to provide the amount of housing
desired.

km(z) The Subsequent ElR states tha‘ mztlgatson of 0 S acres (5 1 rat:o)
is required on the biuff face (pp. 152-3). Much more than that should be

~ restored to-mitigate the negative effects-of the-proposed project—
believe that the deveiopar has stated that more acreage will be restored,
but this must be enforced as a legal condition.

R 1

(3j The propcsed “Street AT provsdmg trafic access to Lincoln Bhvd, it
~fepresents a fiegative Impact on the blufl face habitat. This is espec;ally T S
true if the developer fails to provide an under-street access way for '
- wildlife.- Tne portion of the bluff 1o the south of-"Street-A™ will bessmae o v iiaiias
isolated from the remainder of the habital on the blufi face. ifthe
animal access way cannot be constructed and if "Street A" cannot be
eliminated from the plans, the stree! should be placed at the southemmost
- boundary of the property where it will not fragment the biuff face habitat: s i e i e et i

(4) Tne EIR states that the bluff face will be restored in coordination
with the Friends of Ballona Wetlands and under the supenision of a .
qualified landscape restoration expert. | could find no provsion for in
perpetuity monitoring of this habitat in the EIR, only a shortdem
monitoning pian for the time immediately after restoration. A long term
plan should be included in the EIR and legally required if the project is
jit. The Diegan coesial sage scrub formation is threatened in southem ’ .
lifomis and every step should be taken o ensure its enhancement and
preservation. This habitat will require continual monitoring and perhaps
thinning, since it is normally maintained by fire in its natural state.

(5 The cumulative impact of the project on biotic resources is
asseried to be minimal. Howard Hughes Corpaorzation, its afiliates, its
land purchasers and Loyola Marymount University have in recent years
destroyed all other sites with similar upland habitat. Because the project
sfe contains the l2st remaining blufi top habitat in the region, the

cumulative impact of the proposed project could be disastrous for some
local species of wildiife.

Onverall, the Subsequent EIR states that the project implementation would
resuit in "less than significant™ impacts to biological resources.

Fanher, it also states thal no mitigation measures are required to reduce
project impacts on biological resources. | dispute those claims and asser
that the EIR needs to take into account historical conditions, potential
habrat values if the sile were lef undisturbed, and more alternatives to

the project as propesed. The likely impacts of the ;:xoposed project are
negative 2nd highly signifcant.

Sincerely,

® o

Howard F. Townar, Pn.D.

Sunber Smplernimr 13, (P98 Amwrizs Oniine: Foumianes Peas: 5

nigher average lot sizes. A more desirable aRemative would be to reduce <t
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. ressor of Biology, Loyola Marymount University -
Jsard Member and Treasurer, Fnends of Baliona
Q Wetlands

cc: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter
i osford, Bresident, Fiends of Ball

liona Wetlands,

Headers ——— —
Retum—Path <73277.573@compuserve.com>

Received: from relay28.mx.aol.com (relay25 mail.acl.com [172.31.102.26)) by air09.mail.acl.com (»49.1) with SMTP; Sun, 13
Sep 1998 15:55:08 -0400

Recewed from ar{mg-6. compuserve com (ar4mg-6. compuserve.com [149 174 217 135])
by relay28.mx.aol.com (8. 5:8/8.8 5/A0T4. 0. Oy = ’ o e S e e
with ESMTP id PAADS314 for <fourkanes@aol.com>; '
..Sun, 13 Sep.1898.15:55:04 0400 €DT)_. ...
Received: (from root@localhost)
by ad<mg-5.compuserve.com (8.8.6/8.8.6/2.14) id PAA18265
for fourkanes@aol.com; Sun, 13 Sep 1988 15:55:03 0400 (EDT)
- Date: Sun=13 Sep-1958-15:48:3% D400 arvrimmene s io it e e g s o i St et
From: Howard Towner <73277. 573@compuserve com>
Subject: Westbluff
Sender. Howard Towner <73277. S73@compuserve com>
To: Steve Kane <fourkanes@aol.com>
Message-D: <199809131554_MC2- 5950—8A05@compuserv° com>
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Transfer-=ncoding: 7bit

ntent-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii
tent-Dispasition: inline

T e s e b et e = T
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. City Planning Commission
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o From: . ..7. 7 Kemrdeth.C. Topping LIl .. L. LT
et e e ——Director of Plenning. . . ‘
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Requested by: City Council

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION TO
ADJUST THE COASTAL ZONE BOUNDARY TO INCLUDE ALL
BLUFF-FACE .PROPERTIES AND BLUFFTOP PROPERTIES ON
EJTHER SIDE OF THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY "NEA ST THE .
EDCE OF THE BLUFFTOP IN THE AREA KNOW! S THE
MARINA BLUFFS AS SHOWN ON EXHIBIT "A"

T
EXHIB D
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o TTFY PLAN CASE NOT 80— ————— - ." —Page- 2. ——

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. The City Council has requested that the City Planning Department, in
ccoperation with the City Attorney, prepare a written request to the California
o Coasiab.Cosmission, to_adjust the Coastal Zone Boundary as described in Title
14, Subchapter B, Article T 0T TRE COaStal Al R R SRS R =

"""“"Fhe-subjeezmarea-..is..generally,,,boundedmbx_tb_g.égy_t_b_e,gly boundary of the Piaya
Vista Annexation area, Veragua Drive and: Berger Avenue between Lincoln i
Boulevard and Falmouth Avenue.

Environmental Siatus

The subject reguest is exempt from the provisions of 1tre California
. Environmentzl Quelity Act pursuant to Article 111 2(Q) of the City's CEQA ,
CGuicelines. M e e s el iecl e e

. Action recommendec .by.thé stafi: _That the Commission:> - e

TR LA T eV

Adopt the following findings:
LceoPE

. S L S i e it S 5 B0 i .
. e e e N L R T e S T T W M DL A,

1. The subject expansion will simplify and clarify the permit and planning
processes by including the entirety of the Marina Bluffs in the Coastal
Zore. ’
2. The Marina Bluffs are an environmentally sensitive adjunct to the Ballona
Matlands, a ccastal wetlands restoration project, and an integre! part of
‘ the total ecosystem of the area.
3.  The Marina Bluffs is the site of a2 variety of plant life and plays host to 2

variety of animal life.

4. The subject expansion is in conformance with the intents and purposes of
the General Plan by conforming to the policies and objectives of the
Wesichester - Playa del Rey District Plan.

3, The subject request is exempt from the provisions of the Cealifornia
Environmentz! Quality Act pursuant to Article 11l 2(Q) of the City's CEQA
Cuicelines.

Aporove znd Recommend: That the City Council request the California Coasta
Commissicn 1o 2djust the Coasstal Zonme Boundary to include all bluff~-face and
blufftop properties located in whole or in part in thet porticn of the
Westchester - Playa del Rey District Plan area bounded by the southeriy
bouncary of the Playa Vista Annexation area (formerly the County boundary

line) and B80th and 83rd streets, between Lincoln Boulevard and Pershing
Drive.

KENNETH C. TOPPING
Director of Plzanning

. z\%/ S, ' - 77 .
ARG ";/ AR A '\/é @Y\ o g‘/\ﬁ'éf;éé/;
. Melanie S. Fallon C. David Lessley .

Ceputy Director Principal City Plag’
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Request

The City

i &

ITY PLAN CASE NO. 8. 0102

STAFF REPORT

e e LT ISy PHETn Ag= Eommis storr=con sidem=aa
motion to request the California Coastal Commission extend the coastal zone
bounda;:,L,to_in‘c_l_u_cj_e___a[_]_p_l,u_ft_face and blufftop properties focated in whole or
in part in that portion of the Westchester - Playa del Rey District Plan™@red™ — ~
generally bounded by southerly boundary of the Playa Vista Annexation area,
Veragua Drive and Berger Avenue between Lincoln Boulevard and Falmouth
Avenue.

Cuidelines. . }
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Environmental Status

"The subject request is exempt  from the provisions— of - the- California --

Environmental Quality Act pursuant 10 Article 111 2(Q) of the City's CEQA

v SR R p¥ P Sy

Background o ' ’ i e e e oA 5 St e i

On January 29, 1988, the City Council adopted a motion instructing the

- Department— of - City . Planning, . in cooperation _with _the City Attorney to

Discussion g

prepare a written request to the California Coastal Commission to adjust the
coastzl zone boundary to include all bluff-face and blufftop properties on

either side of the public right-of-way nearest the edge of the blufftop in the

area known as the Marina Bluffs.

The subject area is partially developed with single family dwellings on the
blufftop portion. The remaining area is undeveloped. The undeveloped area
serves 2 an environmental adjacent to the Ballona Wetlands located immediately
downslope of the blufis. The Marina Bluffs provide the upland habitat
necessary to ensure the diversity of wildlife and native plant communities ot 2
viable coastal wetlands ecosystem. The biufis provide one of the few available
east-west corridors for animal movement in the region and plays a2 major role in
creating 2 survivable ecosystem.

Expending the coastal boundary will provide adcitional protection and
regulations, similar for the rest of the ecosystem to the north. At this time,
the coastal zone extends halfway up the face of the bluffs, therefore, many of
tne buildable, most environmentally sensitive lots lie outside the coastal zone
despite their symbiotic relationship to the bluff-face and wetlands areas within
the adjacent zone.

Streets and Highways

The Wes:chester - Playa del Rey District Plan designates Lincoln Boulevard as
2 Major Highway and Falmouth Avenue as 2 Secondary Highway.

Land Use arncd Zoning

The bluffs are largely undeveloped, planned and zoned forglow density
residentizl development. Medium density residentiel land use is Wanned along




‘ portions of Lincoln Boulevard. Neighborhood and office commercial land uses
. are designated along portions of Lincoln Boulevard north of 83rd.

Other Plans
The area is '. uje rico.BGBYE”:Vcﬁ ’r'e‘éﬁuétés‘ the
issuance of building permits and the erection 2and construction of new
e apuevut es—in- the- subject-arear—-Fhis-ordinance. expires. onSeptember. 5, 1988
A proposed ordinzance replacing Ordinance No. 163,687 was approved by the

Planning Commission on July 14, 1988,

~_Conclusion e

i i P . et LRI, : .
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Extension of the Coastal Zone Boundary to' the south, will provide additional -
protections and regulations for the subject area, consistent with the arez to
the north. -

ac

Tharefore, 'staff - recommends that the-Commission ~zpprove the regquest -to-the——-- -
- wome enem ot for iz Coastzi--Commis sion- to -extend. the. Coastal Boundary

.t - o s — = 5 A W,
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 _DECISION DATE: __ MAR 3 1% ) ] ‘ | e
Howard Hughes Realty . Psomas and Associates
6167 Bristol Parkway, Ste. 330 3420 Ocean Park Bouleveard

i Gty 01 G Y e 90230 - e e s e SR MoODI €2, CA.. 80405

RE: Tract No. 43416
ce e e s e Te e Counei T District 6o e — e
‘ Existing Zone: Rl-1
Community Plan: Westchester

. In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal

Code and Section 66474.61 of the Subdivision Map Act, the Advisory Agency

disapproved Tentative Tract No. 43416 located at 7011 - 7031 Kentwood Avenue,

west of Centinela Avenue, and east of Hedding Street. The Advisory Agency's
disapprovail is based on the following: .

1.  THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS NOT CONSISTENT
WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS.

a. The Conservation Plan of the Environmental Element of the Citywide
plan recommends programs to regulate development in hillside and
fmountainous areas in order to minimize grading, preserve the natura
terrain, maximize open space and enhance the quality of hillside
areas. Additionally, the adopted Westchester-Playa Del Rey District
Plan “stresses the preservation of open space and low density
single-family residential areas.”

Through the public hearing testimony, including the presentation of a
video tape recording and through the Environmental Impact Report, it
has been shown that the bluff and ravine areas are & unique and
valuable environmental resource which gives this community one of its
most distinctive and environmentally significant features. The
proposed subdivision would grade the bluff area and fill major ravine
areas, contrary to the provisions of the aforenoted adopted plans.

EXHIBIT E

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLLYER
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b. The site is 1ocated in an area whxch is part of a proposed ordinance
that will expand the area regulated by Ordinance 162,444 adopted on
T June”5,71987" EY“thE’Cfty“tounci}r"*This-proposalminitiatednbywaﬁCity_~_Mﬁ_ﬂM__M
Council motion, dated November 25, 1987, underscores the significance
of this area as an important open space reserve. The effectuation of

- this ordinance, similar to that already in effect, would require:

T R R v g e Do B

o

Maximum retentijon OF natural fopographic. FeatUresand=qualities=mmrsin mz
of scenic, geologic or historic interest that enhance the

character of an area, including the natural skyline.

© Preservation of upland habitat necessary to ensure the diversity
of wild 1life and native plant communities of a viable

T Y S S o o o g
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Preservation of the bluffs as a scenic resource which are
oo e o Nisible from Culver "Boulevard, a deswgnated scenic h1ghway

° _Additional planning and- zoning regulat1ons whxch estab]wsh
appropriate and adequate design standards and development
controls that are necessary to avoid an irreplaceablie loss of
scenic resources for the Westchester-Playa Del Rey bluffs.

-]

That projects be developed in such a way that the buildings do
not dominate the natural environment, i.e., the height does not
obliterate existing views from adjacent public rights-of-way
the existing public view area and that impacts on Vistas
from Culver Boulevard and the Ballona Wetlands are adequately

The subdivision, as proposed, does not adequately address these

2. THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISEGN OR _THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ARE LIKELY
70 CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY
INJURE WILDLIFE OR THEJR HABITAT.

The development as proposed with its extensive grading would permanently
alter the face of the bluffs and the ravines which besides being
significant natural features and contributing to the uniqueness of the
area's topography, provide important habitat for wildlife. They also
function as support habitat for the wetlands. Of particular concern is.
the destruction of the habitat for the Burrowing Owl, designated as a
"Bird species of Special Concern" in California.

A
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The Adesory Agency has not been presented thh suffxczent reasonabie
alternatives nor have such been adequately considered in the Environmental
--= -~ -Impact Report to be-satisfied that-effective mitigation measures have been—- ------
developed to lessen the above mentioned impact. For example, an
alternative project should be designed which would limit the development
to the bluff top and protect the bluff face and the ravines by designating
_._.them as open space.
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3. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE TYPE oF DEVELGPﬁE

o S B B ks R S PR T SR s S S

As demonstrated in No. 2 above, only a portion of the site, namely the
bluff top only, is suitable for development without causing massive
grading and consequent1a‘ permcnent environmental darace
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4. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE DENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT.

_ Further geologic-seismic information had been requested by the Department
“'of Building and Safety, Grading Division, in'a letter ‘dated April 3, 1987.% 7\

_The additional information needed related mainly to geologxc-sezsmic
exploration of the Charnock fault, slope stability analysis, the "dune

sand", ground water and the trimming of existing slope. No conditions of

approval have been released by the Department of Building and Safety, to

. date. In the absence of such information, the Advisory Agency has
determined that the geologic-seismic concerns have not been satisfactorily

cleared and therefore it would be unsafe to approve this subdivision

without the appropriate and compliete conditions addressing these issues.

Further, The proposed density of the project cannot be suitably
accommodated in a responsible hillside development limited to the top of
the bluff. Lot sizes are to be substantially in conformance with the
existing 1ot sizes of this established neighborhood. HNo alternative plans
showing a reduced density were presented to the Advisory Agency.

Ke neth C. Topping

Deputy AdiYsory Agency
GAM:AFC:sgs-y

MOTE: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar
deys from the decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal
to be valid to the City Planning Commission, it must be accepted as
complete by the Department cf City Planning, Room 655, City Hall, Los
Angeles and appeal fees paid in Room 460-S, City Hali prior-to

. the above 10-day.time limit. Such zppeal must be submitted in
triplicate on Form CP-6500.




_ San Francisco, Ca. 94105 ...

August 28, 1998

Ms. Allyson Hitt

siasenciennes Caformia-€0astal € OEMIS SO et et b e s sttt

45 Fremont Street, Suite 1940

Phone # 415-904-5467

Dear Ms. Hitt:

s i e T ot e - - L= -

As a cornmumty ]eader member of the West Bluﬁ's Ste ring Commirtes and 2

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

2 very sensmve deve’opment n om‘ commumty -This letter will hope to clearup. —-- - m - -

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

" related matters.” Attached is a letter to Al Padilla regarding this matter: - - - === oo

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 swomn 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 State’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 Bluffs) I submit

to you the following.

Page 179 of the developer’s EIR states that: “only that portion of the project site that

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

EXHIBIT F
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Currently there is no Local Coastal Program that applies to this portion of the

L

project site.

e e i » - s e 3 -
On January 7, 1993 the Los Angeles City Planning Commission approved the Coastal
" "BIuffs Specific Plan (see attached). ‘Additionally, thé Planning Commission recommended” ~~ ~  ~° " °

that the specific plan proceed as the Local Coastal Program (LCP) for that area.
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and included a map in that ordinance referring to that boundary line. This line

PR - D T T PRSI U, T NI i s e Y

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 jurisdictioﬁ, the West
Bluffs Steering Committee 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 right
to fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation, development
............ should include the widest opportunity for public participation.

Section 30007.5 The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur

between 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 of significant coastal resources



Section 30212 Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
.. along the coast shall be provided in new development

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

+ mmzeme-sc Sited and designed to-protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal csswaisnannes  nomemes

areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms. to be visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas........... shall be subordinate to the character
of its setting.

Section 30252 The. Iocatlon and amount of new development should mmntam and

i

enhance public access to the coast by...... viding within
the development.

"7 Section 30233 New development shall...... Assurestability...............or {0 anyway
require mummnmﬁnmn_MmuMManuhmm
landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

Section 30601 Prior to certification of the LCP....... a coastal development permit
shall be obtained from the commission for ........... Developments within 300 feet of the
top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff.

Section 30604(c) Every coastal development permit issued ....... shall include a specific
finding that the development is in conformity with the public access and public
recreation policies.

I have included a copy of the land use section of the 1998 EIR regarding the

West Bluffs devilment. This is important in understanding the laws, issues, concerns
and information that is necessary to make any informed and important decisions.

In closing, there are other thoughts, concemns and questions that [ and the community
have regarding this development.

I would, and maybe a few other individuals of our community’s committee would like

to fly up and meet with you to discuss this matter.

Please let me know when that is possible.

I have included a copy of the committee member’s addresses, phones etc. so that




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

- ~and phone for your reference: ~—-— —mm mme e e e e s s

e e e e A e e A e
appreciate neanng ITom you in persom. L have wncluded rmy address

Thank you for your time and concern.

smassesmmmas Tgoke-forward-to héar 'mg- ﬁ‘omyou-“ e S R T S R S T R T e T el L B ST R

S'angrely,
bt fmiin -

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

(310) 645-4633
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Los Angeles City Board of Zoning Appeals

Room 1540, 221 No. Figueroa St. i E:A:UFORNIA

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:

I 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 it will not destroy coastal resources. The very last natural bluff of Ballona is a
critical upland resource for the wetlands. It is dry land for wetland species to nest out of
danger of flooding, 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 (Lincoin Blvd.) and it has a prehxstorlc village site, estimated to be
9.000 years old. that is the very last argéASIte left for the Shoshone Gabrielino Nation to
preserve. This Nation has lost their other village sites to previous developers, including
this applicant.



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

1) 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
City of Los Angeles for students to learn about vernal pool 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 biuff, and the loss of even one plant will
result in loss of biological diversity. (Testimony of Travis Longcore at Calif. Coastal
Commission). In 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) Itis the site of an significant prehistoric (possibly 9,000 years oid) 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, including 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.

Unfortunatelv. due to our information for vour packets being due to you the day after the
Christmas/New Year holidays. we missed that deadline. However, we have prepared a
simple set of photographs/text to highlight why we urge you to vote to preserve the West
Bluff of Ballona.

Sincerely

;b;/;//j Z/f%&z—ﬂ

Kathy Knight. Consen ation Chair
Airport Marina Group
(310) 450-3961

HIT i (2750 o




BALLONA WETLAI. ECOSYSTEM

“THE CROWN JEWEL ECOSYSTEM OF LOS ANGLELES”
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New Page 2 Page 1 of .

The vernal pools 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. Catelilus
Corporation seeks to fill in the canyon and build million dollar homes here.

http://www.omidpage.com/hastings%20canyon.htm 01/25/1999
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United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, California 92008
MAR 2 4 1393

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. Plafkin:

We have received an inquiry concerning 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.

Vemal 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 vernal pool species.

We do not have additional site-specific information for the project area. We strongly recommend
that you seek assistance from a biologist familiar with your project site and with the listed species
in assessing the actual potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts likely to result from
proposed activity.

If there is 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,

NG
{

Jim A. Bartel
Assistant Field Supervisor

1-6-99-SP-13

Attachment
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PREPONDERANCE OF SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY/CULTURAL EXPERTS

SUPPORT SAVING THE LAST NATURAL BLUFF

OF THE BALLONA ECOSYSTEM

Scientists/Experts Who Have Written/Testified to the Importance of Saving the West

Bluft:

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

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

3. Dr. Rudi Marttoni. UCLA Geography Dept. (Co-Author of “The Vanishing Prairie

o
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Community” showing historic vernal pool on West Bluff)

Dr. Howard Towner, Professor of Biology at Loyola Marymount University
(refuted many arguments of Catellus’ consultants and EIR conclusions)

Dr. Shawn Smallwood, biologist consultant for Spirit of the Sage Council
Dr. Joy Zedler. one of top wetlands restoration specialists in the country,
supervised restoration of 2400 acre Tiajuana Estuary in San Diego
Consultant biologists with Sierra Club

California Native Plant Society

Friends of Ballona Wetland’s biologist

. 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).

Dr. Rimmon C. Fay and Ellen Stern Harris (co-authored Coastal Act legislation and
served as California Coastal Commissioners)

. Chief Ya'Anna Vera Rocha of the Shoshone Gabrielino Nation wrote a letter

(attached) asking that their last sacred village site of the Baliona Bluffs be preserved.

. Archaeologist tfor City of Malibu wrote several long letters documenting human

remains found on the prehistoric village site and the site’s importance.

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 staff report of November 17. 1999 does not state who these other biologists are. but
we would guess that at least some of them have vested interests in this issue. e.g.. are paid
consultants for the developer.




D AR

",

1 b




Disckrve wesr Beurs |—7-97




(e ¢-r¢- 77

bo. fryfisern (BT Biure P20 ear—

BAST OF (ANl SEOU fUs BRUSH  CLER/Lmnt <o
Aedr Ao viEw S,ar Lar 70 THAT [Witch
Wittt B¢ seers FRom  RCIFIC CpASTT

flen ety I DR OF sy Bras,

FHoTz THKE &
5797 £y
KA ??ﬂ/ Kt ]

SIS 1 2 AT



»

KC: fosed) Wes7 Blums fép—eor (4 §-jo- 79 .-

16¥

g ‘s
RE - veqetationt I5 CATE L wS T DR ELOS frre s
D) D BARTOL  TRAAT .

Begup sns 1776 — AAGusi™ )99 Sriie puor—
o6 well Spofes (vepze roTRLLy D€ - red

}*’ LT TR0 STEER

PHpTD THKr 977
BY KATHS fwastr 7™
CXNner— L




In&ans Hope o Save Heﬁtage in Ballona Wetl$hds

By JOUN L. MITCHELL, Times Staff Writer

The Ballona Wetlands, in a strange way,
remind Vera Rocha of the strengths and
weaknesses of her Indian ancestors.

“T'he Indians believed that land was all
part of mother carth and from it she
produced life for everyone to share. Indians
didn’t believe that this land is mine or this is
yours. The lands was for everyone. I guess
that is why they shared it with the white
man,” the 54-year-old woman from Bald-
win 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 is estimated at only about
200 acres.

At the edge of this undeveloped parcel a
sign warns trespassers to keep out: “Pri-
vate Property, Summa Corp.” The corpora-
tion plans to put a $1-billion development
on a total of 926 acres.

Years ago, lung before Europeans set foot
here, the Ballona Wetlands and much of the
land that is now considered the Westside of
Los Angeles were ruled by Rocha’s people,
the Gabrieleno Indians.

Tuv the Gabrielenos the Ballona Wetlands
arc sacred. They made their homes near the
wetlands. They ate the fish hatched in the
estuari-s and hunted its wild rabbits. They
wicd the rare pickleweed and other wild
plauts to make medicine. They buried their
dead there.

Buried somewhere on Summa’s property,
the Rochas contend, lie the ruins of several
Gabrieleno villages. The Indians would like
to have these sites preserved as a cultural
resource. The Rochas argued their case at
hearings on the Local Coastal Plan held by
the county Board of Supervisors. They lost.

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

L4

Summa’s archeological study found no
significant resources on lhe property ex-
cept for the ruins of a village underneath
Culver Boulevard, Summa spokeswoman
Chrjstine 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

3

s Iy

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

LU:’ Al mler s TrreleE >

/7 SOs

LOU MACK / Los Angeles Times

=
arcas were not popular for permanent
residences,” the plan states. “lnstead, as
the recorded-site locations demonstrate,
they were built up along the bluffs over-
looking the marsh area.”

Other reports indicate that t
many archeological sites in the area. Near
the Ballona Creek —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 additional
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 Clay
Singer, archaeology professor at Cal State
Northridge. ““This area has perhaps some of
the last intact villages buried under the
earth.”

Under the county plan, Summa will
preserve 165 acres of wetlands and develop
the rest of the property with about 5,600

Pleasc see BALLONA, Page 13
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Spivit of the Sage Council

Protecting and Conserving Biological Diversity, Native Plants, Native Animals and Native Lands

Yera Rocha, Co-Founder
Shoshone-Gabrieling Nation
Cultural Affairs Director

Leeona Klippstein, Co-Founder
Conservation Programs Director

Douglas Doepke, Treasurer
Policy Programs Coordinator

Steven Tisher, Ecologist
Science Programs Coordinator

Daniel Patterson, Ecologist
Desert Programs Coordinator

Patrick Mitchell, Naturalist
Peninsular Ranges Coordinator

Kathy Knight, Public Affairs
Coastal Wetlands Coordinator

Elizabeth Frands, Public Affairs
Arroyo Seco Coordinator

Al Kelly, wAldlife Biologist

San Bermardino valley Coordinator

Udo Wald, Public Fducation
Interfaith Quitresch Coordivator

August 14, 1997

Councilwoman 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 grassroots 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 Councilwvoman and Commuittee to be
aware of our successes in having spearheaded campaigns that led to public
acquisition of "private” land holdings. In San Bemardino County, a 763
acre reserve at North Etiwanda was created and evolved from our
objections 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 bid of $8 million -- that came out of
Federal Highway and Caltrans funding to mitigate for a road expansion
project i San Bemardino.

On the heels of the North Etiwanda acquisition, an adjacent 800 acres
inhelding 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 national level, the Sage Council has provided important public
policy analysis and litigation involving the federal Endangered Species Act

P.O. Box 77027-102 « Pasadena « CA. + 91107 + Tele: 909-422-1637 « FAX: 562-986-9463 + ULSA.

A ron-profit profect of Social and Environmental Entraprensurs (SEEtnc.}, Malty, CA.

Recycled Paper
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Councilwoman Ruth Galanter and Advisory Commuttee .
RE. Proposed Howard Hughs development, EIR No. 91-0675-SUB = !

Page Two & .
ko

and proposed regulatory changes. See Spirit of the Sage Council, gt al. v._Babbitt, Sccretary of the Interior,
et al 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 alteinative" that would include a "Resource Management Plan" for conservation and public
acquisition. Therefore you would also need to support a “No Project Alternative,” or explain concisely why
the No Project Alternative or Preferred Alternative was not feasible.

The "West Bluff" top and all of Bailona is 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 Bluff" 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 you to work cooperatively with the Sage Council and Shoshone-Gabrielino Nation in protecting thu
little prece of unpaved sacred land and help us to enhance its ecological value. Together we can have
another success for Mother Earth. If you have any questions please call Kathy Knight @ 310/450-5961

For our wild and sacred relations,

M/;}q dirivin. 7~)@u&,~/ﬂ@w‘v¢‘w /(/}/C/éé % %/176,

Chief Ya'Anna,Vera Rocha Kathy I\mght
Shoshone-Gabrielino Nation Coastal Wetlands Coordinator
Spinit of the Sage Councii Spint of the Sage Councii

Attached: October 6, 1996 letter 1o Mayor Richard Riordan
Maps 1dentifying documented archeological sites of Ballona

cc. Jim Cohen, Executive Director
Califorma Indian Legal Services

Senator Tom Hayden

Los Angeles City Council Members And
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Chapter opposes Ballona bluff plan

By Kathy Knight

The Executive Committee of the
" Angeles Chapter voted to support
the conservation and restoration of
the West Bluff of the Ballona wet-
lands ecosystem in the westside of
Los Angeles, the last natural bluff
top overlooking the Ballona wet-
lands. :

This 44-acre site, south of the
Ballona Wetlands area and west of
Lincoln Boulevard, is half coastal
praitic ccosystem and haf hillside. 1e
is slated to become a 119-home
development  built by Catellus
Development Corp. The blufl con-
tains onc of the last known uncov-
cred village sites left in Los Angeles
of the indigenous  Shoshone
Gabrielino  Indians, according to
Chester King, archeologist for the
city of Malibu. Previous bluff-top
village sites were destroyed by a
UCLA housing tract, an expansion

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

The bluff top is rare and restor-
able, part of a coastal ecosystem that
once extended south to Palos Verdes.
1t was once covered with native flow-
ers such as poppies, lupine,
phacelias, larkspur and native grass-
es, and has a vernal pool evident
after spring rains. It provides home
and foraging habitac for many
species of animals that are native to
the local area. Animals dhat call this
bluff home include the lepless lizard;
great-horned, barn and burrowing
owls; great blue herons; peregrine
falcons; red-tailed hawks; wurkey vul-
tures; Pacific tee frog: western toads;
California king snake and more.

The final environmental impact

teport has been completed and the
proposed development is in the pub-
lic hearing process.

ROSERT KINSLOW

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

at 310-581-0015 or
check out the Web page at: savewest

blujﬁ.nrg.

If you would like 10 help save the  Commitsee,
West Biuff area, call Kathy Knight,

vice chair of the Coastal Protection
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—  Clitizens United to Save ALL of Rallona
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Citizens United to Save All of Ballona is a coalition of organizations who support the
goal to protect. acquire, restore & maintain the'entire Ballona wetlands eco-system
and <Wfowndmg undeveloged opev space in a natural and self-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

Allicii e for Survival - LA,

ArazcnWatch

Arr 2 -ican Cetacean SocietylL A. Chapter

Arnziicans for Democratic Action - (So. CA ADA)

Antrral Legisiative Action Network

Ark Trust, Inc.

Ani il Protection Institute .

Ass = ated Students of Santa Monica College (26,000 students)
Ass o ation Pour La Protection Des Animauix Sauvages
Bal. i 1 Ecosystem Education Project

Ba/i:n = Valley Preservation League

RBallz: 7 Wetlands Land Trust

RBols ':/uca Land Trust . N
CAL ©7RG (California Public Interest Research Group)
Caliizr ~ia Eartn Corps

Caliz+ [ia Native Plant Society/Santa Monica Chapter
Chr.zt.ans Caring for Creation

Chrizo.an Environmental Asscciation

Citiz.:: Environmentalists Against Selling-out the Eartn (CEASE)
Cour -y Connections

Earz Alert

Earz: Zonnections

Earw: Zirest! - LA

Eartr Zoirit of Agape

Earts: Trust Foundation

&colo. .1 Center of So. California

Educaz.cn Action for Animals

Endiangzred Sgecies Coalition

B!

Food Net Bomies

sorest Aczion Netweri/C4

Fessil Fuels Policy Acticn Tnstituce

Jriends of Animais

Erfe'/zf': ,v‘ ne 30re:r:

Tre ,;m: Tr Laimalis MORE DN REVERSE

e s




The Fund tor Anwmals

Great Whales Foundation

Green Corps of Santa Monica College
Greenpedace

Grey Panthers

Intl. Society for the Preservation of the Tropical Rainforest

The John Muir Project

LA. County Green Party

LA. Eco Village - Cooperative Resouces & Services
LA Urban Alliance

Last Chance for Animals

Long Beach Greens

Los Angeles National Lawyers Guild

Loyola Marymount (CMU) Sierra Club Student Group

Mid-City Neighoors

The Nation Discussion Greup

Native Forest Council

New Eden JFoundation

PAX Christi

Peninsular Ranges RBiodiversity Project

PETA (People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals)

Rainpow Club of LMU (Loyola Marymount University)

Rainforest Action Network
Reverence for Life Realized

River Valley Preservation Project
Safe Air Coalition

San Fernando Vailey Greens

Santa Mowica Unitarian Churcih Sccial Action Commiittee

Save Anmanson RanchISER

Save Qur Coast

Sierra Clup

SMC Vegetarian Club

Sccial & Environmental Entrepreneurs (SEE)
Saciety for the Preservation of Birds of Prey
South Bay Greens

Soutnwest Center for Riological Diversity
Soutnwestern Herpetologists Society

Spirit Awakening

Student Action for the Environment at USC
Surfrider Foundation

Theatre Flux

Theodore Payne Foundation

Tri-Star Investigations

UCLZA cnvironmental Coalition

Vegetarian Socety. Inc.

Wetiands Action Network

Wilalife Protection League

Wemen's Ynternational League [or Peace & Treedom

9/4/98....87 groups

%2
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Joanne M. Maguire JUL 2 0 2000
7005 Kentwood Court
Los Angeles, California 90045 CAL\FORNL‘:\SS‘O‘\
(310) 338-1483 COASTAL COMM
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 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. T prefer to
be proactive 1n 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
g \J

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 b LI \J fg 1

JUL 20 2060 '_;,_

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

Attn: Debra Lee

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

CALIFOPKIA
COASTAL @C—JIH-V\A\JSIO:\\

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.

e it

Dr. Mary Jane Rot erdm-Borus

Yours truly,

cC: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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Joyce D. Rotheram E D -

7005 Kentwood Court JoL 2 Y 2000
Los Angeles, California 90045 A
(310) 338-1483 C A\_\FORMNM\SS\QV«
OPSTAL
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 blutt 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 1s support a
plan that addresses the needs that exist today or do nothing until it is too late. I prefer to
be proactive in saving this area.

Please join with me in supporting the West Bluffs development and the mitigation
measures 1t will provide to protect the Coastal Zone.

Yours truly,

Jovce Dv Rotheram

cC: R. Galanter
P. Lauener






B Herrer ECEIVE

7340 W 82nd Street
Los Angeles, CA 90045 JUL 2 0 2000
310-649-0597 CALFORNIA
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
P/
;._.. (( /‘-é’i/ﬂ% y .

CC: Councilwoman R. Galanter
P. Lauener






David Hoisch

2419B Clark Ln. c
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 R E @ E ﬂ \‘.‘ ; \
|

California Coastal Commission CAUFORMA

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 00 77

Dear Commissioners:

| recently learned 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.

Davnd Honsch

Cc: Sixth District Councilwoman R. Galanter
P. Lauener






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

May 17, 2000
L ﬂ; \\'ﬁ %_\‘\ 1
California Coastal Commission, South Coast Area D % U‘ L 1 \\/ u \
Attn: Debra Lee o e | |
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 J—U e
Long Beach, CA 90802-3402 JUL 2 0 2000
CALFORMNIA SON
Re:  CDP 599329 OMMIS
A5PDR0O077 COASTA C

Esteemed Coastal Commissioners:

I 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 needs and addressing our reasonable
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 Catelius has proposed and approve
the Coastal Permit for the West Bluffs development,

Sincerely.

Loeksf Lo

Richard A. Schoenfeld

cc.  R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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THE HUNTER GROUP 7117 Manchester Ave.

General/Electrical/A.V. Contractors " Los Angeles, CA 90045
License # 484489 Tel. (310)645-7226 Fax. (310)645-7004

0 EERE

May 16, 2000 JUL 202000 —
California Coastal Commissi CALIFORNIA

fromia mmission ON:
South Coast Area COASTAL COMMISSI

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

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 flow, 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 aiso 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.

Sincerely, — | / y _
2 Vs
e fle ‘=
Steve Hunter

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

JuL 202000 -

0 ECEWEN

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 Bluffs
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 wiil 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,
"/‘/ / / o 1
// i L Z ¢ jé/

Michael A. Meczka
President
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California Coastal Commission COASTAL COMM\SS\L
South Coast Area
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
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 wetland below
of the bluff.

Very Truly yours,

7 James and Nga Belisle
7415 McConnell Ave.
CC: R. Galanter Los Angeles, California 90045
P. Lauener






Erin Rotheram-Fuller JUL 20 2000 -
8500 Falmouth Avenue #3112

- CALIFORNIA
Playa Del Rey, California 90293 coO .
(310) 3064346 ASTAL COMMiISSIO®-
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 Commssioners:

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,

Erin Rotheram-Fuller

cC: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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COASTAL COMMISSION

May 15, 2000 CDP 599 329 A-5-PDR-00-77
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 I 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 thelr
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 your support for our neighborhood and all of Los Angeles.

Sincerely,

o
cele

Salvatore C. Cecere and Roberta A. Cecere

CC: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter; Peter Lauener, Catellus
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Cailifornia Costal Commission

South Coast Area CALIFORNIA
Attn. Debra Lee COASTAL COMMISSION

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

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, biuff 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.
Sin)cere!y;{;ours,

e PR
John Affano GL /‘L’

e
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Craig & Kateri Wiseman . T
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May 23, 2000

Y CALIFORNIA |
COASTAL COMMISSION

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

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

CL:L , ‘17%5[( Lo /11711 U e
CC: Uj/

Councilwoman Galanter
P. Lauener






Tom and Carrie McClune
5471 West 76t Street
Westchester, CA 90045-3207
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JUL 202000
California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area CALIFORNIA
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,
. , ( V
‘/6%"“ é/ “-—/z‘ “ &\
Tom and Carrie Mcclune

cC: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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John Kohut & Eva Cwynar-Kohut, MD E @ E H \_/ E

4612 Glencoe Avenue #3
JUL
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 2.0 2000
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMivno IO
CDP 5 99 329
A-5-RDR-00 77

May 23, 2000

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

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

Dear Sirs:

Everything about the proposed West Bluffs development suggests the need for compromise. The developer
has made comprormses again and again. But opponents are still staunch in their belief the only good project

“no project.” They are unwilling to work toward concessions. Therefore it will be up to the Coastal
Comrnission 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,

[ (A

: R. Galanter
P. Lauener
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California Coastal Commission . ,;
South Coast Area JUL 20 2000

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 [FORNIA

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 CO AS%QLCOMMISSiO?‘--?

Attn: Debra Lee

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 Bluffs.

Thank you.

7
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- ALFRED T. BAUM, D.D.S,, MSD., FA.CD.
*, BRADLEY J.BAUM, B.S, DDS

v - GARY M. BAUM, D.D.S., M.S. ORTHODONTISTS
.!PLOMATES, AMERICAN BOARD OF ORTHODONTICS
! { -
California Coastal Commission 5{18-p0 N 3 "
South Coast Area JUL 20 2000 -
Attn: Debra Lee
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 CALFORNIA
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 COASTAL COMMIS Sz«

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
A 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 90094 (310) 208-5678
WESTCHESTER MEDICAL PLAZA, 8540 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD, SUITE 1012, LOS ANGELES, CA 90045 (310) 670-1411







